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Summary of the Police Evaluation Conducted by the Winfield Board 
during Executive Session 

By Erik Spande/Winfield Trustee 
May 15, 2012 

 

Overview 
The Winfield, Illinois, Board has met in executive session 12 times over the 11-months period from June 
2011 to April 2012 as part of the Board’s evaluation of the Winfield Police Department (PD). This police 
department evaluation became formally public on April 19, 2012 when the Board first considered hiring 
a consultant to assist in this evaluation. Since the issue became public residents and interested parties 
have voiced concerns related to the Board’s use of executive session and have asked pointed questions 
regarding inappropriate secrecy, why the Board has withheld information on the Winfield PD evaluation 
from the public for almost a year, and confirmation of whether the Board is discussing replacing the 
Winfield PD with staff from the County Sherriff. In addition, Winfield trustees have made public 
statements on the topic of the police evaluation that have been challenged by other Village officials.  

The purpose of this document is to summarize the evaluation of police services that has been conducted 
by the Winfield Board of Trustees during executive session from June 2, 2011 through April 5, 2012. This 
summary will establish the timeline of events and key items under discussion that directly relate to the 
evaluation of police services by the Winfield Board.  

This discussion is chronological. To establish this summary I have reviewed my personal notes, relevant 
emails, and documents produced by me and by others. In addition, I have reviewed all of the available 
audio recordings of executive session to improve the accuracy and completeness of the summary. I have 
documented relevant sources for each session, and some of the documentation is provided in the form 
of attachments or hyperlinks.  

These are not the official minutes or notes of the Winfield Board executive sessions. Summaries are not 
provided when the Board did not meet (July 7, 2011) or did not go into executive session (May 5, 2011, 
May 19, 2011, July 21, 2011, August 18, 2011, September 1, 2011, October 6, 2011, October 20, 2011, 
November 3, 2011, January 19, 2012, April 19, 2012). Note that the police evaluation has been discussed 
during all of the executive sessions conducted by the Board that was seated in May 2011.  
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Summary of Executive Session Discussions 
         

June 2, 2011 Executive session was held at the request of Trustee Reyes, which was 
communicated verbally and in a May 27, 2011 email to Village President Birutis.  

Trustee Reyes noted his relationship with County Sherriff Zaruba, and the fact that Sherriff 
Zaruba has a fine police department with many services. He noted that the Village could 
undoubtedly save money by having the County provide police services for the Village. The other 
Trustees agree that this proposal is worth looking into. The Board tasked Trustee Reyes and 
Village President Birutis with an initial meeting with County Sherriff Zaruba to discuss the issue.  

Documentation:  

• Executive Session tapes not available 

June 16, 2011    

Trustee Reyes and Village President Birutis reviewed their 6/13/2011 meeting with County 
Sherriff Zaruba’s staff regarding 4 scenarios.  

1) Replace the Winfield police department with County Sherriff staff 
2) Replace one 12-hr shift of the Winfield police department with County Sherriff staff 
3) County provides fill-in staff on an hourly rate 
4) Replace DU-COMM (DuPage public safety communications, which provides public 
safety communications services to Police, Fire, and EMS agencies) with County safety 
communication services 

The Sherriff’s staff promised a response to the 4 scenarios within about a month. Trustee Reyes 
said that Sherriff Zaruba wants a letter from the Village noting the Village’s intent to work with 
the County to evaluate police services.  

Documentation:  

• Reviewed executive session CD 

August 4, 2011    

Village President Birutis notes the County Sherriff has not provided a response to the requested 4 
scenarios that was promised to the Village during the 6/13/2011 meeting between County 
Sherriff staff and Trustee Reyes and Village President Birutis.  

Trustee Reyes notes that he met separately with Sherriff Zaruba and that the sheriff wants a 
letter from the Village that states the Village’s intent. Some Board members express reticence to 
having the Board sign and suggest that the Village President should sign and send the letter. 
Other trustees state that the entire Board should ‘own’ the issue, and should not throw the 
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Village President under the bus with a FOIAable letter – which is what happened when the issue 
was discussed with the County Sherriff in 2009. Village President Birutis notes an email 
summarizing the meeting has been sent to Sherriff Zaruba, and states she will not send a letter 
until the promised summary from County Sherriff has been provided.  

Documentation:  

• Review of executive session CD 

September 15, 2011    

Trustee Reyes and Village President Birutis had a meeting with County Sherriff staff on 9/9/2011, 
where the County Sherriff’s written response to the 4 scenarios was discussed. President Birutis 
reviews the County Sherriff’s response to the 4 scenarios (see 6/16/2011) requested by the 
Winfield Board. Trustee Reyes notes huge savings if the Winfield police department is replaced 
by the County Sherriff staff. The trustees have many questions on cost, level of service, logistics, 
response time, and the need for baseline information. Questions are to be forwarded to Village 
Manager Barrett to be summarized pending further discussions with the Sherriff’s office. 
Discussions are preliminary. Hardcopies of the County Sherriff’s response are not available (the 
only available copy is President Birutis’ significantly marked up version), and Trustee Reyes 
commits to getting a clean copy of the Sherriff’s proposal to Board members.  

Documentation:  

• Review of the executive session CD 
• Village President Birutis sent a letter requesting discussion of police services with the 

County Sherriff on August 15, 2011 (not provided) 
• County Sherriff’s written reply to the 4 scenarios on police services (not provided) 

November 17, 2011    

The Board has a recap of Trustee Reyes and Village President Birutis’ meeting with the County 
Sherriff staff on 9/9/2011. A clean copy of the Sherriff’s proposal was not provide by Trustee 
Reyes, so Village President Birutis cleaned up her markup as best as she could and provided it to 
the Board. President Birutis notes that the County Board would have to approve any agreement 
or contract, and that any estimate by the Sherriff’s staff is a rough estimate. Trustee Reyes notes 
the real cost savings with replacing the Winfield PD with Sherriff staff: “The reason to do this, just 
to refresh everyone’s memory, is to find the funding necessary for road repair and the police 
pension fund…otherwise no reason to do it.” The Board discusses how this may work in the 
budget cycle. Trustee Spande volunteers presentations given at the fall 2011 Illinois Municipal 
League on consolidation of police services, and notes that most police consolidation efforts fail.   

Documentation: 

• Review of executive session CD 
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• County’s proposal to the 4 scenarios requested by the Winfield Board (not provided) 
• Documents referenced by Trustee Spande from the 2011 Illinois Municipal League 

Annual Meeting on the topic of consolidation of police services: 
http://www.iml.org/page.cfm?category=980 

 “Living Without your Police Department”  [Sept 17, 2011, Saturday, Kathleen Elliott, 
Jeff Alperin]. Two articles:   

 Living Without Your Police Department - news articles.pdf  
 Living Without Your Police Department.pdf 

 “Closing the Deal” with Joint Services Sharing Initiatives [Sept 16, Friday, William 
Balling]. Three documents:  

 Integrated_Policing_Model_Dundee.pptx  
 MetroMayorsCaucus-PolicePresentation_042111.ppt  
 Police Consolidation Presentation August 2011.pptx 

December 15, 2011    

The Winfield Board has further discussion on the County Sherriff’s proposal to provide police 
services for the Village of Winfield. Village Manager Barrett provided the Board with the 
questions, concerns, and high-level cost evaluation completed by Trustee Spande. No other 
questions or evaluations on police service consolidation from trustees were received for 
consideration by the Board.  

Trustees discuss replacing DU-COMM dispatch/safety communication service with the County 
safety communication service. Costs savings were debated, which are not clear but may range 
from $100K to $270K per year. Village Manager Barrett notes that some towns such as Addison 
are offering dispatch service for less than DU-COMM. He suggests that the Board compare what 
is available. Village Manager Barrett further notes that there may be confusion with different 
dispatches, which needs to be explored. In addition, the Village needs hard number from the 
County. Village Manager Barrett is tasked with getting information for a dispatch service analysis.  

Trustees discuss police consolidation with the County Sherriff. Trustee Hughes proposes bringing 
the Chief into the discussion since she understands safety and response times. Further, he notes 
that the Winfield PD knows that consolidation discussions are ongoing with the Winfield Board. 
Trustee Spande concurs with Trustee Hughes. Village Manager Barrett comments that 
consolidation concerns have been an issue for years, especially since the County is close to the 
Village.  

The Board discusses many questions on using the County Sherriff’s officers to replace some or all 
of the Winfield PD. Trustee Allen states that his gut tells him that the Village should replace the 
Winfield PD with County staff, and do whatever saves the most money. Trustee Olson notes that 
the accumulated questions (from Trustee Spande) cover 95% of the likely questions, but that he 
is not ready to decide on any one scenario. He questions how difficult it will be to get information 
for the scenarios, and suggest a dialog with the County. He suggests an incremental step such as 
having the County do the night shift, but notes that there is very little understanding and that the 
Sherriff’s proposal costs do not favor this option. Trustee Spande says that the Board needs to 
benchmark, educate ourselves, and notes that most police consolidation efforts fail. Moreover, 
any consolidation will be emotional and the public will likely oppose it. Trustee Reyes notes that 

http://www.iml.org/page.cfm?category=980�
http://www.iml.org/file.cfm?key=5527�
http://www.iml.org/file.cfm?key=5526�
http://www.iml.org/file.cfm?key=5475�
http://www.iml.org/file.cfm?key=5477�
http://www.iml.org/file.cfm?key=5468�
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the Board will hear from those that yell louder, but most will accept it. In addition, Trustee Reyes 
comments that he not admire someone (referring to Trustee Spande) who needs all the 
information to make a decision. Trustee Reyes recommends that he and Village President Birutis 
continue discussions with the County.  

Trustee Spande notes that, based on information provided in the fall 2011 Illinois Municipal 
League presentations, once the Winfield PD is eliminated it will be very difficult and expensive to 
recreate. This means eliminating the Winfield PD is a one way trip, and that the Village would be 
a captive of the County Sherriff. Trustees Olson and Reyes strongly disagree, noting that the PD 
can be hired back at the end of a contract. Trustee Hughes notes the Board needs hard numbers, 
and that that if the PD is eliminated it will be hard to set up a new PD. Trustee Bajor is concerned 
about losing institutional knowledge of the Winfield PD, and what the Village would do if 
contracting with the County does not work.  

Trustees discuss the possible cost savings of replacing the night shift or the entire Winfield PD 
with County staff. Trustee Reyes promotes the County Sherriff, noting: "The Sheriff is the best 
department in the nation…They are 2nd to none" and "(The County Sherriff) is just across the 
street". He also praises on their efficiency. Trustee Hughes notes that there may only be one 
County deputy near Winfield at any given time.  Trustee Spande notes that his analysis of 
possible savings by replacing the Winfield PD with County staff is very preliminary and shows 
savings of perhaps $200k/year, but that all trustees should challenge the numbers. Trustee Olson 
states the Board needs better information on costs from the County, needs to ask questions, and 
needs to drill down internally – perhaps by engaging Chief Reever. Trustee Reyes notes: “My gut 
tells me there is $700K to $1M in here annually for the village depending on which option you 
choose – it’s in here. This solves the problem, or the best part of the problem.”  Trustee Reyes 
comments: " If we are going to show the intestinal fortitude to do this and do it properly, I want 
us to be married to the decision for a while (to contact the entire department out to the Sheriff)." 
He further explains that you can fix a lot of roads for $500K.  

Direction of the Board: Village Manager Barrett will work on getting information on dispatch 
services. In addition, he will work with the County Sherriff to identify a time when Trustee Reyes 
and Village President Birutis can meet with the Sherriff’s office.  

Documentation: 

• Review of executive session CD 
• Trustee Spande’s summary of questions and concerns regarding police services. See 

Attachment 1. The cost evaluation is obsolete and is not provided.  

January 5, 2012  Executive session was placed on the Board agenda at the request of 
Trustees Allen, Hughes, Olson, and Reyes via an email to Village 
President Birutis on 1/3/2012 

Trustee Allen leads the discussion of his cost analysis of replacing the Winfield PD with County 
deputies. He starts with an introduction: “This consolidation thing in my humble opinion is the 
biggest bang for our buck for the potential to raise money for roads and those other things that 
we really, really need money for.” Trustee Allen reviews his cost schedule that details the costs of 
the Winfield PD, which include labor and hardware. The evaluation was completed with help 
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from Trustees Reyes, Olson and Hughes. Based on this analysis the Winfield PD costs are 
comparable to the costs of the Warrenville and Wheaton PDs. Police costs at the County were 
incomplete due to the lack of clarity in County pension costs, equipment, and labor for beat cops 
verses court cops. Trustee Allen notes that the cost savings for eliminating the Winfield PD and 
using County staff per the County proposal will be upwards of $1.2M per year. Trustee Allen goes 
into considerable detail on the many assumptions and estimated costs in his cost evaluation. 
Trustee Allen wants ‘buy in’ on the numbers from the Board to move forward.  

Trustees, some of whom had just been given the spreadsheet before the executive session 
meeting, had many questions. Village President Birutis noted that the costs do not include 
County overhead, which could be as high as 35%. Further, the costs given by the Sherriff’s staff 
are not final and must go through and be approved by the County Board. Trustee Bajor notes the 
costs may not include County infrastructure or capital costs. Trustee Olson notes that there are 
96 patrol cops with the County, so the County patrol officer costs offered by Trustee Allen are 
only general numbers. He continues that the municipal costs are clear, and that the 
municipalities and Winfield have done a good job managing the costs of their PDs. Trustee Reyes 
disputes Village President Birutis’ claim of up to 35% increase due to overhead. Village President 
Birutis further explains that the Village needs to be careful about losing ticket adjudication 
revenue and red light camera revenue. Trustee Olson comments that the Village may need its 
own officers even if it uses County staff to take on functions noted by Village President Birutis. 
Trustee Reyes notes that using County staff offers huge long-term pension savings, as well as the 
savings from privatization.  

Trustee Reyes nominates Trustees Allen and Olson to negotiate with the County on behalf of the 
Village. After further discussion the Trustees have a straw pole with four in favor (Trustee Spande 
was against). After discussion the group decides to send questions on the County police services 
proposal to Trustees Allen and Olson. Four trustees did not want to pursue the half-time 
scenario, with Trustee Spande disagreeing with the majority. 

Documentation 

• Review of executive session CD 
• Trustee Allen’s financial evaluation spreadsheets for the Winfield PD (“Cop 

Consolidation”) and cost savings (“Labor Costs”). See Attachment 2. Note - this 
attachment is the slightly updated version from 2/10/2012.  

February 2, 2012  Executive session was placed on the Board agenda at the request of Trustees 
Allen and Olson via an email to Village President Birutis on 1/25/2012 

Trustees Olson and Allen report on their January 25, 2012 meeting with Sherriff Zaruba’s staff 
regarding two alternatives: replacing the entire Winfield PD with County staff and having County 
staff provide 12-hr shifts for 7 days a week. Trustee Olson provides the Board with a summary of 
objectives, action items, documentation to date, financial analysis, and township agreements 
that were sent to trustees via an email from Village Manager Barrett on 1/31/2012. Notes on the 
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1/25/2012 meeting between Trustees Olson and Allen and County staff were provided to 
Trustees via Village Manager Barrett on 1/27/2012. The meeting with the County discussed a 
number of procedural issues on equipment, control, and staffing. Possible contract length was 
also discussed. The County’s contractual relationship for police services with Milton, York, 
Bloomingdale and Wayne Townships were noted, and copies of these contracts were provided to 
the Village.  

Trustees Allen and Olson report that the County prefers to completely replace the Winfield PD.  
The County provided draft cost for police services and equipment for both alternatives (replacing 
the Winfield PD and one 12 hour shift). Note that the Sherriff’s office cannot negotiate pricing or 
contract terms – which is the responsibility of the County Board.  

Trustees Olson and Allen summarize the likely savings with County’s proposal. The Winfield PD 
costs approximately $10.8M for 4 years. The County’s cost for Scenario 1 (replace the Winfield 
PD with 8 County deputies) would cost $4.4M for labor and a total of $5.2M (including expenses) 
for 4 years. County staff would be assigned to the Winfield beat, and each would have their own 
squad car like County deputies do (e.g. – a mobile office). Two county deputies would be on the 
beat at all times. With Scenario 1 the Village saves $5.6M over 4 years, or $1.4M per year.  

The presentation generates considerable discussion, which Trustees Allen and Olson try to 
address. Trustee Spande is concerned about reduced level of service when using County staff. 
Trustee Allen states there will be no decrease in level of service. Trustee Spande notes that the 
Chief needs to be involved, and that the Chief Reever has stated that the Village gives more 
mutual aid to the County than they give to us, suggesting the County is not as ‘resource rich’ as 
has been asserted by Trustee Reyes. Trustees Reyes and Allen strongly disagree. Village Manager 
Barrett notes the possible difficulty for the Village in managing County police officers, especially if 
there is no Village staff such as Chief Reever with the expertise to assist managing a PD – which is 
needed for something this big. Furthermore, Village Manager Barrett notes that some Trustees 
are clearly advocates for replacing the Winfield PD with County staff. Trustees Reyes and Allen 
agree they are advocates, and Trustee Olson disagrees and states he has an open mind on the 
subject.  

Village Manager Barrett continues, noting that the Board has limited expertise for this significant 
topic. Trustee Spande notes that if you do not ask the right questions you will not get correct 
answers, and that this Board does not have the expertise to ask the right questions.  Trustee 
Olson agrees that the Board does need outside expertise. Trustee Reyes objects to having an 
outside consultant, which will only add a layer of doubt: “Not a big deal. Not something you have 
to study. Either you have the fortitude to do something different or you don’t.”  He continues, 
noting the County has a better PD and that we could probably get by with 6 instead of the 
proposed 8 County deputies and save even more money: “(The County replacing the Winfield PD) 
would be an improvement in service…get more for less money. Simple for people to 
understand.”  Trustee Spande notes that the trustees have very different decision making styles, 
with some requiring no information to make a decision and others preferring to let information 
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inform their decision. He continues that some middle ground is needed or we will have a split 
Board. At this point Trustee Reyes has a very loud and pointed disagreement with Village 
Manager Barrett over emailing Village information to his Village email account instead of his 
corporate email account and he storms out of the room.  

The remaining Board members discuss Scenario 2, which is having the County replace one 12-
hour shift – likely the night shift. Trustee Olson runs through the analysis, noting that the net 
savings in 4 years is $2.3M – which is significantly less than if the County replaces the entire 
Winfield PD. There is additional discussion, noting the possibility of a Winfield liaison, morale 
issues with the Winfield PD, and the willingness of the Village and County to come to an 
agreement. Trustee Spande notes that a contract with the Village would be a revenue stream for 
the Sherriff’s office. The trustees generally agree to remove Scenario 2 from consideration since 
it is merely dividing Scenario 1 by two (e.g. 1 shift instead of 2 shifts). Trustee Spande notes that 
the Village will have no effective control since deputies will report to the County Sherriff. 

Village Attorney Freeman notes that although the legal agreements between the County and the 
Townships for County deputy services are simple, that any agreement between the Village and 
the County is likely to be a lengthy legal document since it will have to stipulate many of the 
questions brought up by the Board during discussions.  

The Board agrees that the next step is to get outside expert assistance, and tasks Village Manager 
Barrett to identify a few possible resources for the Board to consider. Trustee Hughes suggests 
that Village Manager Barrett accompany Trustees Allen and Olson during discussions with the 
County.  

Documentation 

• Review of executive session tapes 
• “Draft 1/30/2012, February 2nd Executive Session Police Service Discussion”. Lists 

objectives, action items, and documentation to date on the Board’s police evaluation. 
Financial summary for Scenario 1 and 2. Provided by Trustees Allen and Olson via Village 
Manager Barrett to Board members on 1/31/2012. Attachment 3. 

• 1/25/2012 meeting notes between Trustees Allen and Olson and Sherriff Zaruba’s staff; 
provided to the Board via Village Manager Barrett on 1/27/2012. Includes township 
agreements with the County, and also the Winfield PD financial analysis. See Attachment 
4.  

February 16, 2012  Executive session was placed on the Board agenda at the request of 
Trustees Allen and Olson via an email to Village President Birutis on 
2/9/2012  

Trustees Olson and Allen discuss documents they have prepared for the Board: contract items, 
cost summaries, and a schedule to replace the Winfield PD with County staff. These documents 
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were provided to the Board a few days before the executive session meeting. Trustee Spande 
provided critical comments and questions on all documents to Trustee Olson before the meeting.  

Trustee Allen discusses the cost summary for replacing the Winfield PD with County staff. As 
discussed on 2/2/2012, the County staff would be assigned to Winfield and would have a County 
car with kit. Costs include pension, liability, and equipment. Facilities would be at the County, 
with no police facilities in the Village. A 20-year deal is recommended. Trustee Spande notes that 
Winfield would be trapped if the Winfield PD was eliminated, and that we would have no 
alternatives but to continue contracting with the County. Village Manager Barrett notes that 
there would be no facilities, and questions how this would work and how it would be managed.  

Trustee Olson continues with the cost proposal. Village President Birutis forcefully states that she 
is uncomfortable that we do not have a professional to help guide the evaluation, noting we are 
working in a vacuum. Trustee Hughes states he wants Chief Reever involved, and does not 
appreciate the tone or being dictated to by the two trustees that are leading the discussion. He 
continues that this discussion has to go public. Village President Birutis states we need the Chief 
and experts involved. Trustee Reyes objects, noting that the County has the experts and that we 
should trust the County with the details. He does not want the Chief involved.  

Village Manager Barrett has identified 3 possible outside experts to assist the Board. The Board 
asks him to identify a qualified and experienced consultant for discussion in a March 2012 
executive session. Trustee Spande agrees that the Board needs technical assistance. Trustee 
Olson agrees the Board needs a consultant to help manage the process.  

Trustee Allen wants to continue discussions with the County to keep them in the loop. Trustee 
Olson notes he is calling the County every few days, and that Winfield needs to communicate 
with the County to gain credibility. Further, he is concerned about the issue going public and the 
rumor mill. In addition, Trustee Olson wants the Board to offer a counter proposal to the County 
to show we are serious. Trustee Hughes notes we need more time.  

The trustees discuss the difficulties with communications. Trustee Reyes does not want the point 
of contact (POC) to be Village President Birutis and suggests Trustee Olson as POC. Trustee 
Hughes suggests Village Manager Barrett as the POC, and Mr. Barrett agrees that he is a better 
choice than a trustee. The Board agrees to have Village Manager Barrett be the POC.  

Documentation 

• Review of executive session CD 
• Contract, cost, and schedule evaluations by Trustees Olson and Allen. Comments are by 

Trustee Spande. See Attachment 5.  
o “Items to be included in Contract for Sherriff Police Service for Winfield WORKING 

DRAFT” (date stamped 2/10/2012).  
o “Police Services Cost Savings Analysis” (date stamped 2/10/2012).  
o “Police Services Evaluation Schedule” (date stamped 2/10/2012).  
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March 1, 2012  Executive session was placed on the agenda at the request of Trustees 
Allen, Hughes, Reyes and Olson via an email to Village President Birutis 
on 2/27/2012  

Trustee Olson presents the contract information (not changed from 2/16/12), police cost 
evaluation (not changed from 2/16/2012), and the schedule, which has been modified to add 4 to 
6 weeks to account for the police consultant and contracting with the County.  

Trustee Olson wants the Board to give the OK to present the County Sherriff with a counter 
proposal in the next couple of days. Then the Winfield liaisons Trustees Allen and Olson will get 
County feedback on costs, schedule, and contract items for replacing the Winfield PD. He notes 
the County Sherriff staff will be excited that Winfield has countered, and that the County wants 
discussions to continue. Any discussion with the County Sherriff’s office will occur while working 
with the police consultant. The consultant can add details to the County’s proposal.  

Trustee Hughes wants a baseline, with Trustees Olson and Allen to continue discussions before 
there are discussions with the consultant. Trustee Hughes also wants to discuss Chief Reever.  

Trustee Reyes notes the purpose is to move forward to get clarity, and lock in the philosophy. He 
is cautiously optimistic that having the County provide police services to the village will work. The 
County has better service for the buck, and he wants Trustees Olson and Allen to continue 
discussions since it sends the right message to the Sherriff.  

Trustee Spande notes that since four trustees have clearly decided the issue of continuing 
discussions with the Sherriff before executive session and that his opinion is functionally 
irrelevant. Further, he states that this entire executive session is a waste of time. The decision 
has already been made.  

The trustees have a straw pole, with the result of 4 to 1 to send Trustees Olson and Allen to 
continue discussions with the Sherriff (Trustee Spande is against; Trustee Bajor and Village 
President Birutis are not present).  

Village Attorney Freeman notes that having discussions with the Sherriff before the consultant 
has provided input is jumping the gun. What if the proposed contract language is wrong? 
Consultant input is needed first. Trustee Spande notes that contract discussions with the County 
will set expectations for what could be a multimillion dollar agreement before the Board has 
critical knowledge from the consultant.  

Village Manager Barrett notes we are getting ahead of ourselves. R.E.M. is scheduled to meet 
with the Board on 3/15/12. Also, Trustee Bajor and Village President Birutis are not present, so it 
is better to have a full Board before making the decision to continue discussions with the County. 
Input is needed from the consultant. What is the rush? Moreover, this proposal will not fall apart 
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due to cost, but rather level of service. We may go from 17 to 8 officers. Level of service has not 
been demonstrated.  

Trustee Reyes wants to confirm to the Sherriff that the Village is moving forward with having the 
County replace the Winfield PD, and notes that Trustee Bajor agrees (even though he is not 
present). He does not want to wait for a full Board or a consultant. He notes that the County will 
improve services and save money, and we will do better with less people with the County – the 
County has more resources behind the eight officers. The consultants will make sure we are not 
missing something. Trustee Hughes agrees with Trustee Reyes, and notes Trustee Reyes’ 
expertise in this subject.  

Trustee Olson proposes that he and Trustee Allen meet with the County next week. Trustee 
Reyes does not want them to give the County the cost analysis, and make sure everything says 
‘draft’. Village Manager Barrett notes that it makes no sense to give them the Village’s proposed 
schedule for rollout of County Sherriff deputies to take over the Village PD. Trustee Reyes agrees.  

Summary of the email sent by Trustee Spande to Board members on 3/6/2012: I was ambushed 
by my fellow Trustees during the 3/1/2012 executive session, where a subset of trustees had 
clearly discussed and decided the issues before the executive session was conducted. It is in my 
opinion it was not appropriate to have any further contracting discussions with the County 
regarding police services if we are going to hire a consultant to provide guidance on how to 
proceed on this issue. Continuing contracting discussions was directly counter to what both the 
Village attorney and Village manager recommended. Explicitly ignoring the administrative and 
legal advice of staff is not wise.  Furthermore, it is clear that none of my comments and 
suggestions (see 2/16/2012) regarding this issue were considered, indicating that my input is 
neither wanted nor valued. Moreover, it is clear now why Village President Birutis did not 
participate in the 3/1/2012 executive session meeting – she knew this was a setup and saw no 
value in wasting her time in executive session when the outcome was orchestrated. Therefore, I 
believe that that the other Trustees have choreographed the decision to continue contract 
discussions with the County well in advance of the executive session and that other Trustees 
were specifically excluded. I was profoundly disappointment with this executive session meeting 
and the process as a whole.  

Commentary: Based on the actions and clear statements of some of my fellow Trustees it is my 
opinion that the majority on Winfield Board is rushing to preordained conclusion – replacing the 
Winfield PD with County Sherriff deputies. Hiring R.E.M. to complete an evaluation of the Winfield 
PD can be a valuable tool to improve service and potentially reduce cost, but if a majority of the 
Board has already made up their minds then the exercise is a sham and a waste of taxpayer dollars.  

Documentation: 

• Review of executive session CD 
• Trustee Spande’s 3/6/2012 email to the Board regarding the ‘ambush’ in executive 

session. See Attachment 6.  
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March 15, 2012    

The Board had a presentation from R.E.M. The Board previously asked the Village Manager to 
select a qualified and experienced consultant to assist the Village as it evaluates police services. 
R.E.M. summarizes their personal and professional expertise, as well as their experience in police 
service evaluations. Further, they note that the staff of R.E.M. does not have a relationship with 
Winfield officials or staff, although both principles know County Sherriff Zaruba professionally 
due to their extensive experience with state, County, and local police departments. R.E.M. 
describes their evaluation, which would be an assessment of operations, policies, contracts. This 
also includes interviews with police, officials, staff, local business and civic leaders, and other 
stakeholders. The report will include their evaluation, options, strategies, and time frames to be 
considered by the Board and the community. Any assessment will show no favoritism, will be 
objective, and will have no preconceptions. R.E.M. notes their 6-page paper on police services in 
the February 2012 Illinois Municipal League journal (see link, below).  

Trustees have many questions and concerns. Trustee Reyes notes that if the Winfield PD is 
disbanded that the County PD will provide better value and the Village will not have to raise 
taxes. He continues that he wants to take care of the Winfield PD officers when they are 
eliminated. R.E.M. comments that the downsized officers will have poor job prospects due to the 
financial state of local governments, and that a severance package is likely to mean little. R.E.M. 
continues that questions need to be asked: what size of Winfield PD acceptable; will buyouts of 
officers reduce costs; consider non-sworn staff to do tasks that do not require an officer; 
renegotiate contracts; and consider some civilianizing or privatizing but keep Winfield PD. The 
Board needs to keep options open. Later in the discussion Trustee Spande notes that one 
alternative that should be considered is no change to the Winfield PD.  

Village Manager Barrett notes that to date the only option that has been considered by a 
majority of the Board is the replacing the Winfield PD with County staff. The Board needs to 
understand level of service and financial implications. Trustee Olson notes that Board members 
have had conversations with the County Sherriff, and that the consensus of the Board is toward 
the County Sherriff’s proposal. He continues, noting significant savings for police services when 
using County staff, and that the critical question is level of service that the County would provide. 
R.E.M. notes that the County Sherriff does a good job, but that Winfield PD officers are likely 
more committed and may take extra steps to provide better service.  

R.E.M. asks whether a referendum to the Village residents on police services has been 
considered. Village President Birutis responses ‘yes’, and that she is in favor. Trustee Olson notes 
the issue has been discussed, and that he is looking to the consultant for a recommendation on a 
referendum and the need to go public.  

Trustee Hughes wants the Chief to be involved with discussions. R.E.M notes that the Board 
needs to manage communication, and that involving the Chief is the decent thing to do. R.E.M. 
also notes that how the Board handles this issue has wider implications since the Board does not 
want a reputation for treating people poorly.  
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Trustee Spande notes the different decision making styles on the Board, ranging from those that 
need no information to make decisions to those that want information to inform their decision. 
Further, the Board needs to benchmark what other communities are doing so we can be well 
informed. The Board must put all options on the table, understand the process, and not jump to 
conclusions. The Board must be able to defend itself, especially since the Board has no real 
expertise on this subject – and if you do not ask the right questions you will not get the right 
answers. R.E.M. notes that this decision affects many people’s lives, and that their evaluation will 
include all alternatives and will also draw in the Winfield PD, civic leaders, and other interested 
parties.  

Trustee Olson notes that the savings from using County deputies could be used for road funding, 
and that other savings such as renting out the current police space is possible. There may be 
other benefits, which need to be quantified during the police service evaluation. This is not a 
pure police protection issue. He continues, the Board needs a proposal from R.E.M., needs to 
engage the Chief, and engage the County. In addition, Trustee Olson specifies contracting details 
to direct R.EM. such as holding off interviews with police staff and civic leaders such as churches. 
In addition, the Board needs to understand other options.  

Public rollout was discussed. Trustee Spande notes that the public must have noticed all the 
executive session meetings. Village Clerk Mareachen notes that the audience surely noticed 
R.E.M. in the audience. Trustee Hughes states that the Village needs to go public as soon as 
possible. Trustee Spande notes that one of the key lessons from the IML conference on police 
services from fall 2011 is that the sooner you engage the public the better off you’ll be. Village 
Manager Barrett notes that all stakeholders should be engaged. Trustee Reyes agrees with a 
communication plan, and notes that the Board needs to understand cost and schedule. Further, 
he states that four trustees think the County is the option, and comments that Trustee Spande 
has been pretty upset and needs to get enough information to get on board. Trustee Olson notes 
that hiring a consultant to evaluate police services effectively means the issue is going public.  

Trustee Olson summarizes recent developments with the County Sherriff, the contract terms, and 
the cost proposal. He notes that the County is preparing contract language. Further, he notes 
that more evaluation is needed on level of service, and that the purpose of additional meetings 
with the County is to grow the relationship. There are no commitments at this time, but we need 
to let the County know a consultant is on board. Village President Birutis asks, why discuss this 
with the County? Further, she states that the Board should back off and let the consultant lead. 
Trustee Reyes does not want to stop discussions with the County since that implies the Board has 
changed its mind, which we do not want to do.  

Documentation 

• Review of executive session CD 
• R.E.M.’s paper on February 2012 in the IML on police services “Policing in a New 

Economic Environment”: http://www.iml.org/page.cfm?category=1889 

http://www.iml.org/page.cfm?category=1889�
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April 5, 2012    

Trustee Olson notes his summary from his and Trustee Allen’s March 21, 2012 meeting with the 
County Sherriff’s office, suggested action items for R.E.M., and the revised schedule to replace 
the Winfield PD.  

Trustees discuss the proposed contract with R.E.M to evaluate police services. Trustee Hughes is 
for hiring R.E.M. as proposed, and he would like them to start working right away. Trustee Olson 
is concerned about timing, and wants to move interviews with stakeholders besides Chief Reever 
and the County to the end of the schedule. Village Manager Barrett replies that R.E.M. has said 
they can modify the schedule of the interviews, but that he does not know if they can meet 
Trustee Olson’s schedule. He notes that R.E.M. may have difficulty with County scheduling, for 
instance. Trustee Olson notes the deliverable on May 11th. Village President Birutis asks for a 
straw pole to proceed with the proposal with the noted date and interview changes, which is 
approved 4-1 (Trustee Reyes dissents).  

Village Manager Barrett asks for guidance from the Board on how to proceed with the cost of the 
R.E.M. proposal, which is $32,400. Village President Birutis states that is to be in the list of bills to 
be voted on by the Board (in public). Village Manager Barrett notes the contract could be broken 
into segments of less than $10K, which would not require a vote by the Board. Village Attorney 
Freedman notes this is legal, and that amounts over $10K require a public Board vote. Village 
Clerk Mareachen states that if it sounds deceptive that it is deceptive. Trustee Olson wants the 
contract in phases of less than $10K each. Trustee Hughes does not agree with breaking up the 
contract. Village Clerk Mareachen interjects that the Board needs to manage the message or the 
message will manage the Board, and that the Board needs to come forward or there will be a bad 
end of this. Village President Birutis agrees.  

The Board discusses the wording of the R.E.M. contract that will go into the Board packet. 
Trustee Reyes wants the statement to state that a study is being completed. Trustee Olson wants 
the word “County” removed from the description. Village President Birutis wants “County” 
included. Trustees agree on a generalized description of the R.E.M. proposal for the Board 
packet.  

Trustee Olson notes that voting on the R.E.M. contract during a Board meeting means the issue 
of police service evaluation will be going public. Trustee Reyes wants a single spokesman to take 
questions for the Board. Trustee Hughes says the Village President should be the spokesman, 
which is disputed by Trustee Reyes. Trustee Allen suggests the Village Manager should be 
spokesman. Trustee Bajor asks about a FOIA, and if that applies to the R.E.M. contract. Village 
President Birutis states that the contract is subject to FOIA. Village Manager Barrett notes that 
the police union is likely to ask questions, and Village President Birutis confirms that the Winfield 
PD union did become involved when the issue was brought forward in 2009.  

Trustees discuss how to manage the R.E.M. contract. Trustee Olson suggests putting R.E.M. on 
retainer so they can start right away. In addition, he wants Trustees Olson and Allen to work with 
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R.E.M. during their interviews. Village President Birutis strongly objects, noting the consultant’s 
work should stand alone with no interference from Winfield officials, and that the Sherriff’s staff 
can do their job. Trustees Reyes, Olson, and Allen state that having Winfield officials with the 
R.E.M. interviews will protect the Village’s relationship with the Sherriff and negotiations 
conducted to date. Trustee Olson notes that he does not want R.E.M. to negotiate for the Village 
with the County. Village President Birutis objects, noting that the contractor has been hired to 
interview and not negotiate. Village Manager Barrett interjects – for the record – that the 
contractor needs to do their interviews without Trustees Olson and Allen, and that he is gravely 
concerned that the involvement of trustees in the process will taint the outcome. Village 
President Birutis agrees. Trustee Hughes offers a compromise, where R.E.M. will interview the 
Chief alone and that Winfield official(s) and the Village Manager will accompany R.E.M. to County 
interviews. Village Manager Barrett interjects, stating that including trustees in the interviews 
will split up the Board as a team, and that Trustee Spande (who was not present) would disagree 
with this decision. Trustee Reyes states that there a majority of trustees that support this, so the 
issue is settled. Village President Birutis has a straw pole to bring the Chief into future 
discussions, which is approved by four trustees.  

Commentary: I was not able to attend this executive session meeting since I was out of town on 
business. I was not pleased that the Board decided to allow Trustees to be present during R.E.M.s 
interviews. This is totally inappropriate since it can easily bias the results, and could represent 
unwarranted control by some members of the Board. If R.E.M. is to do this work it must be 
independent and free of overt Board bias. Village Manager Barrett is correct – this interference 
by selected Board members in will taint the results of the R.E.M. police evaluation. It will also 
break up the Board as a team.  

Documentation 

• Review of executive session CD 
• 3/21/2012 meeting notes between Trustees Allen and Olson and Sherriff Zaruba’s staff; 

provided to the Board via Village Manager Barrett on 3/26/2012. See Attachment 7. 

Other Reference Information 

Waterford Police Department Dissolution, Local Government Case Study Series, Intergovernmental 
Studies Program. Authors: Sydney Cresswell, Jordan Wishy. April 2007.  
www.albany.edu/igsp/pdf/waterford%20case_igsp.pdf      

http://www.albany.edu/igsp/pdf/waterford%20case_igsp.pdf�


DRAFT - Police Alternatives Questions and Concerns
E. Spande  11/28/2011

Key Questions
Are shared services feasible? 
What is the impact of each of the proposeals on Winfield level of service? 
Will shared services reduce costs in the short, medium and long term? And if so, by how much?
Is the culture of the two agencies (Winfield and County) similar? 
Are shared services a marrage of equals, or will one entity have effective control? 
Has the public been informed, and given the opportunity to voice their concerns? 
Who has effective control, and what are the levels of control for each participating agency? 
What is the timeline for a merger/consolidation of service? 
Is the consolidation reversable? If so, what is the cost of reversing the consolidation if it is a failure? 
Will the consolidation be gradual (e.g. by attrition), or will it be sudden (mass firing)? 
Is there public demand for shared services, or is this being driven from the top down? 
What are the timelines for implementing various shared services alternatives? 
Have existing agreements by the County (or other agencies) been examined as benchmarks or costs and implementation? 
Has a benchmarking exercise that examines current Winfield level of service, optimal level of service, and level of service under consolidation proposals been completed? 
Is the conslidation vulnerable to arbitrary contract change on the part of one or both participants? 
Who are the key parties that will play a role in decision making in each of the proposed shared service changes? 

Problem Areas that Must Be Addressed
Item Description Further Quantification Needed

Loss of Control Supervisory control ceded to County. 

Who calls the shots? If there is a problem, how is this resolved? How are 
resident complaints/demands resolved? Hiring/firing? How address Winfield-
specific concerns (e.g - local admin courts)? 

"Winfield" Identity Police Dept is valued by residents
How does the elimination of the Winfield PD affect its identity? Is this 
acceptable to residents?

Unions Unions will resist and actively campaign against consolidation
The PD is trusted and looked up to. Can the Board craft an argument for 
consolidation and then stick to it in the face of PD and public opposition?

Non-reversable
Once facilities and infrastructure is eliminated it is difficult if not 
impossible ot go back

Consolidation is a one way trip. It MUST be done correctly or Winfield will 
suffer

Legal issues Legal issues related to consolidation have not been explored
Must look at historic and ongoing consoldation and municipal law to identify 
legal ramifications, quantify them, identify costs, and timelines

Consolidation savings
Brief outline of rough costs given to the Village from the County 
Sheriff Need to quanitfy proposal, identify examples where this has been done

Public Input
Will the public be given a chance to discuss, or will this be done by 
Board fiat (e.g. cut during budget cycle so it is 'done')? 

espande
Text Box
Attachment 1



DRAFT - Police Alternatives Questions and Concerns
E. Spande  11/28/2011

Other "Benefits" that Require Quantification 
Item Description Further Quantification Needed

Increased efficiency Reduce supervisory redundency
What exactly is Winfield paying for? Is it built in to the proposed cost 
structure?

Cost savings - salaries How do salaries of Winfield PD compare to County PD
Not clear how the compare
Need to define if other County costs are rolled in to County staff rates

Cost savings - facilities What facility savings are available Are County facility costs 'free' or rolled into staff costs? 

Cost savings - equipment What equipment savings are available
Are County equipment costs rolled into staff costs? Or is this a benefit of 
working with the County (e.g. they have the infrastructure anyway)

Service - reactive vs proactive
Winfield PD is local and proactive and accountable. Will the 
County's service be proactive or reactive? Need to define how County service will work in the Village

Service - enhanced or same? 
Need to define baseline of current level of service and compare to 
what is proposed by the County

Need to define baseline level of service for existing PD
Need to define what we consider 'optimal' (better) level of service as an 
objective
Need to define what LOS the County is proposing, and then compare to 
existing LOS and optimal LOS

Other Consolidation Alternatives
In order to show that we have 'done our homework' we need ot consider other service consolidation alternatives

Item Description Further Quantification Needed
Wheaton PD Consolidation/Shared services
West Chicago PD Consolidation/Shared services
Carol Stream PD Consolidation/Shared services

Warrenville PD Consolidation/Shared services

Shared:
*  Chief
* Detectives
* Backup/patrol
* Equipment
* Admin
Consolidate through attrition, slower/trial period, set objectives, build trust



Cop Consolidation

Dupage County Sheriff Wheaton Winfield Warrenville

2011 2011 2011 2011

Number of Sworn Officers 538 82.5 17 36

Administrative Staff 24 3 2 8

Hardware Budget 4,194,663$                            3,110,403$                             542,537$                    710,069$                       

Hardware Cost / Officer 7,797$                                   37,702$                                  31,914$                      19,724$                         

Labor Budget 36,022,943$                          9,603,509$                             1,918,524$                 4,335,833$                    

Labor Cost / Officer 66,957$                                 116,406$                                112,854$                    120,440$                       

Total Budget 2011 40,217,606$                          12,169,437$                           2,591,619$                 5,565,247$                    

Total Cost Per Officer 74,754$                                 147,508$                                152,448$                    154,590$                       

Pension NOT included?

Relevant Pages From Budgets CAFR Budget

DuPage p.5 - Ratios p. 167-170

Wheaton p.103 p.135-159

Winfield p.112-115 p.80-98

Warrenville p.90 p.64-80

espande
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DRAFT - 02/10/12
Labor Costs

Number of Deputies 8 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

Escalator 1.90%

85%

Salary 61,991$                                         495,924$                505,347                        514,948               524,732               72,930$      

SS/Med 4,742$                                           37,937$                  38,658                          39,393                 40,141                 5,579$        

Health Ins 24,159$                                         193,270$                196,942                        200,684               204,497               28,422$      

Retirement 13,018$                                         104,142$                106,121                        108,137               110,192               15,315$      

Vacation 4,828$                                           38,624$                  39,358                          40,106                 40,868                 5,680$        

Sick Leave 2,897$                                           23,174$                  23,615                          24,063                 24,521                 3,408$        

Life Insurance 130$                                              1,040$                    1,060                            1,080                   1,101                   153$           

Supervision & Management 12,997$                                         12,997$                  13,387                          13,789                 14,202                 

Total Labor Cost / Yr 907,109$                924,487$                      942,199$             960,253$             

Total Labor Cost Per Deputy / Yr 113,389$                115,561$                      117,775$             120,032$             

Hardware Costs

Number Needed Service Life in Yr's Cost /Yr Total Cost / Yr

Squad Car 8                                                   16                           25,000$                        12,500$               

Officer Equipment 8                                                   16                           15,000$                        7,500$                 

Maintenance 8                                                   5,522$                          44,176$               

Fuel 8                                                   5,250$                          42,000$               

Uniforms 8                                                   550$                             4,400$                 

Training 8                                                   1,000$                          8,000$                 

Ammo 8                                                   300$                             2,400$                 

Operational Supplies 8                                                   500$                             4,000$                 

Hardware Total Cost / Yr 124,976$             

Hardware Cost Per Deputy / Yr 15,622$               

Summary

Labor Cost Per Deputy / Yr 113,389$                115,561$                      117,775$             120,032$             

Hardware Cost Per Deputy / Yr 15,622$                  15,934$                        16,253$               16,578$               

Sheriff Cost Total Per Deputy / Yr 129,011$                131,495$                      134,028$             136,610$             

1st Year Analysis

Annual Cost for 8 Deputies / Yr 1,032,085$             

Winfield Budget / Yr. 2,591,619$             

Savings To Winfield / Yr 1,559,534$             

Legacy Pension Obligations / Yr 463,000$                

Net Savings / Yr 1,096,534$             

Ticket Revenue from Operations / Yr 130,000$                

Dollars Returned to the General Fund / Yr 1,226,534$             
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Callout
has this been acquired? see web site for King Co, Washington

espande
Callout
does this mean Winfield, or the 'Beats' noted in the figure?

espande
Text Box
Attachment 4 (comments by Trustee Spande)



espande
Callout
extra cost to hire local service

espande
Callout
cost? Or would these services replace the 'beat' cop time? 

espande
Rectangle

espande
Callout
How would this coordinate with the local policing/adjudication? e.g. once they are booked in the County, can Winfield even consider them for local courts? 

espande
Callout
Need input from Stacy for clarification on process

espande
Callout
need clarification on how this would work

espande
Callout
Assuming $40k/car for 8 officers and retirement in 8 years, this is $40K/hr in cost. Does not include maintenance



espande
Callout
would this terminate WEMA? Or would there be extra cost to coordinate or hire new Winfield Staff

espande
Callout
translation: Winfield Board has no control over complaints or the complaint process

espande
Callout
translation: use County vehicles

espande
Callout
need clarification on how works with local adjudication process

espande
Callout
need input from Stacy on how this would really work



espande
Callout
Detective? Others? Need to check 

espande
Callout
then there is no additonal cost 

espande
Callout
what does this mean? So, 8 cops aren't what Zaruba wants? UNKNOWN



espande
Callout
non-answer. No promises made

espande
Callout
same position as before
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espande
Callout
unit cost for each deputy is $133K, not including squad car. In Milton and Bloomingdale Twnshp the unit cost with squad is $64K. .This is double the cost of the Township contracts. Why the difference? 



espande
Callout
$~18k/hr in training and expendables.Car $40K per year, assuming 8 officers and replace 1 car every 8 years.Total expendable costs ~$58k/yr
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espande
Callout
officer unit cost with vehicle is ~$64K/hr, with 3 officers on 40 hr weeks









espande
Callout
Unit cost for deputy with squad car is $64K for one 40 hr shift











 

Items to be Included in Contract for Sheriff Police Services for Winfield 
WORKING DRAFT 
February 10, 2012  
 
 
 

• 2 deputies (8 across all shifts) patrol officers on Winfield beat at all times 24/7 
with equipment and vehicles. (See #1, #4) 
 

• Winfield will become a sheriff “beat” with the same 8 deputies serving Winfield 
whenever possible. (See #2) 
 

• Winfield deputies will work the Winfield beat exclusively except mutual aid 
situations. All services and programs of the sheriff’s office will be at Winfield’s 
disposal when necessary. (See #5, #6) 
 

• Winfield deputies will receive backup and mutual aid from outside Winfield when 
needed from all adjoining deputies beats and municipalities. (See #5) 

 
• The sheriff will keep logs and records relative to his operations (including GPS) 

which he will share with the village management. (See #7, #8)  
 

• The village of Winfield needs access to any and all records generated by the 
sheriff. (See #8) 

 
• The agreement with Winfield is for a term of 4 years, with 4 options for renewal 

for a total of 20 years. Winfield has an obligation to give one year worth of notice 
if terminating the agreement. Winfield will not terminate the agreement inside the 
first 4 years. The sheriff and the county have no option to terminate the 
agreement. The contract officially synchronizes with Winfield’s budget cycle 
(May 30th, 2013) as the start date. However, should we be able to start sooner, we 
would like to take that option and have a pro-rated contract with the same terms 
as contract year 1. (See #10) 

 
• The official point of contact between Winfield and the sheriff and deputies would 

be the village manager or his designee. 
 

• Winfield and the sheriff will conduct meetings to monitor and discuss 
management of the program, tasks and deputies. (See #7, #8) 

 
• The price per officer from the sheriff will include all hardware, labor, retirement 

and insurance costs for not only the officers but the liability of the officers who 
are working in Winfield. Winfield will be held harmless and indemnified. (See 
#11) 

 
• Revenues generated by operations (tickets) would be the property of Winfield. 

espande
Callout
This sounds like a significant administrative duty. Need extra staff to manage, document, and periodically report

espande
Text Box
What do "(see #1, #4)" refer too? Not documented or explained

espande
Callout
add "4-year"

espande
Callout
this seems like wishful thinking

espande
Callout
this contradicts the schedule, which has County police on the beat in Nov 2011

espande
Callout
Very bad idea. The Village Mgr is already overworked with no backup, and adding the duties of the Police Chief to regular duties is not workable

espande
Callout
Who will do this? Village Mgr? 

espande
Callout
Early implimentation is likely to be very messy

espande
Text Box
Attachment 5(comments by Trustee Spande)



 

 
• Winfield and the sheriff will work together on disciplinary issues with the 

officers. Winfield may request reassignment of a deputy for any reason. 
 

• The deputies responsibilities would be all the current tasks regularly performed by 
the sheriff and Winfield’s patrol officers. 

 
• Winfield will provide no facilities for deputies. 

 
• Deputies assigned to Winfield will have an experience level approximating 7.5 

years as best as possible. 
 

• All costs escalate at a 2% annual rate. 
 

• Sheriff will help to bridge any labor shortfall in Winfield police department that 
might occur after the “go public” date but before contract acceptance with 
deputies at the special rate below. 

 
Regular Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

Deputies Annually Monthly 
8 $1,032,085 $86,007 

+/- 1 $129,011 $10,750 
 
Special Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

• Each Deputy, Car, Kit, 40 hr/week, $1,269 per week 
 
Detail Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

• Each Deputy,  Car,  Kit, 1 hour $47.57 

espande
Text Box
Need to add costs for adjudication/local court since these are 'police' duties that need to be budgeted

espande
Callout
Need to have grievance policy agreement with County. As of right now, we have no say other than to have police member removed

espande
Callout
Huge unknown. What exactly are the duties of police AND police dept management? Need definition immediately

espande
Callout
Not reasonable. This is pay increase and does not include pension and health care, which rise much more than 2% a year

espande
Callout
What does this mean? 

espande
Callout
This contradicts spreadsheet cost, which notes either a car replacement period of 16 years (1 car every other year for 8 cars; not reasonable) or 1 car for 2 officers (share car, 4 cars total)

espande
Text Box
Unknowns:* Duties - have not defined police, detective, and management duties; would need to be specified in any contract* Responsibilities - lots of extra work dumped on Village Mgr, who in effect is now the Police Chief too. Likely not workable since the Village Mgr is overworked and has no backup* Adjudication policy between Village and County - needs to be specified so that the process is clear. I suspect that the Village will have no say other than to complain and demand removal of an officer, but it is better to get this in writing* Costs - need to include Winfield management costs (e.g. replacement for Police Chief) to handle administrative issues; need to include costs for local court adjudication; car kit costs here contradict what is in the cost spreadsheet (see explanation, above)*  Schedule - this summary's schedule does not agree with the Excel schedule, which notes the start of County policing in November 2011.  



DRAFT
POLICE SERVICES
COST SAVINGS ANALYSIS
FEBRUARY 10, 2012

SCENARIO 1
YEAR

1 2 3 4 4 YEAR TOTAL COMMENTS
WINFIELD POLICE DEPARTMENT

ANNUAL COSTS 2,591,619$                   2,669,368$                   2,749,449$                   2,831,932$                   10,842,367$                 3% cost escalation

SHERIFF (8 DEPUTIES)
4-YEAR SUBTOTAL

PERSONNEL 907,109$                       924,487$                       942,199$                       960,253$                       3,734,048$                   Sheriff proposal draft
VEHICLES, EQUIPMENT & EXPENSES 124,976$                       127,476$                       130,025$                       132,626$                       515,102$                       replace 1 vehicle w/equipment every 2 years; 2% cost escalation

ANNUAL COST 1,032,085$                   1,051,963$                   1,072,224$                   1,092,879$                   

4-YEAR TOTAL COST 4,249,150$                   

ANNUAL COST SAVINGS 1,559,534$                   1,617,405$                   1,677,225$                   1,739,054$                   

4-YEAR TOTAL COST SAVINGS 6,593,217$                   

NOTES: 1.  Future pension costs
2.  WPD liaison/services
3.  Future WPD vehicles/equipment
4.  Other Sheriff costs
5.  Ticket revenues

espande
Callout
so our replacement schedules for vehicles is 16 years? Or does this assume County police are sharing a car..Logically flawed since we assume we will get volunteers from the Sherrifs pool of officers (not green new hires)), who will have either assigned cars or will be assigned vehicles that will not be new. So, it is not reasonable that all 8 Winfield County beat cops will have new cars. Therefore, a standard rate of replacement (likely one per year, for an 8 yr replacement schedule) or whatever is the County norm applies. 

espande
Callout
Need verification on likely cost per year. Likely similarly scaled to what we have now

espande
Text Box
Flaws in summary:* Authority - numbers are from the Sherrif, who is not the deciding authority. therfore, his estimate is not definitive* Unit support costs - vehicles, equipment, and expenses needs to be vetted by someone with experience (seems unreasonable at face value)* Unknown costs - currently not defined: those noted in NOTES CONCLUSION - insufficient information to make a determination until get counter proposal from the County on scope/budget AND expert consultation on other Winfield-specific (e.g. non-County staff) costs that need to be included



DRAFT - 02/10/12
Police Services Evaluation Schedule

TASK COMMENT MONTH
FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV

6 13 20 27 5 12 19 26 2 9 16 23 30 7 14 21 28 4 11 18 25 2 9 16 23 30 6 13 20 27 3 10 17 24 1 8 15 22 29 5 12 19 26

Village Board - Executive Session
Deliver proposal to Sheriff
Meet with Sheriff
Village Board - Executive Session

Engage Police Consultant
Village Board - Executive Session meet with Police Consultant

Tressler - draft contract
Deliver draft contract to Sheriff
Meet with Sheriff/Finance/

Judicial & Public Safety
Village Board - Executive Session review & agree to contract

plan public involvement/communications
engage police chief
draft implementation plan

Public Involvement
Village Board presentation of contracted services
Direct Mail/Channel 10/Banner
Town Hall Meeting
Village Board consider potential referendum
Town Hall Meeting

Village Board - COW consider final contract
Village Board final contract approval
County Board final contract approval

Implementation Sheriff patrols to start Nov. 1, 2012
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This is not 'engaging', this is informing Stacy of the board's decisoni. This effectively means she will offer no input. .If we are engaging Stacy she will have an earlier and extended role. 
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Needs definition of scope for consultant. Overall, this seems very limited and hopelessly optimistic for one session with consultant
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This is going to be done by the County in ONE WEEK? Really? Hopelessly optimistic. Likely will take several meetings.Schedule must include an estimate on the time needed by the County to assess the Winfield proposal and reply with a response/counter proposal for scope and budget. One week is not reasonable
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We cannot quantitatively discuss this until we have a response from the County on scope and budget. 
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Can only occur once we know scope and costs of proposed change
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Callout
This contradicts the "Items for Contract" which notes contract starts with Winfield budget approved on May 13, 2013. Unless we immediately fire the PD and use County staff ad hoc
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County approves contract in one week? Really? Winfield must have a lot of pull to make it to the top of the County's agenda
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One town hall meeting for something this big?There were 3 or so public hearings for Beecher, and that was rezoning 11 properties 
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Will likely need legal to review counter proposal since it is unlikely the County will accept all of our terms
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Spande, Erik/CHI

From: Erik Spande [erik.spande@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 3:47 PM
To: treyes@villageofwinfield.com; jhughes@villageofwinfield.com; 'Jack Bajor'; 'Tim Allen'; 'Jay 

Olson'
Cc: dbirutis@villageofwinfield.com; 'Curt Barrett'; 'David J. Freeman'; 

ESpande@villageofwinfield.com; amareachen@villageofwinfield.com
Subject: Winfield - Exec Session: CONFIDENTIAL

Winfield Board,  

 

After giving the issue some thought over the weekend I decided to send the entire board my concerns regarding 

last Thursday’s executive session meeting. I did not want to send an email in haste.  

 

I was very disappointed in how the executive session was conducted on Thursday 3/1/2012. In my opinion we 

are on the wrong track: 

• Rejected legal advice of council 

• Rejected administrative advice of staff 

• Jumped the gun to ‘save’ two weeks, instead of getting strategic advice from our consultant BEFORE 

approaching the other party with what are in effect contract terms (discussion of contract terms is NOT 

to be taken lightly) 

 

Also, I couldn’t help but notice that none of my many comments, suggestions, and questions were considered, 

much less incorporated, in the latest version of the documents in question. Surely at least a few of my comments 

had merit (but apparently not). To me this is significant – comment is requested, but then summarily ignored. 

Actions speak more loudly than words, and it indicates the degree to which this is a collaborative process…or 

not.  

 

On a personal basis I was even more disappointed. What I experienced was a pre-arranged dictation of terms, 

not a consultation or discussion. Clearly, Deb understood what was happening (I was ambushed, Deb saw it 

coming) and I now fully understand why she did not participate in the executive session meeting.  If that is the 

way the majority of the board wishes to continue with this sensitive issue then so be it. But such actions do not 

build trust, and in my mind are destructive.   

 

An inclusive and collaborative effort is much more likely to result some degree of unanimity on what will be a 

highly emotional and controversial issue for this Village. An explicitly exclusive stance may get a desired 

result, but will almost certainly result in a fragmented board. Obviously, I prefer the former to the latter.  

 

Thx, 

Erik Spande 
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DRAFT 
MEETING SUMMARY 
VILLAGE OF WINFIELD/DUPAGE COUNTY SHERIFF 
MEETING DATE: MARCH 21, 2012 
 
Attendees: Chief Jim Kruse, DuPage County Sheriff 
  Joe Tomanek, DuPage County Sheriff 
  Al Angus, DuPage County Sheriff 
  Jay Olson, Winfield 
  Tim Allen, Winfield   
 
Winfield provided update on Executive Session discussions: Winfield has asked REM (Police Consultant) 
to provide a proposal to perform a program study and recommend options for cost savings measures, 
including contracted police services with the Sheriff. Proposal will be reviewed and evaluated at next 
Executive Session (4/5/12). 
 
County concurs with Winfield hiring a Police Consultant, and is interested in Consultant’s involvement, 
opinion, and expertise creating potential agreement between Winfield and Sheriff. 
 
Al Angus is the new Chief of the Law Enforcement Bureau. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
Winfield will retain Police Consultant. 
 
Police Consultant to meet with Sheriff. 
 
Winfield to deliver Inter Governmental Agreement to Sheriff for review. Upon review and approval by 
Sheriff (J. Zaruba), IGA will be presented to appropriate County Board members (Finance and Judicial & 
Public Safety) for review. 
 
Reviewed in detail DRAFT ITEMS – Winfield Police Services, March 2, 2012. Notes are highlighted in 
Red Italics text below. 
 

• 2 deputies (8 across all shifts) patrol officers on Winfield beat at all times 24/7 with 
equipment and vehicles. (See #1, #4) Agreed. 
 

• Winfield will become a sheriff “beat” with the same 8 deputies serving Winfield 
whenever possible. (See #2) Agreed. 
 

• Winfield deputies will work the Winfield beat exclusively except mutual aid situations. 
All services and programs of the sheriff’s office will be at Winfield’s disposal when 
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necessary. (See #5, #6) Agreed. 
 

• Winfield deputies will receive backup and mutual aid from outside Winfield when 
needed from all adjoining deputies’ beats and municipalities. (See #5) Agreed. 
 

• The sheriff will keep logs and records relative to his operations (including GPS) which he 
will share with the village management. (See #7, #8) Patrols will keep logs and records 
relative to Village operations (including GPS) which will be shared with the Village 
management. Sheriff rules, regulations, and SOP, stipulate that GPS to be used for officer 
safety purposes only. It is also a requirement that the patrols shall not leave the Beat. 

 
• The Village of Winfield needs access to any and all records generated by the sheriff. (See 

#8) County suggested that a list of items “included but not limited to,” should be added to this 
item. 

 
• The agreement with Winfield is for a term of 4 years, with 4, 4-year options for renewal 

for a total of 20 years. Winfield has an obligation to give one year worth of notice if 
terminating the agreement. Winfield will not terminate the agreement inside the first 4 
years. The sheriff and the county have no option to terminate the agreement. The contract 
officially synchronizes with Winfield’s budget cycle (May 30th, 2013) as the start date. 
However, should we be able to start sooner, we would like to take that option and have a 
pro-rated contract with the same terms as contract year 1. (See #10) Everyone agreed that 
there was some initial period, 4 – 5 years that needed to be in agreement. Sheriff will need to 
have a termination clause. It was suggested that it could be worded such that the Sheriff 
patrols would be subject to the schedule of the Village as it transitions back to providing its 
own police services. We all agreed that legal counsel should draft language to address 
termination clause. 

 
• The official point of contact between Winfield and the sheriff and deputies would be the 

village manager or his designee. Agreed. 
 

• Winfield and the sheriff will conduct meetings to monitor and discuss management of the 
program, tasks and deputies. (See #7, #8) Agreed. 

 
• The price per officer from the sheriff will include all hardware, labor, retirement and 

insurance costs for not only the officers but the liability of the officers who are working 
in Winfield. Winfield will be held harmless and indemnified. (See #11) Legal counsel will 
need to draft appropriate indemnification clause. 

 
• Revenues generated by operations (tickets) would be the property of Winfield. Agreed. 
 
• Winfield and the sheriff will work together on disciplinary issues with the officers. 

Winfield may request reassignment of a deputy for any reason. Agreed. Sheriff will follow 
Sheriff rules, regulations and SOP, to address patrol assignments, disciplinary actions, and 
potential reassignments. Winfield will have procedure to address patrols that do not exhibit 
appropriate Winfield Beat behavior. 



 
• The deputies’ responsibilities would be all the current tasks regularly performed by the 

sheriff and Winfield’s patrol officers. Agreed. 
 

• Winfield will provide no facilities for deputies. Agreed. 
 
• Deputies assigned to Winfield will have an experience level approximating 7.5 years as 

best as possible. Sheriff needs to have flexibility in making patrol assignments with current 
County Patrols. They would like to be able to assign patrols that wish to be on this beat to 
provide incentive and buy-in which leads to better policing services on the beat. Winfield 
suggests that the 7.5-year experience level merely establishes a cost for the average patrol. 
Winfield also notes that the cost for the entire County Patrols is set and the Winfield Beat does 
not affect the department cost. Winfield suggests that the County will need to manage the 
contract cost and provide patrols within the framework of the agreement. Sheriff suggested 
that the final cost of patrols will be better defined when actual patrol assignments to the 
Winfield Beat are made. 

 
• All costs escalate at a 2% annual rate. The agreement will need to establish a method of cost 

adjustment from year to year. The agreement could be tied to the CPI. County will need to 
make sure that their costs for providing the police services are covered by Winfield payments. 

 
• Sheriff will help to bridge any labor shortfall in Winfield police department that might 

occur after the “go public” date but before contract acceptance with deputies at the 
special rate below. Winfield wants the County to recognize and agree to assist the Village in 
the event that current Village of Winfield Police Department personnel walk off the job due to 
the Village’s investigation of contract police services. Under an emergency situation, the 
Village would most likely negotiate an Intergovernmental Agreement covering policing 
services until the situation is resolved or the police services are transitioned. For very short-
term conditions, the Sherif  indicated that the Sheriff charges $100 per hour for a patrol, for 
this type of extra detail. 

 
Regular Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

Deputies Annually Monthly 
8 $1,032,085 $86,007 

+/- 1 $129,011 $10,750 
 
Special Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

• Each Deputy, Car, Kit, 40 hr/week, $1,269 per week 
 
Detail Cost for Deputies, Cars & Equipment 
 

• Each Deputy,  Car,  Kit, 1 hour $47.57 
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