
Village of Glencoe

Committee of the Whole

Meeting Agenda

675 Village Court, 
Glencoe IL

Morris Conference RoomThursday, July 16, 2026 5:00 PM

Visit villageofglencoe.org for past meeting recordings.

I. CALL TO ORDER

Honorable Howard Roin, Village President 
Joe Halwax, Trustee 
Georgia Mihalopoulos, Trustee
Dudley Onderdonk, Trustee 
Michael Rosenblat, Trustee 
Gary Ruben, Trustee
Hilary Scott, Trustee

II. DISCUSSION

II.a. Initial Review and Discussion of the 2025 Staffing Study for the Public Safety 
Department

II.b. Discussion of the Village's Solid Waste, Recycling & Organics Franchise Agreement with 
Lakeshore Recycling Systems (LRS)

II.c. Staff Report and Update on the 2026 Water Supply Analysis

III. OTHER BUSINESS

IV. ADJOURN

The Village of Glencoe is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.  Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this 
meeting and who require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions regarding 
the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to contact the Village of Glencoe at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting at (847) 
835-4114, or the Illinois Relay Center at (800) 526-0844, to allow the Village of Glencoe to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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Village of Glencoe

Staff Report

675 Village Court,
Glencoe IL

Agenda Date: 7/16/2026 Agenda #: II.a.

Agenda Item:

Initial Review and Discussion of the 2025 Staffing Study for the Public Safety Department

Staff Contact:  Katy Darr, Human Resources Manager, Sean Loughran, Public Safety Director

Purpose and Actions Requested:  No action is required at this time. Staff and our consultant will provide an

comprehensive overview of the analysis.

Budget Impact: Not Applicable

Strategic Priority Addressed:  Workplace of Excellence,  Community Resilience

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

As part of the Village’s Strategic Plan, a staffing analysis was planned for the Public Safety Department. As a similar study

had not been conducted in many decades, and owing to the changing environment and dynamic around the services

required of the fully cross-trained department, it was determined that this study would help guide planning for the

department for the future. As such, the Village engaged with Fitch & Associates in April 2025 to perform a staffing study

for the Department.

The study, composed of an analysis of numerous data sets including calls for service, training, staff interviews, interviews

of key stakeholders and a comparison of nearby agencies and municipalities resulted in a comprehensive report.  As a

component of this report, ten proposed recommendations are outlined for the Village to consider moving forward. A

copy of the study and staff’s summary of it are attached. These have likewise been shared with the entire Public Safety

Department.

Fitch & Associates Partner Guillermo Fuentes, MBA and Senior Consultant Melanie Bevan will be present to outline the

report. Mr. Fuentes is a public safety communications and technology expert with extensive experience in emergency

services operations, communications center design, technology implementation, and regional dispatch planning. He

previously served in executive leadership roles with the Niagara Regional Police Agency and Montreal EMS and has led

major public safety consulting projects throughout North America and internationally. He holds an MBA from Aspen

University and is an active member of APCO. Melanie Bevan, Ed.D., became the Chief of the Bradenton Police

Department in February 2016. She served the St. Petersburg Police Department for 29 years, retiring at the rank of

Assistant Chief. She holds a Doctor of Education degree in Leadership Education and has completed numerous

professional specialty certifications including the Federal Bureau of Investigation National Academy and the Naval

Postgraduate Center for Homeland Security and Defense, Homeland Security Executive Leaders Program.

Staff will present a preliminary financial analysis at the Committee of the Whole as well.

Immediately following the consultants’ presentation, staff will provide additional analysis (including financial analysis)

and be available for questions from the Village Board.
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Agenda Date: 7/16/2026 Agenda #: II.a.

RECOMMENDATION

No action is required at this time, however, Board input and discussion is requested.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Staffing Study Memorandum

2. Glencoe Department of Public Safety- Final Report
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DATE:   July 10, 2026 
 
TO:    Philip A. Kiraly, Village Manager 
  
FROM:  Sean R Loughran, Director of Public Safety 
  Andrew Perley, Deputy Chief of Public Safety 
  Katy Darr, Human Resources Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Fitch & Associates Public Safety Department Staffing Study Overview 
 

 

Introduction and Major Recommendations  
The Village of Glencoe engaged with Fitch and Associates in April of 2025 to perform a staffing study for Glencoe’s Public 
Safety Department. As part of a long-term planning effort for the future of the Department, staff sought to re-evaluate 
operations to ensure that Glencoe can continue providing top-tier public safety services in a cost-effective manner amid 
evolving and future law enforcement, fire, medical, training, and regulatory demands. The study concludes that 
Glencoe’s unified Public Safety Department remains viable, effective and closely aligned with the community’s 
expectations.   

The cross-trained model, in place since 1954, continues to provide a level of interoperability and customer-oriented 
service that is unusual among municipal agencies. This organizational model enhances interoperability and provides 
significant flexibility in deployment, ensuring that the community's needs are met efficiently and effectively. Though the 
Village Board authorized an increase in frontline staff from 24 to 26 in 2015, this was largely due to an increase in 
overtime. Generally, the Department has remained unchanged in its structure and staffing levels since adopting a 
combined public safety model.  

The Village of Glencoe has a longstanding reputation for excellence in local government and delivering high-quality 
services to residents. Results from the 2023 Community Survey reflect strong public confidence in Village operations, 
supported by the community’s outstanding schools, Park District, and numerous civic, religious, and service 
organizations. 

While Glencoe remains a vibrant and highly desirable community, it faces several significant challenges, including rising 
costs that exceed revenue growth, unfunded mandates, aging infrastructure, workforce recruitment and retention 
pressures, and increasing safety and security concerns. The Village’s Strategic Plan was developed to proactively address 
these challenges and position the organization for long-term success and resilience.  

The Strategic Plan incorporates four overarching goals: Reliable Infrastructure, a Resilient Community, a Workplace of 
Excellence, and Economic Vitality. Though this staffing study incorporates all four goals in some aspect, it largely centers 
on ensuring the Public Safety Department remains a Resilient Community and Workplace of Excellence for years to 
come.   

4



 

 

This study recommends investment in the Public Safety Department to preserve its strengths while reducing the risks 
associated with lean staffing, broad responsibilities, and increasing service demands. As staff and Village management 
considered the Department's strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, it was realized that an overall analysis of 
staffing levels, structure, and operating principles had not been conducted for decades. Despite numerous changes in 
the modern landscape of both law enforcement and fire sciences, the Department had been operating on the same 
model for over 70 years. In such, it was recognized a comprehensive analysis was needed to verify if the public safety 
model was still right for Glencoe and plot a course forward.  

The central finding is straightforward: the Public Safety model continues to provide exceptional service to the Glencoe 
community as a flexible and efficient structure. Put simply, the department meets the needs of the community and does 
so exceedingly well. However, changes in state law, national standards and medical training have evolved and are 
anticipated to continue to evolve in the future, requiring many more resources than in the past. As such, the 
department faces challenges in a modern environment which has placed a significant burden on its current staffing, 
supervision and administrative structure, which while possible in short, small increments, cannot be reliably absorbed 
over the long term. The Village benefits from low crime, compact geography, strong civic expectations, and robust 
mutual aid relationships and advantages which have allowed the Department to sustain a high service level with fewer 
personnel than comparable communities. However, those same advantages obscure risk.   

This study demonstrates that Glencoe Public Safety’s ability to meet and exceed community expectations is driven by 
the dedication, adaptability and professionalism of its members. The Department has consistently responded to evolving 
community needs while maintaining high levels of service across all operations. However, the study also shows that 
resources, including personnel, are finite. Through phased implementation of the study’s recommendations, quality of 
service can be increased while simultaneously increasing the caliber of training, fostering opportunities for growth, and 
supporting a more resilient Department as a whole. 
 
There are several recommendations in the report, some of which include:   

 An increase in overall frontline staffing by six full-time Public Safety Officers. The study 
proposes moving from the current authorized number of 26 Public Safety Officer 
positions to 32. Additionally, the study recommends reducing the number of 
Lieutenants by one but creating two Captain positions. This would result in an overall 
increase of authorized sworn personnel from 36 to 43 over a phased period. 
 

 An increase in baseline staffing of the fire shift from three to five personnel per shift, 
inclusive of the supervisor. Glencoe Public Safety employs one Advanced Life Support 
(ALS) ambulance, one ALS rescue squad, and one fire suppression engine. The current 
organizational structure often requires the Department to draw personnel from police 
operations to complete an EMS transport or fire response with paramedics. While 
flexibility is one of the benefits of a cross-trained department, using cross-deployment 
as a routine staffing solution creates trade-offs: pressure on the department’s 
responsiveness, medical services limitations, reliance on mutual aid, and increased 
pressure on personnel. 
 

 The reduction of one Lieutenant position and the addition of two new Captain positions, 
as well as the introduction of an Officer-in-Charge model. The analysis has shown gaps 
in supervision and shortcomings of the existing command structure. To address these 
gaps, it is recommended to introduce the Officer-in-Charge model and add two Captain 
positions. The Officer-in-Charge model, common in other agencies, provides temporary 
supervisory support for the Lieutenant rank when necessary. The Captain position 
between the Lieutenant and Deputy Chief rank, blends strategic planning, operational 
oversight and direct leadership to maintain public safety in both a law enforcement and 
fireground environment. These positions support internal leadership development, 
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outlines a better succession plan, provide promotional potential, and go towards aid in 
employee retention. 

 
Below is an example of current shift and total sworn staffing compared to the recommendations in this study: 
 

   Current  *Proposed  

Fire Shift Black  4  6  

Fire Shift Red  4  6  

Fire Shift Gold  4  6  

Police Shift A Day  3  3  

Police Shift B Day  3  3  

Police Shift A Night  3  3  

Police Shift B Night  3  3  

Detectives  2  2  

Total Officers  26  32  

Lieutenants  8  7  

Frontline Sworn  34  39  

Captains  0  2  

Deputy Chief  1  1  

Public Safety Director  1  1  

Total Sworn  36  43  

 
*Proposed staffing levels are designed to be phased in over a four-year span. 

 
Why the Public Safety Model Still Matters  
The study emphasizes that the unified model is more than an efficiency device, it is part of Glencoe’s civic identity. 
Stakeholders inside and outside the Village described broad support for the model. Department members 
overwhelmingly valued the variety and professional breadth of the work. Community stakeholders value familiarity, 
responsiveness, and the perception that public safety personnel are not siloed. The Village Manager’s quoted 
observation, that the model is “too sacred to untangle" captures the report’s qualitative conclusion: Glencoe’s public 
safety system has accumulated legitimacy over decades.  
 
The Department's recruitment process is also notable; it attracts personnel who are enthusiastic about multidisciplinary 
roles and are committed to maintaining proficiency across all first responder functions. Such versatility fosters a 
cohesive and adaptable team capable of responding to diverse emergencies. However, it can also present challenges in 
identifying candidates willing to perform all three roles rather than specializing in a single discipline.  
The integrated public safety model has proven successful within the community, largely due to the department’s 
unparalleled customer service and responsiveness, which has garnered widespread community support and trust. 
Workload demands and local conditions allow cross-trained personnel to effectively cover multiple service areas, while 
benefiting from modern equipment, resources and ongoing training opportunities. However, modern police, fire, and 
medical work are becoming more specialized, regulated, data-driven, and training intensive. At the same time, public 
expectations for transparency, tactical proficiency, medical readiness, and rapid response continue to rise.   
 
The study frames unified public safety agencies around three design principles. First, call volume must be manageable by 
a single agency without simultaneous events routinely overwhelming operations. Second, staffing must reflect where 
and when call activity occurs. Third, training must maintain proficiency across disciplines in a cost-effective way. A cross-
trained department must meet all expectations in three disciplines at once.  
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While the Department effectively manages routine operations, concurrent incidents occur frequently. In 2024, 21% of 
EMS/fire calls and 37% of citizen-initiated police calls overlapped with another incident, requiring resources to be shared 
across multiple emergencies. Although the cross-trained staffing model provides flexibility, these situations can strain 
available personnel, increase reliance on mutual aid, and reduce capacity to respond to additional calls (pages 33-35).  
Mutual aid is appropriate and expected: no community in the region can maintain operations without it. Glencoe places 
a high priority on regional mutual aid, recognizing that neighboring agencies rely on one another to meet shared 
emergency response needs. It is not, however, a substitute for adequate internal capacity. The study recommends 
Glencoe continue to invest in regional partnerships, but it should not rely on neighboring agencies as the primary 
answer to routine constraints (pages 53-58). Strong mutual aid works best when each participant brings credible 
capacity to the regional system. An additional component of mutual aid is the participation of department members on 
special teams both on police and fire shifts.  Department members serve on regional Fire Investigation, Technical 
Rescue, Hazardous Materials, Underwater Rescue & Recovery, Emergency Services (SWAT), Mobile Field Force, Violent 
Crimes, Burglary, Major Crash Assistance, and Incident Management Teams. Due to Glencoe's unified Public Safety 
model, when a Public Safety Officer is assigned to a mutual aid call in another jurisdiction, the Village loses more than 
just a police officer, firefighter, or paramedic. It temporarily loses the full deployment flexibility which that cross-trained 
member provides across all three disciplines.   As a result, the operational impact of mutual-aid assignments may be 
greater in Glencoe than in agencies where personnel serve in only a single public safety function. 
 
Workload and Demand  
The workload analysis for this study reviewed public safety data from 2019 through 2025. The police workload studied is 
distinctive because a large portion of activities are officer-initiated and customer service focused. Proactive efforts by 
the department bolster how safe the community feels, supports the department’s credibility, and underscores the 
service culture mentality of the department.   
 
The study recognized total calls declined during the pandemic period and then grew materially. Police activity 
represented about 80% of total busy hours, with EMS at approximately 15% and fire at approximately 5%. Citizen-
initiated police calls accounted for most police busy hours, even though officer-initiated calls were more numerous. This 
is expected: reactive calls usually take longer and may require more units (page 13).  
 
The top call types reinforce the service profile the Public Safety Department provides (pages 33-36). Thirteen of the top 
twenty call categories are officer-initiated police activities, ranging from vacation watches and building premise checks, 
to school crossings and ordinance violations. This confirms that the Department is not merely responding to 
emergencies; it produces visible, preventive, and highly localized public safety service.  
 
The overall analysis shows that calls for service are manageable and consistent.  Calls fluctuate by month and day but 
not enough to support a simple peak-staffing solution. Police calls are higher during the first and fourth quarters, 
reflecting a residential vacation watch program provided by the Department. Weekday demand is higher than weekend 
demand. Citizen-initiated police calls are heavily concentrated on the day shift, with 78% occurring during the day and 
22% at night. Fire calls are relatively steady throughout the daytime and evening hours. EMS call analysis shows a 
somewhat different pattern with higher volume clustered around Friday through Sunday. This overall analysis shows 
that shift assignment of existing staff is appropriate: adjustment would not necessarily increase efficiency.   
 
The more important workload issue is simultaneous demand. In a small department, the marginal impact of an 
overlapping call can be large. A single ambulance transport absorbs at least two paramedics. A fire response requires 
mutual aid. A police call may need backup or supervisory involvement. As those events can often overlap, the 
Department’s cross-trained flexibility becomes valuable, but it also means capacity is being borrowed from somewhere 
else at a potentially greater rate. The study’s recommendations are aimed at reducing the need for that borrowing 
during routine operations yet still allow for multi-tiered response.  
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Response Performance  
The report evaluates response performance using both average and 90th percentile measures. The 90th percentile is a 
more meaningful governance metric because it describes performance for nine out of ten calls and is less distorted by 
unusually short or long incidents. It also better reflects the reliability residents experience across routine variation.  
 
The study notes that travel time is short, consistent with Glencoe’s compact geography. Dispatch time appears to 
lengthen at certain hours, including shift change and other operational pressure points. This suggests that some calls 
may be queued until a unit is available, or that dispatch priorities are appropriately distinguishing lower-priority calls 
from urgent ones. Police call data within the report shows that the system appears to be triaging urgency rather than 
treating all calls identically, which aligns to best practices (page 38).  
 
While police response performance is largely a function of call prioritization and unit availability, fire and EMS 
performance must also be evaluated in terms of staffing sufficiency upon arrival. A fast-arriving understrength unit may 
still be constrained in what it can safely do. The study discusses National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) guidance 
and Verisk Public Protection Classification (PPC) ratings because the key issue in fire operations is not merely how 
quickly the first unit arrives, but how quickly enough trained personnel (“Effective Response Force”) assemble to 
perform coordinated tasks such as command, search, rescue, and rapid intervention (pages 51-53).   
Glencoe’s fire call volume is modest, and gratefully, structure fires are infrequent. That can create a false sense of 
security. Fire risk is not measured only by frequency, but by consequence, time sensitivity, building characteristics, 
occupant vulnerability, and the number of trained personnel required to intervene safely (pages 51-53). 
 
Currently, Glencoe cannot independently assemble a full “Effective Response Force” and must rely on mutual aid for 
larger incidents. This is normal for surrounding and smaller communities, but the Department’s current fire shift staffing 
is materially below staffing levels contemplated by NFPA best-practice guidance for assembling an Effective Response 
Force. In addition, the Department currently “cross-staffs” its ambulance and fire suppression apparatus, meaning the 
same personnel are responsible for both resources and must be reassigned depending on the nature of the incident. 
While this approach provides flexibility and maximizes available staffing, it can reduce apparatus availability and 
operational efficiency during simultaneous or rapidly escalating incidents. Increased staffing would reduce reliance on 
cross-staffing, improve resource availability, and strengthen the Department's ability to provide an effective response.   
 
EMS performance appears strong, with the lowest 90th percentile response time among the three service categories. 
However, EMS staffing represents one of the most significant constraints in the current operating model. Meeting EMS 
system regulations frequently requires borrowing personnel from police operations or reducing fire apparatus staffing to 
facilitate ambulance transport. Although the ability to cross-staff personnel is a recognized strength of the public safety 
model and provides valuable operational flexibility, the study finds that this flexibility has increasingly become a routine 
staffing necessity rather than supplemental capability.  
 
Relying on cross-deployment to maintain minimum staffing levels creates operational tradeoffs. When personnel are 
reassigned from police duties to support ambulance transport or fire response, police patrol capacity is reduced and the 
Department's ability to manage concurrent incidents becomes more limited. Likewise, reducing fire apparatus staffing to 
support ambulance operations diminishes available fire suppression and rescue resources until personnel return to 
service. This dynamic narrows deployment options during periods of high call volume, major incidents, or multiple 
simultaneous emergencies and increases reliance on mutual aid resources to maintain service levels.  
 
A staffing model of five personnel per fire shift, with an appropriate number of paramedic-certified members, would 
allow the Department to consistently staff the ambulance and fire apparatus without routinely drawing from police 
operations. This model would also help prevent taking the ambulance out of service. This change preserves the benefits 
of a cross-trained public safety model while reducing dependence on cross-staffing as a baseline staffing solution. 
Additional personnel would improve resiliency, enhance response capability during overlapping incidents, and reduce 
operational strain on existing staff. Furthermore, by increasing the number of paramedic-certified personnel assigned to 
the fire shift, the Department would gain greater flexibility to place a reserve ambulance into service during periods of 
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high demand or simultaneous EMS calls. In these circumstances, personnel could be temporarily reassigned from police 
operations or fire apparatus staffing to support the reserve ambulance without creating the same operational impact 
experienced under current staffing levels. As a result, the Department would be better positioned to maintain police, 
fire, and EMS service levels simultaneously while preserving the flexibility that is intended to be one of the core 
advantages of the public safety model.  
 
The data in the study generally shows the department’s performance is effective, especially for high-priority events. The 
risk is maintaining its resilience in sustaining this high-level of performance when simultaneous incidents, training 
obligations, leave, vacancies, or specialized certifications reduce available capacity.  
 
Staffing: The Core Sustainability Issue  
The study’s staffing analysis separates baseline deployment from authorized headcount. A schedule may require three 
people on a shift, but the Department needs more than three employees assigned to reliably fill those three seats over 
time. Leave time, training, injuries, and other administrative factors reduce deployable availability. The report calculates 
an administrative staffing quotient of 1.46, which is used to determine reliable coverage while taking reduced availability 
factors into account (page 36).  
 
The current police baseline of three officers per shift is appropriate and should be maintained. Current call volume, 
including proactive and reactive work, appears manageable if staffing is consistently available. However, the study 
recommends allocating above-baseline capacity to the day shift where possible because citizen-initiated police calls are 
far more concentrated during daytime hours.  
 
The more significant gap identified in the study is fire shift baseline staffing. Fire operations are currently run with three 
shifts on 24-hour tours, with a baseline staffing of three public safety officers, including the Lieutenant. On Page 53, the 
study highlights the Illinois Emergency Medical Services (EMS) Systems Act and the Highland Park Hospital EMS Systems 
Plan requiring two paramedics on an Advanced Life Support (ALS) Ambulance. Additionally, the plan requires one 
paramedic on ALS non-transport vehicles, such as the rescue squad. At the current baseline of three members inclusive 
of the shift Lieutenant, an EMS transport can require reshuffling personnel on a frequent basis thereby quickly 
diminishing the effectiveness of both fire and police operations. To mitigate this impact, the report recommends 
increasing fire baseline staffing to five personnel per shift. This would allow a better separation of fire and ambulance 
requirements and improve the Department’s ability to maintain readiness across all functions. It would also allow the 
Department to better align its staffing model with state and regional EMS system expectations.  
 
Furthermore, increased fire-shift staffing would expand the number of available paramedics and directly result in the 
public’s access to advanced medical care. With additional available paramedics, the Department could appropriately 
staff the ALS rescue squad and provide the additional capacity necessary to place the reserve ambulance into service 
during overlapping emergency medical calls. This would improve the Department's resilience during periods of 
simultaneous demand. Under the current staffing model and paramedic certification distribution, the reserve ambulance 
generally cannot be placed into service. When personnel respond to fire alarms or mutual aid incidents with suppression 
apparatus, the frontline ambulance may be removed from service due to insufficient paramedic availability.  
 
Overtime is one of the visible symptoms of understaffing. Overtime can make sense in the short term because it avoids 
the fixed costs of additional full-time positions. It also allows the Village to maintain service levels while hiring catches 
up. However, as the data shows (pages 65-67), reliance on overtime has been steadily high since 2020. While overtime is 
an important flexibility in times of need, reliance on overtime increases fatigue, contributes to burnout, increases 
fatigue-related risk, and may reduce proactive policing and community engagement activities.  
 
Carried-over vacation is a second, less obvious symptom. Unused vacation hours increased significantly during the study 
period for the sworn staff and Lieutenants (page 68-69). That trend supplements the report’s findings that personnel are 
not always able to take earned leave due to low staffing. The inability to use leave time creates future liability for 
vacation payouts and contributes to burnout.  
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It should be noted that similar studies of police departments have been recently conducted in surrounding communities 
with comparable needs to include Deerfield, Winnetka, and Northbrook: as with Glencoe, community expectations, 
service demands, and training mandates have increased. In each of these studies, an increase in staffing was 
recommended.  
 
Supervision and Organizational Design  
The study identifies supervision as a critical operational and risk-management opportunity. Frontline supervisors shape 
member behavior, manage incidents, coach personnel, and translate policy into real-time practice. This is especially 
important in a department where the average experience among Public Safety Officers is approximately seven years. 
When command and supervisory staff are excluded, the average falls to five years.  
 
The Department’s current supervisory model depends heavily on the Lieutenants. Currently, there are eight Lieutenants, 
each with an administrative portfolio in addition to frontline responsibilities. The administrative workload includes 
public education, investigations, scheduling, facility maintenance, training, emergency services, support services, parking 
appeals, and auxiliary services. While these functions are necessary, they compete directly with the time available for 
frontline supervision, coaching, performance management, and operational oversight.   
 
One of the most significant supervisory concerns identified in the study is overnight coverage. Although the department 
seeks to have two Lieutenants on duty, oftentimes only one is available due to training or time off. Six of the Lieutenants 
are paramedics and are often relied upon for patient care and transport. This creates the possibility that police 
operations may sometimes lack active supervisory attention during portions of the overnight shift. Even during the day, 
administrative duties can pull Lieutenants away from radio monitoring, field coaching, and operational oversight. In a 
low-call-volume environment, this may not cause visible problems every day, but risk arises during complex calls, use-of-
force situations, and multi-officer incidents.  
 
The study recommends two structural responses in support of the supervisory gap. One is to establish an Officer-in-
Charge model. Under this approach, selected officers would temporarily assume supervisory responsibility during a shift 
or incident when a Lieutenant is unavailable or assigned elsewhere. The report recommends a defined role, including 
selection criteria, training, expectations, and a pay differential. The report cautions against using seniority alone. 
Leadership aptitude, judgment, performance, and interest in advancement should be considered.  
 
Second, the study recommends creating two Captain positions, one each for police and fire. This is a more significant 
organizational change. This recommendation allows the Village to continue supporting the development of future 
leaders while addressing an organizational vulnerability. Although adding a command rank increases supervisory 
overhead, the study concludes that the benefits associated with succession planning, command capacity, and 
supervisory coverage outweigh those costs. A comparison with similarly situated public safety agencies in the region 
indicates a potential gap in the Department's chain of command. Currently, there is no organizational layer separating 
front-line supervisors from command staff. Best practices in public safety organizations typically include a mid-level 
leadership position that serves as a bridge between operational supervision and executive leadership, enhancing 
communication, decision-making, accountability, and leadership development.  The study notes strong confidence in the 
current Director and Deputy Chief but also identifies succession-planning concerns arising from the concentration of 
technical, analytical, operational, and administrative knowledge within a small number of individuals. Establishing a 
Captain rank creates command-level bench strength, improves succession planning, and builds a more resilient 
leadership structure capable of sustaining operations during vacancies, retirements, or major incidents. Further, the 
addition of these positions would create a more triangular-structured agency, aligning the Department to best practices. 
The current model is a flatter structure, compressing operational decision making and administrative functions in a 
narrow band. Expanding the structure allows for more capacity regarding both supervision and decision making of 
supervisors. Lieutenants would then be able to focus more consistently on squad supervision, mentoring, and immediate 
management of critical incidents, along with minor administrative workloads. 
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The study concludes that many of the responsibilities envisioned for these positions cannot readily be assigned to a non-
sworn administrative role. While certain administrative functions can be delegated, the Captain's responsibilities require 
legal authority, operational experience, and credibility that accompany a sworn command officer. Under the proposed 
structure, Captains would be expected to develop and implement plans for major events, conduct roll calls, supervise 
field personnel, conduct disciplinary investigations, review critical incidents, and serve as on-scene incident commanders 
during events. These responsibilities involve independent command decision-making, direct supervision of sworn 
personnel, and accountability for police and fire operational incidents. A non-sworn administrative position would not 
possess the training, authority, certifications, or practical field experience necessary to perform these functions, nor 
would it provide the leadership development pathway needed to prepare future command staff. The Captain position 
therefore serves both operational and organizational purposes by strengthening incident command capacity, enhancing 
supervisory oversight, reducing reliance on a small number of senior leaders, and ensuring continuity of leadership 
across the Department.  
  
Training, Certification, and the Cost of Cross-Training  
Training is the central operating need of a unified public safety model. A conventional agency must maintain proficiency 
in one primary discipline, while Glencoe must maintain police, fire, and EMS readiness in the same workforce. That 
arrangement creates efficiency and flexibility, but it also multiplies training obligations.  
 
The study finds police training to be adequate and aligned with Illinois standards. Under Illinois’s SAFE-T act, Officers are 
required to have a minimum of 30 hours of in-service training per three-year cycle (not including annual in-service 
update requirements). Officers expressed confidence in their police authorities, procedures, and use-of-force options. 
The Department’s lower call volume gives officers opportunities for follow-up and community-oriented service, but it 
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also means some specialized police events are encountered infrequently. Access to detective support and mutual aid 
also helps mitigate that risk.  
 
Fire and EMS training present a greater challenge. Fire suppression is a high-risk, low-frequency function in Glencoe. This 
means that the events that require the most skill occur too rarely to maintain readiness through experience alone. The 
study therefore emphasizes structured company-level training, driver/operator training, officer leadership training, and 
live-fire or facility-based training consistent with recognized standards and rating considerations. The report references 
several training expectations, including company-level firefighting training, driver training, officer training, and EMS 
training (see Training: Fire, pages 60-64). These combined hours do not factor in other specialized training requirements 
associated with regional teams or investigators.  
 
The training trend is substantial. Total per-capita training load has increased, reflecting growing training demands, 
onboarding, certification requirements, and cross-disciplinary obligations. This study looks towards the future by 
preparing the Village to ensure Public Safety is a model agency and prepared for future training requirements. The study 
recognizes the professional competencies of the modern day unified public safety agency are drastically different than 
they were when Glencoe’s model was implemented.   
 
The study recommends a more formalized training plan covering police, fire, and medical services. That plan should 
define required hours, priority competencies, scheduling expectations, and accountability mechanisms. The report also 
recommends a stronger company-level fire training program emphasizing practical, scenario-based exercises. The 
Department made progress towards this recently by partnering with neighboring agencies and the Northeastern Illinois 
Public Safety Training Academy (NIPSTA) to form a regional training coordinator; however, the Department still needs to 
internally implement and plan at the local level.   
 
Certification expectations also need formalization. The study recommends formalizing when Public Safety Officers must 
obtain and maintain certification across police, fire, and EMS within a defined timeframe, including a structured 
remediation process. A consideration is given to making paramedic certification a requirement of the future workforce. 
When personnel cannot perform across disciplines, the operational premise of the public safety model weakens. 
Certification gaps, especially paramedic gaps, create deployment imbalance and over-reliance on the subset of 
personnel who hold the needed credentials. This negatively impacts overtime, the inability to utilize elective time, and 
officer burnout of those credentialed members.  
 
The Department’s relatively young workforce increases the importance of deliberate training architecture. It may take 
three to five years for personnel to become fully proficient across all disciplines. Staffing increases and training 
improvements are therefore linked: without enough personnel, training is hard to schedule; without training, additional 
personnel do not produce full-service capabilities.   
 
Benchmarking and Community Risk  
The benchmarking analysis helps place Glencoe’s staffing and workload in context. Current staffing levels have enabled 
the Department to maintain service levels, but doing so increasingly depends upon overtime, cross-deployment and 
operational flexibility. Direct comparison to separate police and fire departments is imperfect. The study compares 
combined police and fire staffing among peer communities with Glencoe’s total public safety staffing.  
 
Comparable communities average 56 police officers plus firefighters and 22.4 supervisors, while Glencoe currently has 
26 officers and 10 supervisors in the comparable combined view. The comparator group averages 22,182 calls for service 
annually. Glencoe is shown with 23,384 calls in the benchmarking comparison, placing it fourth highest in total call 
volume among the group. When call volume is divided by frontline personnel, Glencoe’s current calls-per-capita figure is 
899, more than twice the comparator average of 422. Even after the proposed recommendations, Glencoe would 
remain at 731 calls per capita, still the busiest in the group (pages 69-89).  
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This metric should not be overread. Glencoe’s proactive police activity efforts do inflate the call volume above compared 
with jurisdictions that may record or classify proactive work differently. However, that caveat cuts both ways. If 
Glencoe’s high call count reflects unusually strong proactive documentation and customer service, then reducing 
staffing could directly reduce these proactive services residents value. The per-capita comparison is therefore not a 
perfect measure of emergency burden, but it is a valid indicator of workload intensity and documentation culture.  
 
Crime benchmarking supports the Department’s effectiveness. Glencoe has the second-lowest property crime rate and 
fifth-lowest violent crime rate among comparator communities (see Benchmarking page 85). The broader conclusion is 
that Glencoe is safe by regional standards and that the unified, proactive model appears compatible with strong public 
safety outcomes.  
 
Glencoe has several risk factors that matter for fire planning. Despite more recent suppression requirement ordinances, 
the Village has high home values, older housing stock, and many structures that predate modern fire suppression 
expectations. The median home value is the highest among the comparator communities, while the median building 
year is 1955, reflecting older construction methods and lack of modern built-in fire protection, despite later ordinances 
and improvements. The population over age 65 is approximately 20%, reflecting growing EMS demand.  
 
Demographic and property benchmarks complicate risk. Glencoe is affluent, compact, and has high-value homes. 
Median household income is among the highest in the group, and median home value is the highest. High property 
values increase potential loss severity from fire and property crime. Older housing stock impacts fire planning. Glencoe’s 
compact geography helps response time, but it does not solve personnel sufficiency at incident scenes.  
 
It should be noted that even with implementation of this study’s recommendations, Glencoe would remain lean by 
regional standards while carrying a heavy documented workload.  
 
Recommendations  
The report presents ten recommendations. They are interdependent and should be treated as a phased capacity-
building program rather than as isolated items. The recommendations in this report are intended to provide a roadmap 
for the Village of Glencoe in delivering modern, effective, and sustainable public safety services, ensuring it remains a 
Workplace of Excellence for years to come. The department’s unified model, strong community support, and high level 
of service represent a rare and highly effective approach to public safety (see Recommendations and Prioritization of 
Recommendations: pages 91-99). 
 

Authorized Full-Time Positions  CY 2024 CY 2025 CY 2026 Recommendation 

Public Safety Director  1  1  1  1  

Deputy Chief  2  1  1  1  

Captain  0  0  0  2  

Lieutenant  7  8  8  7  

Officer  26  26  26  32  

Community Service Officer  3  3  3  3  

Administrative Assistant  1  1  1  1  

Records Specialist  2  2  2  2  

Administrative Services Manager  1  1  1  1  

Total Full-Time  43  43  43  50  
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Concluding Assessment  
The study confirms what the Department's own operating data has been signaling: Glencoe's Public Safety Department 
is both a community asset and an organization under increasing structural pressure. The Department continues to 
accomplish its mission at a high level, and the unified model remains well suited to the Village; its success rooted in the 
versatility and commitment of its members and in the Department's demonstrated ability to meet the community's 
expectations for safety and responsiveness. The pressures identified in this study, however, are structural rather than 
temporary. Evolving state mandates, rising training obligations, more frequent simultaneous incidents, and a workforce 
with an average tenure of roughly seven years have gradually shifted the model from operating on flexibility to 
depending on it. 
 
Preserving the model therefore warrants the consideration of thoughtful investment over time: six additional Public 
Safety Officer positions, the addition of two Captains and reduction of one Lieutenant, formalized training and 
certification expectations, and the related organizational changes detailed in the report's ten recommendations, 
undertaken on a phased approach. Without that investment, the Department's current performance can likely be 
sustained in the near term, but at a cost the data already shows - sustained overtime reliance, growing carried-over 
leave balances, cross-deployment used as a routine staffing solution rather than a supplemental capability, and 
continued dependence on mutual aid.  
 
The full results of the study follow this executive memo. 
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Year Sworn 
Officers 

Authorized Year to 
Year 

Change 
2020 35 36  

2021 29 36 -6 
2022 28 36 -1 

2023 31 36 +3 

2024 32 36 +1 
2025 34 36 +2 
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Program 
Number of Calls 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Officer-Initiated Police Calls 8,648 6,923 7,790 8,022 10,228 11,135 

Citizen-Initiated Police Calls 6,448 5,231 5,195 4,543 4,511 5,518 

Police 15,096 12,154 12,985 12,565 14,739 16,653 

Fire 952 874 870 1,050 1,019 1,198 

EMS 406 414 416 388 435 449 

Total 16,454 13,442 14,271 14,003 16,193 18,300 

Calls per Day 45.1 36.7 39.1 38.4 44.4 50 

Program 
Percentage of Total calls by Year 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Officer-Initiated Police Calls 52.56% 51.50% 54.59% 57.29% 63.16% 60.85% 

Citizen-Initiated Police Calls 39.19% 38.92% 36.40% 32.44% 27.86% 30.15% 

Police 91.75% 90.42% 90.99% 89.73% 91.02% 91.00% 

Fire 5.79% 6.50% 6.10% 7.50% 6.29% 6.55% 

EMS 2.47% 3.08% 2.92% 2.77% 2.69% 2.45% 
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RANK CALL_TYPE Records CALLS Program Origin 
1 Vacation Watch 15549 15108 Police Officer-initiated 
2 Traffic Stop 14024 9095 Police Officer-initiated 
3 Parking Enforcement 6573 6070 Police Officer-initiated 
4 PC: Business 5030 4757 Police Officer-initiated 
5 Admin Duties 4537 4161 Police N/A 
6 Alarm Residential 8122 3833 Police Citizen-initiated 
7 PC: Park 3962 3789 Police Officer-initiated 
8 School Zone Enforcement 3532 3303 Police Officer-initiated 
9 Directed Patrol 3788 2996 Police Officer-initiated 

10 Fire Alarm 11264 2881 Fire N/A 
11 PC: School 2794 2719 Police Officer-initiated 
12 PC: Village Property 2769 2673 Police Officer-initiated 
13 Premise Check 3143 2649 Police Officer-initiated 
14 Suspicious Incident 4700 2580 Police Citizen-initiated 
15 School Crossing 2291 2135 Police Officer-initiated 
16 Citizen Assist 2855 2036 Police Citizen-initiated 
17 Animal Complaint 2668 1993 Police Citizen-initiated 
18 PC: House of Worship 1661 1611 Police Officer-initiated 
19 Ordinance Violation 1666 1481 Police Officer-initiated 
20 Ambulance Call 4564 1163 EMS N/A 
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Analyzing response times at the 90th percentile reveals that police, fire, and emergency 
medical services (EMS) calls exhibit varying performance levels, which are influenced by 
the nature of incidents and operational factors. 

 

The police response times, measured at the 90th percentile, average 14.8 minutes for all 
citizen-initiated calls, which is higher than the response times for fire and EMS services. 
Specifically, fire services have a 90th percentile response time of 13.6 minutes, while 
EMS services respond within 6.9 minutes at the same percentile. While response time is 
a critical metric for all emergency services, its significance varies depending on the 
nature of the incident. For fire and EMS calls, rapid response is often directly linked to 
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public safety outcomes, especially in medical emergencies where delays can significantly 
impact patient outcomes. 

In contrast, police calls which are far more voluminous, can frequently include property-
related issues or reports of non-urgent matters, where the immediacy of response may 
be less critical. Consequently, the emphasis on response times for police services might 
differ from that of fire and EMS.  

 

The data indicates that the longer response times for police at the 90th percentile are 
primarily due to extended dispatch times, which contribute to the overall delay. 
Dispatch times to police calls tend to peak during specific hours, notably at 06:00 am, 
04:00 pm, 06:00 pm, and 07:00 pm. These periods may correspond to increased call 
volumes for police, or dispatch awaiting the availability of a backup unit before initiating 
the call response,  leading to queued calls.  While the reason for the increased dispatch 
times cannot be definitively determined without a knowledge of unit statuses at the time 
of dispatch, the pattern here suggests that some staggering of shift start times might 
improve the response times to even lower priority calls.   

 

 

 

 

 

Understanding these disparities is essential for resource allocation and operational 
improvements. Strategies to reduce dispatch times and optimize staffing during peak 
hours could enhance response efficiency, particularly for police services where delays are 
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more pronounced. Overall, while response times are a vital performance indicator, their 
relative importance varies based on the type of emergency and the context of each 
incident. 
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   Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 

Captains    off 
0900-
1700 0900-1700 0900-1700 0900-1700 

0900-
1700 off 

Fire 

LT1 Red Shift 
0700-
0700 off off 0700-0700 off off 0700-0700 

LT2 
Black 
Shift off 

0700-
0700 off off 0700-0700 off off 

LT3 
Gold 
Shift off off 0700-1700 off off 

0700-
1700 off 

           

Police 
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A Shift 
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Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 
        1 2 3 

Fire Captain Off 0900-1700  0900-1700  0900-1700  0900-1700  0900-1700  Off   
Police Captain Off                        
Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   
Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   
Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Fire Captain Off 0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   Off   
Police Captain Off                         
Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   
Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   
Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   

11 12 13 14 15 16 18 
Fire Captain Off 0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   Off   
Police Captain Off                         
Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   
Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   
Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
Fire Captain Off 0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   Off   
Police Captain Off                         
Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   
Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   
Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 
Fire Captain Off 0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   0900-1700   Off   
Police Captain Off                         
Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   Fire   
Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   Police Day   
Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   Police Night   
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Incident Type Aid Given Aid Received No Aid Total 
Incidents

Alarm activations & 
malfunctions

29 172 18 219

Dispatched & canceled en 
route

322 74 16 412

EMS call (non-MVA) 19 24 427 470
Gas leak (natural gas / LPG) 15 10 17 42
Smoke scare / odor of smoke 12 9 11 32
Motor vehicle accident w/ 
injuries

8 5 25 38

All other individual call types 45 82 195 322
Total Incidents 450 376 709 1,535
Percentage of Calls 29.32% 24.50% 46.19%

Aid Given, 
29.32%

Aid Received, 
24.50%

No Aid, 46.19%

Village of Glencoe
Mutual Aid 2025 

Percentage Of Calls 
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Agency Received Given Received % Given %
Winnetka Fire Department 338 47 87.79% 12.21%
Highland Park Fire Department 273 284 49.01% 50.99%
Northfield Fire-Rescue 261 30 89.69% 10.31%
Northbrook Fire Department 11 86 11.34% 88.66%
Wilmette Fire Department 1 4 20.00% 80.00%
Others 0 3 0.00% 100.00%

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
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Topic Annual 
Hours 

Hours Per 
Month 

Company Level Training (Firefighting, Non-EMS) 192 16 
Driver Training (Fire Apparatus) 12 1 
Officer Training (Supervisors or those in acting 
supervisory role) 

12 1 

Total 216 18 
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Police 
Training

Fire 
Training 

Total Officers Per 
Capita

2020 644 700 1344 35 38
2021 1078.5 592 1670.5 29 58
2022 3098.5 480 3578.5 28 128
2023 4168 688 4856 31 157
2024 3004 4376 7380 32 231
2025 2162.8 2384 4546.8 34 134

0
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250
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PER CAPITA TRAINING 
HOURS PER YEAR
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2022 2023 2024 2025 
VACATION - 
ADMIN 

88.89 135.49 340.8 603.65 
VACATION - 
CSO 

85.26 85.77 44.93 71.18 
VACATION - 
FOP 

628.4 881.52 956.77 1219.7 
VACATION - 
LT 

161.87 123.87 237.12 399.36 
Total 964.42 1226.65 1579.62 2293.89 
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Location Total 
Population 
(2020-2024)

Glenview, IL 47752
Northbrook 34546
Highland Park, IL 30398
Wilmette, IL 27503
Deerfield, IL 19518
Lake Forest, IL 19416
Hinsdale, IL 17175
La Grange, IL 15998
Lincolnwood, IL 13112
Winnetka, IL 12484
Barrington, IL 11077
Glencoe, IL 8701
Lincolnshire, IL 7980
Northfield, IL 5487

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

Glenview, IL
Northbrook

Highland Park, IL
Wilmette, IL
Deerfield, IL

Lake Forest, IL
Hinsdale, IL

La Grange, IL
Lincolnwood, IL

Winnetka, IL
Barrington, IL

Glencoe, IL
Lincolnshire, IL

Northfield, IL
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Location Population 
Density

La Grange, IL 6336
Wilmette, IL 5082
Lincolnwood, IL 4871
Hinsdale, IL 3684
Deerfield, IL 3510
Glenview, IL 3291
Winnetka, IL 3208
Northbrook 2619
Highland Park, IL 2478
Barrington, IL 2307
Glencoe, IL 2303
Northfield, IL 1699
Lincolnshire, IL 1697
Lake Forest, IL 1124
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Lake Forest, IL
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Location Persons 65 
and over (% of 
population) 

Lincolnwood, IL 27.9%
Lake Forest, IL 26.7%
Northbrook 26.6%
Northfield, IL 26.4%
Glenview, IL 25.5%
Lincolnshire, IL 24.5%
Highland Park, IL 24.3%
Barrington, IL 22.1%
Wilmette, IL 21.7%
Glencoe, IL 20.4%
Deerfield, IL 19.8%
Hinsdale, IL 16.2%
La Grange, IL 15.9%
Winnetka, IL 15.9%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%
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Highland Park, IL

Barrington, IL
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Deerfield, IL

Hinsdale, IL

La Grange, IL

Winnetka, IL
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Location Area (square 
miles) 
(2023)

Lake Forest, IL 17.26661
Glenview, IL 14.51135
Northbrook 13.19
Highland Park, IL 12.26625
Deerfield, IL 5.56065
Wilmette, IL 5.41228
Barrington, IL 4.80221
Lincolnshire, IL 4.70109
Hinsdale, IL 4.66147
Winnetka, IL 3.89156
Glencoe, IL 3.77878
Northfield, IL 3.23017
Lincolnwood, IL 2.69165
La Grange, IL 2.52482

0 5 10 15 20
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Hinsdale, IL
Winnetka, IL

Glencoe, IL
Lake Forest, IL

Wilmette, IL
Lincolnshire, IL

Deerfield, IL
Highland Park, IL

Northfield, IL
La Grange, IL

Northbrook
Barrington, IL

Glenview, IL
Lincolnwood, IL

Location Median 
Household 
Income 
(2020-2024)

Hinsdale, IL $250,000.00
Winnetka, IL $250,000.00
Glencoe, IL $248,933.00
Lake Forest, IL $235,081.00
Wilmette, IL $190,662.00
Lincolnshire, IL $185,580.00
Deerfield, IL $181,660.00
Highland Park, IL $168,094.00
Northfield, IL $161,500.00
La Grange, IL $159,929.00
Northbrook $157,782.00
Barrington, IL $147,989.00
Glenview, IL $143,056.00
Lincolnwood, IL $109,731.00
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Location Median Home 
Value (2020-
2024)

Glencoe, IL $1,432,500.00
Winnetka, IL $1,337,800.00
Hinsdale, IL $1,053,700.00
Lake Forest, IL $938,300.00
Northfield, IL $878,300.00
Wilmette, IL $810,600.00
Lincolnshire, IL $677,700.00
Northbrook $652,300.00
Deerfield, IL $623,400.00
Glenview, IL $609,600.00
Highland Park, IL $607,300.00
La Grange, IL $594,300.00
Barrington, IL $582,500.00
Lincolnwood, IL $496,400.00

$0.00 $200,000.00 $400,000.00 $600,000.00 $800,000.00 $1,000,000.00$1,200,000.00$1,400,000.00$1,600,000.00
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Location Total 
Properties 
(2025)

Glenview, IL 18326
Northbrook 14490
Highland Park, IL 12981
Wilmette, IL 10946
Lake Forest, IL 8335
Deerfield, IL 7129
La Grange, IL 6786
Hinsdale, IL 6704
Lincolnwood, IL 5658
Winnetka, IL 4899
Barrington, IL 4679
Glencoe, IL 3743
Lincolnshire, IL 3223
Northfield, IL 3007

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000 14000 16000 18000 20000
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Total Properties (2025)
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Location Building 
Median Year 
Built (2025)

Lincolnshire, IL 1985
Northbrook 1975
Hinsdale, IL 1974
Lake Forest, IL 1972
Glenview, IL 1971
Barrington, IL 1969
Deerfield, IL 1968
Northfield, IL 1965
Highland Park, IL 1960
Lincolnwood, IL 1957
Glencoe, IL 1955
Wilmette, IL 1949
La Grange, IL 1948
Winnetka, IL 1942

1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990
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Wilmette, IL
La Grange, IL
Winnetka, IL
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 Location Property 
Crime Crime 
Rate (2024) 

Lincolnwood, IL 2528 
Glenview, IL 1210 
Wilmette, IL 1188 
Deerfield, IL 1011 
Northbrook 905 
Lincolnshire, IL 899 
Barrington, IL 817 
Highland Park, IL 812 
La Grange, IL 776 
Northfield, IL 767 
Winnetka, IL 658 
Lake Forest, IL 625 
Glencoe, IL 601 
Hinsdale, IL 492 
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Location Violent 
Crime Rate 
(2024)

La Grange, IL 187
Glenview, IL 151
Lincolnwood, IL 110
Barrington, IL 106
Winnetka, IL 82
Lincolnshire, IL 63
Highland Park, IL 49
Hinsdale, IL 46
Deerfield, IL 27
Glencoe, IL 24
Northbrook 23
Wilmette, IL 22
Lake Forest, IL 21
Northfield, IL 18
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Glencoe, IL

Hinsdale, IL
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Location Vehicle 
Theft Crime 
Rate (2024)

Lincolnwood, IL 284
Barrington, IL 106
Deerfield, IL 90
Glenview, IL 75
Highland Park, IL 69
Winnetka, IL 66
Northbrook 63
Lake Forest, IL 57
Hinsdale, IL 46
Lincolnshire, IL 38
Glencoe, IL 35
La Grange, IL 32
Wilmette, IL 30
Northfield, IL 18

0 50 100 150 200

La Grange, IL
Glenview, IL

Lincolnwood, IL
Barrington, IL
Winnetka, IL

Lincolnshire, IL
Highland Park, IL

Hinsdale, IL
Deerfield, IL
Glencoe, IL
Northbrook

Wilmette, IL
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Location Larceny 
Crime Rate 
(2024)

Lincolnwood, IL 1496
Wilmette, IL 813
Glenview, IL 813
Northbrook 812
Lincolnshire, IL 759
Highland Park, IL 673
Barrington, IL 519
La Grange, IL 511
Glencoe, IL 483
Northfield, IL 456
Deerfield, IL 431
Winnetka, IL 419
Hinsdale, IL 394
Lake Forest, IL 362

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
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Northfield, IL
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Location Aggravated 
Assault 
Crime Rate 
(2024)

La Grange, IL 116.3
Glenview, IL 97.0
Lincolnshire, IL 50.6
Lincolnwood, IL 39.4
Barrington, IL 38.5
Winnetka, IL 32.9
Highland Park, IL 23.1
Northfield, IL 18.3
Lake Forest, IL 15.5
Glencoe, IL 11.8
Hinsdale, IL 11.6
Wilmette, IL 7.5
Northbrook 6.0
Deerfield, IL 5.3
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Location Robbery 
Crime Rate 
(2024)

Lincolnwood, IL 70.9
La Grange, IL 19.4
Barrington, IL 19.2
Glencoe, IL 11.8
Glenview, IL 10.8
Winnetka, IL 8.2
Wilmette, IL 7.5
Hinsdale, IL 5.8
Deerfield, IL 0.0
Highland Park, IL 0.0
Lake Forest, IL 0.0
Lincolnshire, IL 0.0
Northbrook 0.0
Northfield, IL 0.0

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0 120.0 140.0
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Location Burglary 
Crime Rate 
(2024)

Lincolnwood, IL 748
Deerfield, IL 489
Wilmette, IL 345
Northbrook 333
Glenview, IL 321
Northfield, IL 292
La Grange, IL 233
Lake Forest, IL 207
Barrington, IL 192
Winnetka, IL 173
Lincolnshire, IL 101
Glencoe, IL 82
Highland Park, IL 69
Hinsdale, IL 52
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Dept Police 
Officers 

Police 
Supervisors 

Chief DC Commander Captain Lieutenant Sergeant 

Wilmette 36 11 1 2 2 
  

6 
Winnetka 24 11 1 1 3 

  
6 

Highland 
Park 

46 15 1 
 

4 
  

10 

Barrington 18 7 1 1 
   

5 
Deerfield 28 11 1 2 4 

  
4 

Hinsdale 18 7 1 1 
   

5 
La Grange 28 8 1 1 

   
6 

Lincolnshire 18 7 1 1 1 
  

4 
Lincolnwood 24 9 1 1 

  
4 3 

Northbrook 44 19 1 2 5 
  

11 

 

 

Department Civilian CSO Comms/Dispatch 

Wilmette 6 4 0 
Winnetka 5 3 0 
Highland Park 9 4 0 
Barrington 5 2 0 
Deerfield 3 1 10 
Hinsdale 7 3 0 
La Grange 5 2 0 
Lincolnshire 3 1 0 
Lincolnwood 2 2 0 
Northbrook 12 2 13 
Glencoe 4 3 0 

 

 

Department Firefighters Fire 
Supervisors 

Chief DC Battalion 
Chief 

Captain Lieutenant 
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Wilmette 33 11 1 1 3 
 

6 
Winnetka 15 9 1 1 

 
3 4 

Highland 
Park 

39 15 1 1 4 
 

9 

Barrington 16 7 1 
 

3 
 

3 
Deerfield 30 12 1 1 4 

 
6 

Hinsdale 15 8 1 1 
 

3 3 
La Grange 11 7 1 

  
3 3 

Lincolnshire 45 17 1 2 4 
 

10 
Lincolnwood 18 11 1 1 3 1 5 
Northbrook 54 22 1 3 3 3 12 

 

 

 
Table 36: Public Safety Staffing Comparison 

Department Total 
Police/Fire 
Supervisors 

Police Officers + 
Firefighters 

Wilmette 22 69 
Winnetka 20 39 
Highland Park 30 85 
Barrington 14 34 
Deerfield 23 58 
Hinsdale 15 33 
La Grange 15 39 
Lincolnshire 24 63 
Lincolnwood 20 42 
Northbrook 41 98 
AVERAGE 22.4 56 
Glencoe 10 26 
Glencoe Proposed 11 32 
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Table 37: Calls for Service Comparison 

Department Police calls Fire calls EMS calls Total calls 
Wilmette 19641 1688 1664 22993 
Winnetka 19031 1854 823 21708 
Highland Park 22500 5924 3889 32313 
Barrington 9980 843 1747 12570 
Deerfield 17985 

  
17985 

Hinsdale 16736 1106 1679 19521 
La Grange 16894 948 1072 18914 
Lincolnshire 22224 1343 2727 26294 
Lincolnwood 16588 1281 2061 19930 
Northbrook 21787 2754 5052 29593 
Glencoe 

   
23384 

 

 

 

Department Police Officers 
+ Firefighters 

Total calls Calls per 
capita 

Wilmette 69 22993 333 
Winnetka 39 21708 557 
Highland Park 85 32313 380 
Barrington 34 12570 370 
Deerfield 58 17985 310 
Hinsdale 33 19521 592 
La Grange 39 18914 485 
Lincolnshire 63 26294 417 
Lincolnwood 42 19930 475 
Northbrook 98 29593 302 
AVERAGE 56 22182.1 422 
Glencoe 26 23384 899 
Glencoe Proposed 32 23384 731 
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Program 

Officer-
Initiated 

Call 
Type 

Call Type 

Police Yes 46 

EMS No 01 Abdominal Pain 

EMS No 02 Allergies/Reactions 

EMS No 03 Animal Bites/Attacks 

EMS No 04 Assault/Battery/Stun Gun 

EMS No 05 Back Pain 

EMS No 06 Breathing Problems 

EMS No 07 Burns/Scalds/Explosion 

EMS No 09 Cardiac or Respiratory Arrest 

EMS No 10 Chest Pain/Chest Discomfort 

EMS No 11 Choking 

EMS No 12 Convulsions/Seizure 

EMS No 13 Diabetic Problem 

EMS No 14 Drowning/Near Drowning 

EMS No 17 Fall 

EMS No 18 Headache 

EMS No 19 Heart Problem/AICD 

EMS No 21 Hemorrhage/Laceration 

EMS No 23 Overdose/Poisoning 

EMS No 25 Psych/Suicide/Abnormal 

EMS No 26 Sick Person 

EMS No 28 Stroke CVA TIA 

EMS No 30 Traumatic Injury 

EMS No 31 Unconscious/Fainting 

EMS No 
32 Unknown Problem/Person 

Down 
Police No 911 Verify 

Police No Abandon Veh 

Police No Accident 
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Police No Accident Hit Run 

Police No Accident PI 

Police No Accident PP 

Police No Accidental Damage 

Police Yes Admin Duties 

Police No Alarm Bank 

Police No Alarm Burglar 

Police No Alarm Business 

Police No Alarm Lock Down 

Police No Alarm Residential 

Police No Ambulance Assist 

Police No Animal - Carcass 

EMS No Animal Bite 

Police No Animal Complaint 

Police No Animal Found 

Police No Animal Lost 

Police No Armed Robbery 

Police No Assault 

Fire No Assist FD 

Police No Assist Other Agency 

Police No Assist PW 

Police No Assist Village 

Police No Barking Dog 

Police No Battery 

Police No Bond Hearing 

Police No Burglary 

Police No Burglary Attempt 

Police No Burglary Business 

Police No Burglary Residential 

Police No Burglary to Vehicle 

Police Yes Bus Stop Patrol 

Police No Business Check 

Police Yes Business Engagement 

Police No Cell 911 Verify 

Police No Check Well Being 
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Police No Child Custody Exchange 

Police No Child Seat 

Police No Choose Call Type ------> 

Police No Citizen Assist 

Police No Civil Matter 

Police Yes Community Relations Activity 

Police No Commuter Parking 

Police No Condition Notification 

Police No Court 

Police Yes CPN Open Disp of Property 

Police Yes CPN Open Door Business 

Police Yes CPN Open Door Vehicle 

Police Yes CPN Open Garage Door 

Police No Crime Risk Alert 

Police No Criminal Damage 

Police No Criminal Defacement 

Police No Criminal Trespass 

Police No Damage Village Prop 

Police No Death Investigation 

Police No Deceptive Practice 

Police No Detail 

Police No Directed Patrol 

Police No Disorderly Conduct 

Police No Dispute 

Police No Disturbance 

Police No Domestic 

Police No Domestic Battery 

Police No Driving Complaint 

Police No DUI 

Police Yes Employee Leave Request 

Police No Enforcement Initiative 

Police No Extra Watch 

Police No Fingerprinting 

Fire No Fire Accident Entrapment 

Fire No Fire Accident Injuries 
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Fire No Fire Accident Train 

Fire No Fire Alarm 

Fire No Fire Alarm - Supervisory 

Fire No Fire Alarm - Trouble 

Fire No Fire Alarm Medical 

Fire No Fire Appliance 

Fire No Fire Assist Police 

Fire No Fire Brush 

Fire No Fire Check the Hazard 

Fire No Fire Chimney 

Fire No Fire CO Alarm No Symptoms 

Fire No Fire CO Alarm Symptoms 

Fire No Fire Confirmed 

Fire No Fire Dumpster 

Fire No Fire Elevator Alarm 

Fire No Fire Elevator Rescue 

Fire No Fire Gas Leak - Indoors 

Fire No Fire Gas Leak - Outdoor 

Fire No Fire Grill 

Fire No Fire HAZMAT 

Fire No Fire Lift Assist 

Fire No Fire Lock Out Emergency 

Fire No Fire Lock Out Non-Emergency 

Fire No Fire Mutual Aid COQ 

Fire No Fire Mutual Aid EMS 

Fire No Fire Mutual Aid Fire 

Fire No Fire Odor Investigation/Inside 

Fire No Fire Odor Investigation/Outside 

Fire No Fire Open Burning 

Fire No Fire Reported 

Fire No Fire Service Call 

Fire No Fire Smoke Investigation Inside 

Fire No Fire Smoke Investigation Outside 

Fire No Fire Transformer Fire 

Fire No Fire Vehicle 
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Fire No Fire Water Leak / Damage 

Fire No Fire Wire Down 

Police No Fireworks Complaint 

Police No FOID Suspended or Revoked 

Police Yes Foot Patrol 

Police No Found Property 

Police No Fraud 

Police No Harassment 

Fire No Hazards 

Police Yes House Watch 

Police No Identity Theft 

Police No ILEAS 

Police No Info For Police 

Police No Intoxicated Person 

Police No Investigation 

Police No Juvenile Complaint 

Police No Juvenile Matter 

Police No Lock Out 

Police No Lost/Mislaid Property 

Police No LPR 

Police No M.C.A.T. 

Police No M.C.T.F. Investigations 

Police No Man With a Gun 

Police No Missing Person 

Police No Missing Property 

Police No Missing Runaway Juv 

Police No Motorist Dispute 

Police No NIPAS Callout 

Police No Noise Complaint 

Police No On Duty Injury 

Police Yes Ordinance Violation 

Police No Packet Delivery 

Police No Parking Complaint 

Police No Parking Enforcement 

Police No Parking Permission 

122



 
 
 

 

  

Police Yes PC: Bank 

Police Yes PC: Closed Business 

Police Yes PC: Extra Watch 

Police Yes PC: House of Worship 

Police Yes PC: Open Business 

Police Yes PC: Park 

Police No PC: Residential 

Police Yes PC: School 

Police Yes PC: Special Watch 

Police Yes PC: Strip Mall 

Police Yes PC: Village Property 

Police No Possible Shots Fire 

Police Yes Premise Check 

Police No Property Turn In 

Police Yes Radar 

Police Yes Range Practice 

Police Yes Residential Patrol 

Police No Robbery 

Police Yes School Crossing 

Police Yes School Zone Enforcement 

Police No Seatbelt Detail 

Police No Selective Enforcement 

Police No Sex Crimes 

Police No Sexual Assault 

Police No Solicitor Complaint 

Police No Stolen Vehicle 

Police No Suicidal Person 

Police No Suspicious Incident 

Police No Suspicious Person 

Police No Suspicious Phone Calls 

Police No Suspicious Vehicle 

Police No Theft 

Police No Threat 

Police No Traffic Complaint 

Police Yes Traffic Control 
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Police Yes Traffic Detail 

Police Yes Traffic Stop 

Police Yes Traffic Survey 

Police No Trespassing 

Police Yes UAV Deployment 

Police No Unknown 

Police No Unwanted Subject 

Police No UUW 

Police Yes Vacation Watch 

Police Yes Walk Talk 

Police No Warrants 

Police No Water Main Break 
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Village of Glencoe

Staff Report

675 Village Court,
Glencoe IL

Agenda Date: 7/16/2026 Agenda #: II.b.

Agenda Item:

Discussion of the Village's Solid Waste, Recycling & Organics Franchise Agreement with Lakeshore Recycling Systems

(LRS)

Staff Contact:  Monica Sarna, Public Works Director, Jen Maddux, Management Analyst

Purpose and Actions Requested:  Staff requests Village Board discussion of the Village's Solid Waste, Recycling and

Organics Franchise Agreement with Lakeshore Recycling Systems (LRS).

Budget Impact: Not Applicable

Strategic Priority Addressed:  Economic Vitality,  Community Resilience

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Lakeshore Recycling Systems (LRS) has served as the Village's solid waste hauler since 2017, under two successive

franchise agreements, providing garbage, recycling, and yard waste collection services along with some special

programs, including the annual spring clean-up day. The current agreement was executed in November 2022 and expires

December 31, 2026. The Village now has a defined window to negotiate a renewal or pursue a competitive bid process.

Staff analyzed comparable LRS franchise agreements in peer communities to understand the terms LRS has already

agreed to elsewhere; met with staff in those communities to learn from their real-world experience administering those

contracts, including what has and has not worked; and consulted the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County

(SWANCC) for a broader view of regional trends, pricing, and best practices. Currently, staff is evaluating whether to

pursue a renewal or competitive bid process, but has continued to work closely with LRS.

Staff have met with LRS on multiple occasions to convey a clear set of preliminary priorities and asked LRS to respond

with the specific commitments it was prepared to put into contract language for any potential renewal. LRS reaffirmed

the value it places on its partnership with the Village and indicated they are eager to continue serving the Village into

the future. As such, they delivered a written framework in response, summarized below. The one significant piece still

outstanding is pricing, which LRS has deferred pending its own cost analysis.

LRS Proposal

Contract Provision LRS Proposal

Bulk items One bulk item per week, defined by existing contract language. Two bulk items

per week, if the annual Spring Clean-Up Day is eliminated.

GCSF (General

Collection Services Fee)

Tighter standards for fee remittance, with a penalty for fees submitted beyond

the due date. Additional pricing incentives if the Village takes over responsibility

for collecting the fee.

Customer Service

Standards

Updated service and customer-service standards with identifiable metrics and

KPIs, backed by per-occurrence fines (for example, missed pickups not cured by

the next business day, and slow response to calls or emails).

Low-Volume Rates Will provide ideas for a low-volume rate.

Business District 7-Day

Service

Will include as part of its obligations on a seasonal basis, per the Village's

request.

Pricing Structure To be provided for the Village's review, citing considerable fuel and inflation

headwinds.
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Contract Provision LRS Proposal

Bulk items One bulk item per week, defined by existing contract language. Two bulk items

per week, if the annual Spring Clean-Up Day is eliminated.

GCSF (General

Collection Services Fee)

Tighter standards for fee remittance, with a penalty for fees submitted beyond

the due date. Additional pricing incentives if the Village takes over responsibility

for collecting the fee.

Customer Service

Standards

Updated service and customer-service standards with identifiable metrics and

KPIs, backed by per-occurrence fines (for example, missed pickups not cured by

the next business day, and slow response to calls or emails).

Low-Volume Rates Will provide ideas for a low-volume rate.

Business District 7-Day

Service

Will include as part of its obligations on a seasonal basis, per the Village's

request.

Pricing Structure To be provided for the Village's review, citing considerable fuel and inflation

headwinds.

During the July 16, 2026 Committee of the Whole, staff will guide a conversation with the Village Board on the topics

outlined below to help guide future discussions with LRS. Staff has framed the following as directions to pursue rather

than final terms because several items depend on pricing the Village has not yet received.

Preserve what is working

Much of the current agreement works well and if renegotiated, should be carried forward into any renewal. Staff

recommend preserving the elements residents rely on and value, including:

• The General Collection Services Fee (GCSF) structure, which lets LRS collect and remit a monthly fee that funds

community-wide services such as disposal costs, the annual spring clean-up day, and fall leaf collection, while

tightening the remittance mechanics.

• The Hardship Program which provides residents who are physically unable to bring materials to the curb with

top-of-drive service at the standard curbside rate, an equity provision staff would preserve and potentially enhance.

• Seasonal suspension of service allowing residents to pause service during extended winter absences.

• No-cost cart change-outs so residents can right-size or replace their carts without penalty.

• No-cost collection at municipal and public locations including Village facilities, the golf course, and downtown

and right-of-way receptacles.

Bulk-item service and the annual spring clean-up day

LRS has offered a weekly bulk-item allowance, and a more generous two-item weekly allowance if the Village

discontinues its annual spring clean-up day. A year-round weekly allowance could be simpler and more convenient for

residents than a single collection day, and LRS has noted the clean-up day is difficult to staff safely and draws material

from outside the community. However, residents like the clean-up day. In the 2023 survey it was among the highest-

rated services in the entire program, with 90% satisfied.

Staff see room to be creative rather than treating this as an all-or-nothing trade, including phasing in a weekly allowance

alongside the clean-up day to gauge resident response, or shifting to a fall clean-up day paired with a weekly allowance.

Staff would model the cost of the current clean-up day before recommending any path.

Lower-cost and right-sized service

Staff have received notice of interest from some residents in service options for those who produce less waste. Some
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communities offer different rates for different cart sizes, and a few add discounts for seniors or lower-income residents.

LRS has offered to develop low-volume rate concepts as part of the renewal. Options the Board may wish staff to

consider include strengthening the existing Hardship Program, a less-frequent pickup option for low-waste households,

and a small-cart or low-volume rate that charges residents more in proportion to what they set out. Beyond affordability,

a low-volume rate also advances the Village's sustainability goals by giving residents a financial reason to reduce waste.

Rate structure and predictability

LRS has signaled its pricing will reflect fuel and inflation pressures, so the Village should expect rates to rise. Historically,

Glencoe has tied annual increases to the Chicago-area Consumer Price Index (CPI), and the current agreement caps

increases at 5% with no floor. Several peer communities have recently negotiated more favorable and more predictable

structures. Levers the Board may wish staff to pursue include a lower maximum annual increase than the current 5%

cap, a defined multi-year schedule of increases rather than year-to-year CPI, and a request that LRS commit to an

electric refuse collection vehicle, which could reduce exposure to fuel-price volatility over time and advance the Village's

sustainability goals. These could be pursued individually or negotiated together.

Sustainability and waste diversion

Several of the choices above are also sustainability choices, and residents have consistently identified waste diversion as

a priority. It is also a central focus of the Sustainability Action Plan now under development, which is expected to set

measurable goals for increasing organics diversion and reducing total waste. The upcoming waste hauler contract is a

rare opportunity to align the Village's actions with those goals before they are formally adopted. The clearest

opportunity here is organics. Today, participation is low, and a per-use yard-waste sticker program adds cost and friction

that likely suppresses it further. Building unlimited organics collection into the base service rate, as some peer

communities have done, would remove that barrier, simplify the resident experience, and directly serve the diversion

goals residents have prioritized. This approach would require adding another collection bin at each participating

household and could be structured with an opt-out option for residents who do not wish to participate, and it remains

subject to the pricing implications of the renewal.

Contact renewal or competitive procurement

A negotiated renewal with LRS preserves continuity and avoids the disruption and cost of a transition, provided the

terms and pricing are right. A competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) could test the wider market but carries a longer

timeline and transition risk. Peer communities that recently negotiated strong terms with LRS did so, in part, by being

genuinely willing to go to bid. Staff are seeking the Board's guidance on pursuing a competitive process if upcoming

negotiations do not produce acceptable terms.

Accountability and customer service

At staff’s urging, LRS has proposed enforceable customer-service standards with metrics and per-occurrence penalties.

Generally, attaching financial consequences to service failures is appealing. Staff's central concern is enforcement, which

has not been defined. It is not yet clear who would verify each missed pickup, how disputes would be resolved, or how

the Village would track occurrences without taking on significant new administrative work. A penalty the Village cannot

practically enforce offers residents little real protection. For staff, the more valuable commitment is robust, consistent

monthly reporting from LRS, so that accountability rests on transparency the Village can act on rather than on a penalty

process that is difficult to administer. Customer service concerns are outlined below.
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Customer Service Considerations

In the Village's 2023 Community Survey, 92% of residents with an opinion rated garbage collection “very satisfied” or

“satisfied,” and 91% said the same of recycling collection. Those marks placed Glencoe far above regional and national

benchmarks, where satisfaction with the same services sat closer to 60-70%. Reliable, high-quality waste collection is

something residents notice, value, and expect. Over the past two years, however, the resident experience has

deteriorated, and the level of staff resources dedicated to coordinating resolution is no longer acceptable.

Even at the height of resident satisfaction, the customer service experience with LRS itself lagged. In the 2023 survey,

LRS customer service was the lowest-rated core service in the entire waste program, at 73% satisfied, well below

collection service satisfaction. In other words, residents have long been happy with the trucks showing up but are less

confident in what happens when they need to reach someone. That was a soft spot in an otherwise strong program then

and the area that has since become worse, which may be due in part to LRS customer service operations not keeping up

with its service expansion across the region.

Staff have absorbed the impact directly, fielding a steadily growing volume of calls, emails, and in-person visits from

residents reporting missed pickups and long hold times when they try to reach LRS. What began as occasional friction

has become a recurring source of frustration for residents and a persistent draw on staff time. A review of LRS-provided

customer-service contacts dating back to the beginning of 2024 found that missed pickups have become the single

largest category of resident contact, a meaningful share of the community (about 17.5%) logged at least one missed

pickup, and a smaller group of households has experienced repeated misses.

Beyond handling the day-to-day resident contacts, staff has treated the expiring contract not as a routine renewal but as

an opportunity to address the underlying problems. The guiding instinct throughout has been that the most durable fix

for missed pickups is not simply a larger penalty after the fact, but a service design that produces fewer failures and

gives residents clearer, more reliable ways to get help when something does go wrong.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is eager for the Board’s input on the items above. Once staff receives a pricing proposal from LRS, we will complete

a financial analysis. Staff intend to bring a recommended course of action back to the Board this fall, in time to either

finalize a renewal or, if necessary, initiate a competitive procurement. Should negotiations require more time, a short-

term extension of the current agreement by mutual consent, an approach the Village used successfully when the prior

agreement expired in 2022, remains available as a bridge and would avoid any interruption in service.

ATTACHMENTS

1. 2026 Village of Glencoe LRS Garbage, Recycling, and Organics Collection Services

2. Letter from LRS Re: LRS / VOG Residential Waste, Recycling and Organics Renewal

3. Current franchise agreement between the Village of Glencoe and LRS
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2026 LRS Garbage, Recycling, and Organics Collection Services 

LRS bills residents directly on a quarterly basis. Residents have the option of selecting between curbside or top-
of-drive garbage service, collected either once weekly or twice weekly. All recycling and organics are collected 
curbside. Quarterly fees are inclusive of garbage and recycling collection, fall leaf collection and an annual clean-
up day. The current program rates and participation are as follows: 

Service 
Frequency 
(per week) 

Bin Size Option 
(gallons) 

Monthly Cost 
(billed quarterly) 

Current 
Customer 
Count 
(approx.) 

Curbside garbage and recycling 

Once 
65 or 95 
(LRS provided, max 2) 

$31.35 2,375 

Twice 
65 or 95 
(LRS provided, max 2) 

$52.41 170 

Top-of-drive garbage 
and curbside recycling 

Once 
65 (LRS provided) or 
max size 44 
(resident provided, max 3) 

$52.17 225 

Twice 
65 (LRS provided) or 
max size 44 
(resident provided, max 3) 

$86.58 65 

Curbside organics 
combined yard waste + food scraps 

Once 35 
$3.03/sticker or 
$159.68/subscription 
per year 

120 

 

 

 

 

129



130



131



132



133



134



135



136



137



138



139



140



141



142



143



144



145



146



147



148



149



150



151



152



153



154



155



156



157



158



159



160



161



162



163



164



165



166



167



168



169



170



171



172



173



174



175



176



177



178



179



180



181



182



Village of Glencoe

Staff Report

675 Village Court,
Glencoe IL

Agenda Date: 7/16/2026 Agenda #: II.c.

Agenda Item:

Staff Report and Update on the 2026 Water Supply Analysis

Staff Contact:  Monica Sarna, Public Works Director, Alex Urbanczyk, Water Plant Superintendent

Purpose and Actions Requested:  To provide the Village Board with an update to the draft report for the 2026 Water

Supply Analysis.

Budget Impact: Not Applicable

Strategic Priority Addressed:  Community Resilience,  Reliable Infrastructure,  Economic Vitality

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In 2024, staff hosted a Water Workshop with the Village Board and the public to re-engage discussions regarding the

future of Glencoe's water supply. The workshop presented three long-term options: continue investing in the existing

water treatment plant, construct a replacement water plant at a new location or secure an alternative water source

through a partnership with another community. While all three options remain viable, the Village Board directed staff to

further explore regional water partnership opportunities. Previous studies evaluated purchasing water from neighboring

communities to the north and south; however, a potential western water source had not yet been fully analyzed.

In September 2025, the Village Board approved a contract with Burns & McDonnell to complete a comprehensive Water

Supply Analysis. The study evaluates the feasibility of a western water supply connection, reviews and updates the

Village's 10-year Community Investment Program (CIP) for the water treatment plant and assesses the resiliency of the

Village's emergency water interconnections. Staff has worked closely with Burns & McDonnell throughout the project

and a draft report has now been submitted for review. Staff will present the preliminary findings to the Village Board at

the July 16 Committee of the Whole meeting.

The analysis evaluated three potential water supply scenarios, storage requirements associated with a new water

source, the capacity and resiliency of the Village's emergency interconnections and the current 10-year community

investment schedule and cost estimates for the water treatment plant. Opinions of probable construction costs were

also developed for each alternative to assist the Village in comparing the long-term financial impacts of each option.

These costs were prepared in today’s dollars and have not been adjusted with escalations based on project timelines.

The preliminary analysis evaluated several alternatives:

· A western connection to the Village’s water distribution system utilizing a new 20-inch and 16-inch transmission

main, supported by a new 2-million-gallon storage reservoir and a pumping station at the point of sale. This

scenario has an estimated construction cost of approximately $28 million

· A second alternative consisting of a direct 16-inch transmission main connection to the Village’s 2 MGD reservoir

adjacent to the water plant was estimated at approximately $34 million.
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· A third modeling scenario, which evaluated a redundant water supply connection utilizing the existing ComEd

easement to the Village water tower, was determined to be infeasible. However, the study recommended a

redundant transmission main along Dundee Road as a potential resiliency improvement with an estimated cost

of $8.4 million.

In addition to evaluating alternative water supplies, the study reviewed the Village's planned Community Investment

Program at the existing water treatment plant. The analysis confirmed approximately $8.3 million in scheduled

improvements over the next ten years while also identifying several additional infrastructure needs, including

replacement of Filters 1 through 4, a comprehensive chemical feed system assessment and prioritization of critical valve

replacements. The report also identified the Village's raw water intake as a significant long-term capital investment, with

an estimated replacement cost of approximately $55 million.

The study further evaluated the Village's emergency water interconnections by analyzing average daily water demand

and identifying recommendations for additional field testing, hydraulic modeling, valve and control infrastructure

improvements and updates to intergovernmental agreements governing emergency water supply activation. These

improvements are estimated at approximately $1.9 million.

The hydraulic modeling completed for this study utilized steady-state simulations to evaluate system performance under

specific operating conditions. Should the Village pursue an alternative water source, additional engineering and

stakeholder coordination would be required, including confirmation of transmission main routing, coordination with

Union Pacific Railroad, IDOT and applicable environmental and waterway agencies. Future steps would also include

completing extended-period hydraulic modeling, hydrant flow testing, a system flushing program and water age analysis

before advancing any alternative water supply project.

This study provides the Village with a high level technical and financial assessment of both maintaining the existing

water treatment plant and pursuing a regional water partnership. The report will serve as a planning tool to guide future

capital investment decisions and continued evaluation of long-term water supply alternatives.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff will present this information at the July 16, 2026 Committee of the Whole meeting as information only at this point.

We plan to continue to finalize this draft report and use this analysis to guide future capital investment planning and

decisions.
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