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Executive Summary

This study effort focused on three major areas of inddriggtways, justice courts and planning and
economic development. Detailed approaches to enhancing intergovernmental collaboration, summarized
here, argiven for each of these areas.

I.  Special Study A Identifying Opportunities for Highway Service Cooperation in Ulster
County 6 Michael Hattery & Center for Local Governmen® Binghamton University

Highway services and capacity were analyzed from esitstingurces and through a series of interviews

with each of the highway managers in sponsoring municipalities. These interviews also provided the
opportunity to collect additional documents from these jurisdictions. These resources were supplemented
with the results of interviews of a number of local officials in other New York State counties. An overview

of highway services and capacity was developed in each of the following areas: Infrastructure, Fiscal, Service
Delivery (with separate sectiond¥inter and Summer Maintenan@grage, Fuel and Salt Storage

Facilities, Human ResourcasdExisting Cooperation.

Key Findings:

91 Infrastructure and Finance.There is substantial variation in both the road mileage maintained by
town governments in the county (page3) and the property tax based resources to support highway
services (page 4). A need for an improved and consistent (or standardized) apgidgchnd a
project costing wouldebvaluable within jurisdictiossd in comparing with other departments to
improve efficiency and better highlight best practices.

9 Service Delivery.There is broad consistency in the maintenance practices and gglalgagf hi
departments in the study (pag&3.5 There are a number of town garage facilities with very close
proximity to a facility in the network of county regional highway fadiliteEsne cases (e.g. Town
of Denning) the town and county have facikigds that are complementary (page 7).

1 Cooperation. There is a broad level of cooperative activity among town highway departments and
between the county and town highway departm@hising of personnel, equipment and materials
is routine. There amany written bliateral agreements among municipalities in the county that
provide important liability protections, etc. for the routine conduct of sharing among municipalities.
A countywide agreement in this area may prove advantageous and dest efleatimber of
other written agreements exist for equipment sharing, etc. {(papes 8

Policy Options and Recommendations:

1 Comparative Assessment Three counties that have more extensive contracting out models for
county highway services are dssisn some detail: Monroe County, Jefferson County, and
Chemung County. Monroe and Jefferson provide relatively mature arrangements, while Chemung is
developmental, in the early stages of implementation.

1 Recommendations based on Comparative Assessnt. Ulster County should consider a revised
regional approach in theogision of highway servicd3rawing from the examples in Monroe and
Jefferson counties, the following areas or characteristics for a revised approach are highlighted:

8



The Road Network in Ulster County is a Single Network

Key Areas in Updating Ulsterof6s Regional Approa
Multi -Season Service Contracts may be Most Efficient

Examine the Potential for Diminishing the Overall Number of County Regional Facilities.
Flexibility for Differ ences in the Capabilities, Resources and Motivations of Town Highway
Partners.

Contractual Arrangements

Balancing the Need for Stability with a Competitive Environment.

Improved Cost Accounting and Performance Information

Human Resource needs for Imgmenting and Managing an Updated Regional Approach
Mechanisms for Monitoring and Maintaining Agreements

Estimating the Potential for Cost Savingsln this section mulyear average expenditure data

and comparative personnel figures are used to shalathvely lower costs and a higher number of

miles maintained per employee, respectively, by both Monroe and Jefferson Counties. These figures
indicate that significant potential savings may be available through a revised regional approach.

=A =4 =4 =4 =4

=A =4 =4 =4 =8 A

Targeted Recommendations and Implementation Guidance

1 Development of a Single Countide Umbrella Agreement for the Routine Sharing of Personnel,
Equipment and Materials.

1 Improve Project and Activity Costing Practices and Implement a Pavement MaSygéenent

1 Revised Regional Approach: Contracting out Major Maintenance and Construction Responsibilities
to Towns in Ulster County

Il. Special Study BUIster County Shared Municipal Services StudyReport on Justice Courts
Prepared by Sydney Cresswell, assisted by Michael Landon, at The Intergovernmental
Studies Program (IGSP} Rockefeller College of Public Affairs and Policy University at
Albany

The justice court study provides a summary of justice court issuesneparatian analysis of restructuring
opportunities in Ulster County. The complex environment in which justice courts function is reviewed, as

are various stakeholder perspectives. Metrics that can be used to understand justice court fiscal and
administat i ve performance are calcul ated (o0workl oad f a
court conditions. The report provides recommendations that range from strengthening internal oversight of

the justice courts to weighing the formatioa regional criminal court.

The study is countywide some respects, however, the moedepth analyses focus on the 12 towns that
participated in the Ulster County Shared Services Study, funded under the Shared Municipal Services
Incentive program K&SI). Profiles on participating justice courts can be found in Section 4 of Special Study
B.

IGSP used primary source qualitative and quantitative data in conducting the study. This included fiscal and
caseload data from the NYS Office of the State Calfep (OSC) and municipal governments, and
interviews with local, counpgnd statéevel stakeholdersn extensive document review was also



completed. IGSP also prepared case summaries of court restructuring efforts in other areas of NYS, utilizing
news reports, written accounts, and additional interviews.

Key Findings

9 Fiscal Condition of the CourtMost justice courts in Ulster County have become insolvent
(expenditures exceed revenue), even before calculating the added costs of salary sgpssments
benefits and countgvel expenses associated with justice courts.

1 Information Gap The fiscal status of the courts was a surprise to many supervisors, and interviews
showed that an information gap exists between the justice courts andggovairahiim most
municipalities. The justice court informati on

1 Governing Board Oversight Neede&dthough the autonomy of the courts is protected with respect
to judicial decision making, governing boards retatalqfstiatutory) oversight responsibilities that
need to be duly exercisékchief aim of this study is to provide municipal officials with key data
and metrics that permit comparison of courts and help identify opportunities for restructuring.

Study Reommendations

1 Improve the level of oversight by municipal governing boards (largely through the consideration of
justice court metrics and conditions)

Build countywide technical support for new case management tools
Share a single justice in the smalbests

Share the expense of new court facilities with adjacent towns
Merge justice courts in some adjacent towns into a regional court
Consider creating regional criminal courts

Seek other efficiencies: use mediators in civil cases; develop a conspresmnsie book for
justices; extend the gereening investigation pilot program; reexamine arraignment activity

=A =4 =4 =4 4 =4

Il. Special Study @ Ulster County Intergovernmental Collaboration Studyd
Recommendations: Options for Reconfiguring the Delivery d?lanning and Economic
Development Services Peter Fairweather- Fairweather Consulting

The recommendations outlined below respond to the project goals, with consideration of existing conditions
of service delivery and current best practices in plandieganomic development. They can be

considered as separate alternative approaches to improving service delivery in planning and economic
development. Alternatively, taken together, they comprise a comprehensive approach toward improving and
more closelintegrating planning and economic development in Ulster County.

Planning Services

T Create oCircuit Riderso for Planning and/or Co
of Governments

10



As discussed under Obest pestoshare glamrsng gervices byipaling o mmo n
funding to create 0ci r dimdphid professienalétafippostions whosa services T h e
are shared across several municipalities.

Implementing the Circuit Rider System

1. Create a Councif @overnments (COG) to host the program. This would involve a process similar
to the creation of the Ulster County Transportation Council. The intermunicipal agreement would
be created identifying the participating municipalities, defining the putpese@& and outlining
the system of governance and representation, and establishing a method for financing the activities
conducted under the auspices of the COG. (The most common approach would be to assess each
community a charge based upon estimatedfuhe circuit rider service, with additional charges
assessed if the community required time above and beyond that estimate.)

2. Establish staffing levels to provide circuit rider services. This would involve working with the
participating towns to @state their needs for planning and code enforcement services for the
coming year. This would indicate the number of hours involved in providing the circuit rider
services, from which a staffing plan and budget could be developed.

3. Secure the professionfng needed to provide the circuit rider services. This can be done
through a variety of means. For example, the COG could contract with the Ulster County Planning
Board for such services. Alternatively, it deilohplemented through a contracthwet
professional planning firm for professional planning and/or code enforcement services through a
contract evaluated and renewed on an annual basis.

4. Ensure an efficient and effective
geographic distribution of services for the Special Study C Summaryigure 2.
circuit rider program. Figure 2 provides Sample geographic configuration of circuit riders
example of how the circuit rider services
can be grouped geographically to reduc
overhead related to travel time.

SAUGERTIES

ULSTER
HURLEY KINGSTON

BENNING

C.KINGSTON

MARBLETOWN
w B
ROSENDALE gsopus

1
O I 2597 31t ROCHESTER

WAWARSNG NEWPALTZ
~  Luovo

GARDINER

SHAWANGUNK PLATTEKILL
MARLBOROUGH
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Economic Development Services
Implementing Ulster Tomorrow

There is substantial capacity for planning and economic development in Ulster County at the present time.
As noted in thdJlster TomorrBW a n , i mproving Ul ster @oaoordingtions per f
and clarity in the service provision systefster Tomorrsva w t he need for a Osuper
agency, 6 a single point of entry to bring togethe
developers, communities)i t h t he oOosupplyd side (economic devel
state and local assistance programs, etc.). (See4Higloe)) That reportsummarizes the important
relationships that mu st be pr esanicwevelopnentdelivery r e ngt
system. Each of these interests must have a clearly structured role in the process, with clear and consistent
channels of communication that serve each partyds

Two optionswere considerefbr the futurestructuring Ulgr Count yds economic dev
creating a county department or keepimtystrengthening théCDC as the central focuster considering

four key dimensionsscope, flexibility, focus and the prospdagbrivate sector suppod& we find that

keeping and strengthening the UGB @referred.

Ulster County conforms to best practices in terms of its general structure for economic development service
delivery. As is the case with Ulster County, it is quite common in New York State lzeré ébsbave the

county economic development office established as a sepafategnofit corporation that leads the
countyds industry attraction, retention and expan
development agency thrbugy contract with that agency.

The use of the ndor-profit structure has several advantages. It enables the economic development office to
provide tax deductions for contributions frohe | oc all business community t
operations. In addition, by being constituted as a private organization, the corporation is freed from civil
service requirements when hiring and deploying staff. As such the current souttasegoeater focus

and flexibility while providing a greater potential for securing private sector support and funding.

Special Study €Figure4.
[ {¢9w /hibe¢e Of 9/ hbhal/ 59+9[h

State, Federal & Other
Ulster County Economic

Government Development Programs

Business Retention

ﬁ Prospects
N
52 Ulster County —
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20 Development
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5 Corporation

=

Business Attraction
Prospects




In essence, the current economic development structure is a viable platform to continue to implement and
expand upon the work aflser TomorrowAs illustrated in Figure 4, one of the critical tasks is to use the
current structure to continue to build the public and private relationships so essential to success in the
ongoing competition to retain and attract innovative companieiglagdality jobs.

In further developing this structure it is important to remember that getting the right balance in this type of
public/private partnership requires incremental adjustments over time. For example, in Columbia County,
the Columbia HudsorPartnership in Columbia County has been recently reorganized so that the
Partner shi pd sismow appainted bwyahe Gaduirtyattet tlran the Partnership board. As

Ulster County moves forward, it too must continually review and evaluatditerivate partnerships in

its economic development platform and periodically consider waysuoditiee economic development
platform to maintain and/or strengthen the crucial relationships outlined in Figure 4.

V. Intergovernmental Collaboration in Ulster County, OverviewAnalysisand
Recommendationsd Targets of Opportunity 8 Gerald Benjamin and Joshua Simons.

In addition to completing the special studies summarized above, the county government and town
governments in Ulster County that commi ssi-oned t hi
other key service areas for our future that aredrofh@ew or enhanced collaborative approa¢chesder

to accomplish this portion of our assignment, we took a broad yet detailed look at the structure and

operations of all the local governments in the county. The results of that effort are peéserited b
extensiveseparate detailed repdifiree areahat seem particularly promising for producing econandes
efficienciesor are in critical need of attention, are summarizedSheration services, Water and

Technology and Information Sess. A great number of other potentially promising areas for action, some

quite specific, are presented at the encediithreport.

Sanitation ServicesGeneral purpose government spending for sanitation services in Ulster County totaled
$17.7 millia in 2007. Additionally, $13.7 million was spent by the Ulster County Resource Recovery Agency
(UCRRA), a public authority established in 1986 to develop, finance and implement a comprehensive solid
waste management program in the county. Economiesftaboiation in this area may flow to town
governments and, insofar as the UCRRA requires less support from it, to the county government.

Sludgén 2007, the City of Kingston entered into a fifteen year agreement with Aslan Environmental Services
to builda system that used methane generated by its sewage treatment plant to dry sludge and convert it into
pellets that may be used as fertilizer or fuel. Anticipating the prospect of growth, the Kingston sludge
treatment facility was built to accommodaieettiie capacity of the Kingston sewer treatment plant. The
Executive Director of that agency, Michael A. Bemis, estimated in an interview that

1 $125,000 per year might be saved if investments were made that allowed sludge from other
jurisdictions now taken elsewhere could be brought to Kingston.

Storm Sewddsider the leadership of the then county administrator (now the county executive) in 2007,
Ulster County developed an innovative approach to pooling municipal resources to meet MS4S regulatory

13



requirenents. According to one estimate, this collaborative effort saved participating governments a total of
$600,000.

1 County government intendsto seek funding in support of the development of a
formal intermunicipal agreement in storm water management. Thiwill open the
way for costsaving collaborative action in reporting, equipment acquisition,
mapping and the education of citizens, community leaders and key local government
personnel.

Solid Wast&/hen all expenses are included, solid waste traatsdassh Ulster County collectively operate

at a lossThe 1995 solid waste agreements among the Towns of Woodstock, Saugerties and Shandaken
provide an early model that al/|l participants rega
Annual Bport on Local Governatesthatdo | n | ocal i ti es where residents <c
refuse haulers, numerous audits and reports indicate that local governments can realize substantial savings for
their residents by contractingforeeltr col | ecti on on their behalf. o6 Pur

1 Groups of Ulster County towns might join together regionally to contract with a
single private carter for roadside pickup of solid waste. An incentive for recycling
might be built into this contract, as it has beermet with success in other
communities. Carters could then take the waste directly to one of the two UCRRA
regional transferstations, eliminating most of the need for town stations and the
transportation costs now incurred by towns. Towntations might then be operated
at a much reduced schedule at far lower cost

1 Costsaving models are proposed in the body of this repdir two groupings of
towns: Wawarsing, Rochester and Marbletown and Shawangunk, Plattekill and
Marlborough.

Water: Waer is a regional resource; it is not constrained by municipal boundaries, nor amenable to proper
management within therit.is, therefore, a natural candidate for intergovernmental collabdratidime

of growing scar ci t ysriahowatersesourteh, espegially ih the HuddenWalleyy carek 0
central to our environmeheritage and the key to our future economic vialilisger County, a

custodian of a main part of the NYC water system, has within it four municipaldstyet€itg of

Kingston and the three villagesd fourteen that are organized as special districts within towns. In

addition, Hurley is served by a private water company. Considergblgstitdgional collaboration for the

use of water is already in pla¢et aging infrastructure needs attention. A 1970 study proposed the
development of six integrated water supply areas to meet projected needs for Ulster County. In a 1989 study,
the prospect was raised of integrating existing water systems inregiorssibf the county, the southeast

(New Paltz, Lloyd, Marlborough, Newburgh) and along the Thruway corridor (Kingston, Ulster and
Saugerties). Additionally, the 1989 study identified potentigrfongater supply issues in Gardiner,
Shawangunk and Pé&ltill. Action is very costly, and has not been taken. The availability of ample water is an
essential environmental asset and economic development resource. At minimum,

1 There is a need to encourage additional intergovernmental collaboration in the
delivery of water to our communities, and for updating the countwide water study
completed two decades ago, integrating municipal, environmental and economic
development goals and needs.

14



Technology and Information ServicesThis study shows that intergovernmental collaboration between

and among the city, towns and villages in Ulster County has succeeded and will continue to succeed on a
bilateral and, sometimes, multilateral basis. An essential lesson is that fdiarotlalaek as a broad

scale strategy, the county government must be a fundamental player in the collaborative process. To do this
the county must continue teaenceive its role, coming to further understand itself as not only a service
provider, but afacilitator of connections and efficiencies for all governments within its borders. Initiatives
that the county has already undertaken in the areas of storm water management and highways indicate that
this fundamental change is, in fact, beginningtw.os this trend continues, technology and information
services provide a special area for collaborative opportunities. There is a growing movement for the county
government to become the provider of information and support services for municifalitiesSupport

services may be centralized, while decision making and service delivery remain decentralized. This is already
true for property tax administration. Savings and efficiencies will be realized; all must bemone with a
equitable sharing obsts.

1 Back office support functions now provided by localities themselves, or contracted to
private providersd e.g. check writing, bookkeeping, electronic record keeping
could be done by contract with the county.

1 Collaborative data bases for spedatfiservice areas should be further developed or
created.

1 Town supervisors are interested in a common budgetary format and management
information system that would allow them to improve local government performance
by allowing inter-jurisdictional comparisons of program costs.

1 There are possibilities too in areas ranging from vehicle repair and maintenance to
the provision of professioal support, as previously noted, for labor contract
negotiation.

Policing: The sixteen local police departments in lUBianty spent a totaf $26,084,09@ 2007 rfot
including benefiljsand had 317 full time and 213iane employees in 2007 that year in the Town of

New Paltz the police function required almost a quarter of the budget (24.3%), in the Ttavridfa94s

and in the City of Kingston 16.55%. Eight toams one villagead no police department; the village of
Saugerties recently decided to merge its department with that of Aslttiamal police servisavere

provided by the stafthe New York State 8lice, DEC Police, SUNY New Paltz Police) and by New York
City on its watershed properties. This pattern of service delivery regularly raises issues of equity in the
distribution of cost and benefits.

A survey by the International City andi@@p Management Association done in 2006 shows that in the

United States there are, on average, 2.12 police officers per 1,000 people in localities with populations
between 10,000 and 24,999. Countingridl sworn officers only, this ratio was excaad#iD7in Ulster

County by the City of Kingston (3.27), and the Towns of New Paltz (3.07) and Uls{En€2e28jcts

suggest that there may be opportunities for savings émmaideration of reduced staffing or alternative
patterns for the deliveoyf pol i ce services (i.e. contracting by
intertown collaboration)Recent developments in Saugerties indicate that

15



T Ul ster Countyds <citizens, increasingly
willing to give consideration to properly presented efficieneynhancing alternativedor
the delivery of police services
Code EnforcementA total of $1.16 million was spent in the 12 UBianty towns sponsoring this study
of total spent on code enforcementichnof this for consulting services. Divided evenly among the 12
towns, current spending could support ondifal code enforcement position for each town paid at
$59,000 per year, with 30% benefits and a $20,000 operating budget.

1 Collaborative activiy among the towns on code enforcement, organized through the
county Association of Towns, might thus provide a higher level of service without

additional spending.

16
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Intergovernmental Collaboration in Ulster County

Baseline, Overview, Analysis anBecommendations

I n accord with the terms of a grant provided to U]
Services Initiative, administered by the Department of Statrydiiidentifieseviewsanalyzeand reports

upon the governmental services provided by municipal governments in Ulster Countyivéii&sdbject
odescribe areas where combining space and/ or ser v
savings and/or increase inthequgi and amount dHe tesns of thistuwedidibe | | very. 6
mandate any specified outcome, for example the consolidation of governments diseevesslIster

County didequire an implementation plan, and identifigdulvays, justice couarsd planning and

economic development as specific focal poingttéartionand action.

The initial focus of this stuglygs upon thegurisdictions that passed resolutions sponsoring this effort: the
Ulster County governmeittie City of Kingstoandthe Towns of Denning, Gardiner, Hardenburgh,
Hurley, Marbletown, Marlborough, New Paltz, Rosendale, Saugerties, Shawangunk, Ulster and Wawarsing
As theresearclproceeded, it became evidernesearchers thedme attention to the functionioballthe

cou n t ggnéigpurpose local governmemvas necessary to asfulfeconsideration of opportunities for
intergovernmental collaboration, angtimaximizé h e r e p oThe dbisf elected officets gf the
Towns of Kingston, Lloyd, Olive, Plattekill, Rochester, Shandaken and Woodstock and the Villages of
Ellenville, New Paltz and Saugerties were therefore interidavieg these discussions with heads of non
sponsoring governments feend thatheywere anenable to collaborating; ithfailure to act timely by
resolution to be included as sponsors was almost alwaysltreyes in leadershipe press of other
businessr simple oversightot disinterest or opposition.

Consequentlylata was gatheradd is reported below, whenever possible, for all of Otatetyy s Gener al
Purpose municipalities. Additionally, to provide as full a picture as,po&silvlations reported on

Ul ster Countyds s pteatadresupporfedlargety sndrehgfrona real praperty taxs

levies: school districts, fire districts and library digttaigvermore than incidental consideration of their
inclusion in collaborative activitiess beyond the scope of this studgads of these governmentsensot
interviewed.

During the course of thiesearclthe nation entered into its most severe econorsii girice the IBat

Depression. In the Hudson Valley, as in the nation, unemployment grew, foreclosures on homes skyrocketed
and the resources ot government plummeted, diminishing their capacity to provide public services while
increasing pressure to raise property tax fBoase Ulster County governments were sheltered from the
immediate effects of the economic crisis dtreetsubstantidund balances, legacgf persistenfiscal
prudenceandfiscal practices. Yetaflt he countyds g¢ov enmeednodindteconofmiess t an i
through collaboration and other means in these circumstareagy thahade the purpose of this study

even more compelling.
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Project Team Research Process ariethodology

This report is based upon the collaborative effdiegbarticipating governments aeskarchers at five
different institutions. All made importanbstantive contributions to the work.

Ulster County Executive Michael Hein, aihgadivocate in the state in advancing intergovernmental
collaboration to reduce governmental costs and increase efficiency and effectiveness, took the lead in
conceiving thiprojectby gatheringupport from other participating municipalities. Regular liaison and
oversight was provided by Adela&gChief of StaffandSue Rong a, in the County
The Ulster County Legislature committed the required ngpfahdsandendorsed thapplicatiorfor

funding for this projectResolutionin support of thigpplication were passed by thencilof the City of

Kingston and the boards of the Towa®enning GardinerHardenburghiHurley, Marbletown,

Marlborough, New Paltz, Rosendale, Saugerties, Shawangunk, Wseraaisithd n accord with

Resolution #108 of the Ulster County Legislature, passed on June 11 a220@)rsgommittee

comprised of representative of each gastiting municipalityas constitutedt wasconsultedwiceas the

project progresseddditionallya member athe research team attended the regular monthly meetings of the
UlsterCounty Association of Town Supervisors to keep its members appitgegrogress of the project.

This repordrawsuponfour major sources of information:

1 Faceto-face interviews of elected and appointed officials in all participating governments,
additional interviews of tiohiefdectedofficials of all other generalmpose local
governments in Ulster Counand telephone ¢aceto-face interviews with current or past
county administrative officials and others active in county goveriteeatds of these
interviews are held in the files of the research tdRatieah for Progress and CRREO,
SUNY New Paltz.

1 Followup phone interviews with thieiefdectedofficials of each general purpose local
government in Ulster County.

1 Public meetings convened by Pattern for Progress in three locations Couldiedurig
the summer of 200&ardiner SaugertiesndWawarsing.

1 Review of existing quantitative dditained from state sources and from the gsdnt
general purpose local governmantsdocumentsrovided by participating governments,
suchas intergovernmeaaitagreements, budgets and labor contracts. This data is in the files
of CRREO, SUNY New Paltz.

Additionally Secondary research and information was gathered from other organizations and experts who
have studied and worked to implement shared sefitesnformation and the context in which it was
collected inform the development of an effective implementation plan.

Pattern for Progress took overall administrative responsibility for this project as the prime, eowtractor
remained in regular cawnt with the Office of the County Executivéisiter Countyver its course
Jonathan Drapkin argla r b @Gharlé® Marphy at Patterfor Progresplayed principal roleséonvening
andcoordinating the project team, conducting iireatviews with athief dectedofficialsof general
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purpose governments in Ulster Cowmtgt gathering public inpgiirough the county website ahd public
meetings held durimgugustof 2009 Theyalsoled in focused, followp interviewing of Chief Elected
OfficialsRobi n DeGroat of Patternd6s Staff provided admi

The Center for Research, Regional Education and OutrE&RiBqat SUNY New Paltz gathered an
extensive quantitative database from state and county sources to support the resdaottadrs. This
database, assembled by Joshua Simtbrthe assistance of two student interns, Danhui Wang and Zachary
Keck is a projedateliverableK.T. Tobin Flusser at CREEO revieweditedand commented upon this

draft.

With theagreement afounty Exegtive Michael Hein, the Chief Elected Offioeesach town participating
in this studywvas in August of 20@@ovidedwith a time series @R years of towanelated budget data to
assist them with their administrative wddsliaSimons identified, obtained amhductedesearch in
secondary sourcé&erald Benjamin participated in field reseatehviewsconducted secondary source
researchprovided extensive data analgsis led in the writing of this report.

Three membs of the projedeam conducted extensive field research in connection with prepdeptt in
studies of areas of potential collaboration specified by the county for priority attention:

Michael Hattery of The Center Applied Community Research andddgpment at SUNY Binghamton
conducted field interviews and other research and prepaspa cred Report &n Highway
Collaboration.

Sydney Cresswell, Director of the Intergovernmental Solutions RybtdrarState University Albany
conducted fielthterviews and other researchSpeciaReportB on Justice CourtsShe was assisted by
Michael Landan

Peter Fairweather of Fairweather Consulting conducted the research for andspeejarBeéport C on
Planning and Economic Development

Ulster County and Its Local Governmentsd The Baseline

Ul ster, one of New York Stateds ori ghHudsanVvalieshi rt een
roughlyequidistant between New York City and AlbaFiye county is defined geographically by the

Hudson River on its eastern boundary; the Shawang
and the Catskill Preserfger ot ect ed as oO0f orever wi | dedicorhpassibnghe New
large portions of itsorth-westernmost town@Map 1) Ten towns are wholly or partly in the New York City
watershed, or are affected by land use regulations related to that watershed.
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Land Area and Populatio
The Countyhas a total landea of 1,126 square miles, makiagptoximatelgqual in size to the state of

Rhode Island. Its population inceshsteadilin recent yearsn 1990the populatiorwas 165,304 2000

it wasl77,749in 20 it wasestimated to be 18¥Q Recenprojectons show only modest growth over the

next thirty yearsp 186,01®y the yea?035.1 n gener al, as in much of New Y
has been aging, and growing more demographically @hadrieel)

Economy

Ul st er Co edmedgiah bousethold incoraetin 2007 ($55,589) exceeded that for New York State as a
whole ($53,448). However, average wages for public and private sector jobs were lower compared with other
counties in the region or for the state as a whole. Between®@00&naverage annual unemployment rates

in Ulster County were compared with statewide rates. This changed in 2008, when the rate in Ulster (5.5%)

lIEstimates from the Ulster County Department of Planning Dat a
http://www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/ucpb/demo/databook/NYSIS_Projections.pdf
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was similar to the statewide rate (5.4%). The largest industries in Ulster County are Retail Sales, Health

and Food Service. The biggest employers in numbers of employees are the County of Ulster, New York
State and United Healthcare. As is the case foritdéudabn Valley neighbors, aboutonei r d of Ul st
workforce is employed outside the caunty

Economic growth in the county has lagged compared with its neighbors in the region. While employment in
neighboring counties increased during the 2000 to 2008 period at rates substantially exceeding those for New
York State as a whole, there was a @tlime in the number of jobs in Ulster. The drop in private sector

jobs in Ulster during this period was nearly double that percentage (4%). Governments employed 658 more
people in the county in 2008 than in 2000, while private sector businessgg feadet @orkers.

In generaland in part because of the presence in it of several large state prisons and a State University of
New York comprehensive college campus (SUNY New BHte),County is far more dependent on

public sector jobs than is New York State as a whisker rankedifteenthamong the fifyseven counties
outside New York City in ipgoportionof full-time equivalent state employees in the county in6206§ (

while it was thirtjourth in its local government employees as a proportion of its workforce.{16.1%)
Overall, hout one in five (18%) of working New Yorkers at the beginning of 2009 worked for government;
in Ulster the ratio wadoser taone in four Moreover, the public/private employment contrast in the

county, driven by the economic crisis, accelerated in the first quarter of 2009. While the number of public
sectors jobs in the county increased slightly during this period, another 3,22écpivptsisions were

lost. In other words, the number of privsgetor joblost in Ulster County in a single year was about one
and twethirds times as great as the number for the entire previous eight yegCpariol.

Number, Structure and Typesof General Purpose Local Governments

The U.S. Census bureau defines gener al purpose | o
municipal corporation has been established to provide general local government for a specific population
concentrat ed 3iFartheaprpbsed of thiestludy acouata goernmesgparately treated by

the Census Bureais included within the general purpose category. There arditveayyperal purpose

municipalities in Ulster County: the county government, one city, twenty townseavitlages. Since

2003, the City of Kingston has been the core of a federally designated Metropolitan Statistical Area.

2 Rockefeller Institute of GovernmelNew York State Statistical Ye@@@®kAlbany: Rockefeller Institute of Government) Table E
-55 consulted &tttp://www.rock.inst.org/nys_statistics/2008/E/

3U.S. Department of the CengBsvernments Integrated Diryotiéip2.census.gov/govs/cog/2007/techdocgovorg. pd®.

4See Executive Office of the President. Office of Management
Ar e atp:dwww.whitehouse.gov/omb/pubpress/20d38.pdf
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Characteristics of General Purpose Local Governments in Ulster County (2007) Table |

Population 'I&and # of Total p tv Tax Sales T
copuaton sochange (L2 Fre [ Eionety Tex Saes Tax
19962000 ok Districts —PENAHES u u
iles)
* A A ** *k*%
CitydKingston (24151 4.6% 7.4 1 $46,882,140 $13,626,083 $11,172,76
Towns:
Denning 516 -1.5% 1052 A $1,351,574 $814,009 $28,263
Esopus 9,331 5.3% 37.2 5 $6,799,073 $2,644,200 $114,274
Gardiner 5,238 22.4% 44.4 1 $2,552,147 $1,283,311 $142,439
Harderburgh 208 2.0% 81.3 i $845,987 $663,533 $24,627
Hurley 6,564 -2.6% 29.9 2 $3,266,123 $2,528,902 $136,126
Town of
Kingston 908 5.1% 7.8 1 $514,067 $416,031 $13,033
Lloyd 9,941 7.7% 31.7 1 $11,667,445 $5,263,559 $173,151
Marbletown 5,854 10.8% 54.6 2 $2,481,055 $1,263,894 $160,968
Marlbaough 8,263 11.2% 24.8 3 $6,160,420 $4,436,227 $144,041
New Paltz 12,830 12.7% 33.9 i $8,778,974 $7,032,108 $190,668
Olive 4,579 12.1% 58.7 ) $3,792,945 $2,689,804 $175,465
Platteill 9,892 11.3% 35.6 3 $3,116,200 $1,661,904 $122,592
Rochester 7,018 23.6% 88.4 1 $3,195,700 $2,165,637 $127,621
Rosendle 6,352 2.1% 19.9 3 $3,464,340 $2,215,445 $91,134
Saugerties 18,821 1.9% 64.5 5 $13,335,922 $7,730,930 $252,929
Shandaken 3,235 7.4% 1198 2 $3,939,129 $2,739,965 $105,032
Shawagunk 12,022 19.3% 56.2 2 $5,437,713 $2,966,494 $183,259
Town of Ulster | 12,544 1.7% 26.8 3 $14,309,268 $8,453,684 $232,623
Wawarsing 13,936 12.9% 130.7 3 $8,827,898 $5,674,265 $145,615
Woodsbck 6,241 -0.8% 67.5 1 $6,385,291 $4,289,681 $237,298
Villages:
Ellenville 4,130 -2.7% 8.7 1 $7,659,087 $2,286,167 $25,705
New Pitz 6,034 10.5% 17 i $5,978,277 $1,397,445 $0
Saugerties 3,908 -0.2% 18 i $4,579,956 $1,949,223 30
Ulster County 181, 7 10.0% 1,126.5 39 $311,199,11! $67,523,671 $81,572,50
Total 181, 7 1,126.5 39 $486,519,84' $153,716,17 $95,572,12
A 2007 Estimate (The
AA The Towns of Saugerties and Wawarsing and the eVi
properplacement of the prisons located within Ulster County.
*Residents of villages are counted twice, once in the town, once i
village.
** The land area of villages is also within th
town.
*** Fields left blank indicate thatnicipality either has a fire department that does not levy its own taxes (Municipal on
Volunteer Department), or is covered by a fire department/district in another municipality. The Ulster County tiigl is
districts. The NYS Department of Stats 87 fire depements intuding private fire departmentsaotlinteer departments, g
well as fire departments at correctional facilities.
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Ulster County Employment 2000 2009 Chart |

61,89061,438 61 709 62,026 61 779
78%I229%77%/23% 77%/23%77%/23% 7794/23%

61,678 62,3&57 672;2;1767 S ® Public Employmen

77%123% 77%/23% -0, 1920 29
77%/23% 76%/24% 57,552

75%/25%

® Private Employmen

USA 2009+

2000
2001 5002

2003
*First Quarter 200¢

48,10 48,01
| New York State 2008

** October 2009 2007

DataSources: New York State Department of Labor, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wage
and County Data), United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Satigiig®d persons by
class of worker and pdirne status, October 2009 (FedP&ih)
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The number of general purpose local governments has not changed since the dissolution of the Village of
Pine Hill in 1985. Earlier, in 1978, WiéageandTown of Rosendale ave consolidate@onsolidation of

the Town and Village of Saugerties is reported by the Supervisor aritleéviigdrave been discussed on
several occasigrsutis not currently under considerati@issolution of the Vidge of Ellenvillea step that

the current maydhinks should be given serious consideratiasrecently studiedoy a volunteer

committee there; it recommended against suchsa&tepVillage and town of New Pditve been

awarded funding f@municipal shared service and consolidstiah?

The county government operates under a charter first adopted in 2007. It has an elected egecutive and
thirty-three member legislature elected frommeithber districts. Though districts are drawn with
consideration dbwnboundariesecause aidherence toonstitutional onpersorone vote requirements

theyare not coterminous with these lindte current executiiga Democrat; the legislatinajority
Democratiavhen this study was authorizedatmecRepublican on January 1,(2By provsion of the

charter the number of county legislators will be reduced to 22 after districts are redefined in accord with the
2010Census.There has been some discussion of the value of a further reduction in the size of the county
legislatureOthercounywideelected county officials are the Clerk, the District Attorney, the Comptroller

and thd~amily and County Coulidge. Legislators work patime.

The City of Kingston operates under a charter adopi®@4nt has a strong mayor form of governimen
and a Common Councibmprisedf nineAldermenglected from wardand a president, elected citywide
The current mayor and Council majority are Democ@ityccourt judgeare also elected citywi@gywide
elected officialdut not aldermeiayrefull time employees.

Villages are the only general purpose governments in New York State that may be created or dissolved
throughlocal initiativeU | s wiltages were creatiedthe 19 centuryat local request by areas of
concentrated populatioim orderto provide more extensive servites towns were then authorized to
deliver The tree villages agoverned by boards comprised ofagor and foutrusteeselected at largall

are selected mon-partisan electiorexcepfor the Mayor ofEllenville Most governing powers are vested

in theboard, though uer New Yorklawvillagemayos do independentlgxercise administrative authority.
Ellenville employs a village mandgiected officials generally serve-fiare; compensating theayor on a

full time basis has been an issue in the village of New Paltz in recent years.

New YorkStatd_awclassifietownsaccording to population. Thosih 10,000 or more population in the

last preceding federal cermexategorizedas i r st Cl ass. 6 I n Ul ster County
Shawangunk, Ulster, Saugerties and Wawarsing. Bgtsdeigiklative provision, however, the Town of

Ulster is excludeddm this category. Oth&lister Countyowns are classifiedlzingi n  Selsond 0

Cl asbBebe are no towns i n (défihed inkaw as thbsa lsagng popuatonsco 0 Su |
25,000 or mojeThese classifications were originally intended to allow the governments of more populous
jurisdictions to be structuredfdiently ando provide a greater range of services than those that were mo

50 Report of the Ell enville Government Study Committee on Vill
http://villageofellenville.com/DocumentsiESC%20Report.pdf

6 State of New YorlOffice of the Governor. PreBse | e Gaveznor Paterson announces more than $1 million in local
government efficiency g¢r an thgp/Mwowrstate.dy.es/gbverdosmess/press|0708093.htmJ ul y 6,
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rural, without the need to create additional general purpose governments withinvilege).e fact,
the distinctions in structure and powers between towngdiff¢hentclasses hawdminishedver timée.

Towns have boards comprised afigervisor and four board members, electizoige in partisan elections.
There has been recent discussion in western New York, taken up by some in Ulster County, about the
desirdility of reducing the number of town board memBés county is no longer dominated by a single
political party, as it has been in the pag200%herewee 8 towns in Ulster County with Democratic
majorities andOwith Republican majoriti€3able Il 1) According to most analystlissort ofcompetitive
political environment produces more accountable, responsive govédtimeendwn elected officials are

the Highway Superintendent, the Clerk and one or two Justices of thtnReasetownsthe elected clerk
also serves as tax collector. Esopus and Saugerties-times flttcted tax collectors. In Denning,
Wawarsing and Rosendaleeparat€ax Collector works patitne.

Formal decisiemaking authority in towns is concentrated imolwe board Though communities look to
thesupervisor for leadership, e t he b o ar d eor ghe oftenithdréfaregexeaiteks autharity
beyond that formallyested in the officetate law does niot generaékmpower this as an executive position.
Thesupervisor does, however, initiate the town budget process by preparing a draft budget for board
considerationflowns may provide services to-atgms within them not served by villages by the creation of
specikdistricts.

Highway superintendents and town cl@ksept in the town of Kingston) &u# time workersthis is

reflected in their pay and benefitown board members and justieasept in Esopus, Saugerties and

Lloyd)are partime. Twelveofthe count yds 20 s uEempensasoo levels farelecied f ul |
officials are locally determined and range widely. In some cases, additional pay is given for the assumption of
added duties (e.g. the supervisor functioning as welfare officerktiunctioning as tax collectgfable

)

Distribution of Population Growth Among Municipalities

Population growth in the county has not been evenly distributed. Between 1990 and 2000, the increase in
population in some jurisdictiod$&ardinerRochester and Shawanguakproached or exceeded 20%.

The Village of New Paltz, the location of a state university campus, has experienced consistent growth. After

a |l ong period of decline, The City eocorfttasngst onds |
population actually declined during the -284@ decade in Denning, Hurley, Woodstock and the Villages of
Ellenville and Saugerti€gable I)

7New York State. Secretary of State. Local Government HandbBalitjdn (Albany: Department of State, 2008) p. 61.
Consulted atttp://www.dos.state.ny.us/Igss/pdfs/Handbook.pdf
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Health Benefits Offered toFull and Parttime Elected Officials* Table Il

2008
Full Time .
Insurance Average| Part Time Insurance Average

VG cected Insured | pidin Full | Salary | Elected Officiald ™SU®d | paidin Full | Salary
Denning 3 3 Yes $16,326 | 6 6 Yes $2,577
Esopus 5 5 Yes $32,513 | 4 4 No $5,223
Gardiner 2 2 Yes $50,240 | 6 1 Yes $25,498
Hardenburgh | 2 2 Yes $24,700 | 6 1 Yes $5,164
Hurley 2 2 Yes $39,500 | 6 6 Yes $11,008
Kingston 0 0 8 0 $7,459
Lloyd 4 4 No $41,576 | 4 4 No $9,469
Marbletown | 3 3 Yes $41,384 | 5 1 Yes $6,214
Marlborough | 2 2 Yes $48,527 | 6 1 Yes $23,208
New Paltz 4 4 Yes $40,034 | 4 4 No $6,851
Olive 3 3 Yes $49,827 | 5 5 No $8,591
Plattekill 3 3 Yes $38,577 | 5 0 $7,420
Rochester 2 2 No $42,513 | 6 6 No $10,333
Rosendale | 2 2 No $40,104 | 7 1 No $10,518
Saugerties | 5 5 Yes** $37,673 | 4 0 $10,000
Shandaken | 3 3 Yes $36,084 | 5 5 Yes $10,856
Shawangunk | 3 3 Yes $44,979 | 5 5 No $12,636
Ulster 3 3 No $45,000 | 5 5 No $14,200
Wawarsing | 3 3 No $45,634 | 6 6 No $17,457
Woodstock | 3 3 No $48,571 | 5 5 Yes $11,319
* Denning, Esopus, Lloyd, Marbletown, New Paltz, Olive, Plattekill., Saugerties, Shawangunk Ulster, Wawarsing arah¥iterd$iedloavn Supervisor to be a full time position.
Gardirer, Hardenburgh, Hurley, Kingston, Marlborough, Rochester and Rosendale consider the Town Supervisor to be a parfTimad poasitof Kingston is the only municipalit]
with a part time Town Clerk, and in every town other than Denning, EsopusieSaugkyawarsing, the Town Clerk also acts as the Tax Collector. In Denning, Rosendale a
Wawarsing the Tax Collector is considered to be a part time position. The Town of Kingston is the only town thaedditgiderg Superintendent to beratpae position, and only
Esopus, Kingston and Saugerties consider the Town Justice to be a full time position. Shandaken offers healtH ofstsaieetéal alfficials regardless of full time / part time sta|
** Except for the Towdustice
Data Source: Robin Yess, CPF.
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Town Leadership Characteristics and Experience in 2009

Denning William Bruning Republican | 6 4
Esopus John K. Coutant Republican | 4 2
Gardiner Joe Katz Democrat 2 1
Hardenburgh | Jerry AFairbairn Republican | 11 3
Hurley Gary S. Bellows Republican | 2 1
Kingston Paul Landi Republican | 1 3
Lloyd Raymond J. Costantino | Republican | 2 3
Marbletown Brooke Pickering Cole | Democrat <1 0
Marlborough Alphonso P. Lanzetta Democrat 4 3
New Paltz Toni Hokanson Democrat 4 0
Olive Berndt J. Leifeld Democrat 21 1
Plattekill Bruce Loertscher Republican | 4 3
Rochester Carl Chipman Republican | 2 2
Rosendale Patrick McDonough Democrat 2 3
Saugerties Gregory L. Helsmoortel | Democrat 12 0
Shandaken Peter DiSclafani Democrat 2 1
Shawangunk | John Valk Jr. Republican | 12 3
Ulster Nicky B. Woerner Democrat 4 2
Wawarsing Edward Jennings Republican | 2 1
Woodstock Jeff Moran Democrat 2 0
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Varied Geographicand PopulationSize of Towns

Towns range in land area froBQT square miles faWWawarsingthe largest, to 7.8 square miles for the

Town of Kingston, the smallest. The largest municipality in populatioBity tifeKingston, with4£151

people; the smallest, Denning with a population ofEdilie ) Of t he countyds municip
Kingston 8,170 people per square mind the villages (Ellenvib@0 New Paltz2,429 Saugertie8,352

are most densely settled. Population density for the towns ranges from a high of 468 people per square mile
in the Town of Ulster to a low 2f6in Hardenburgh(Table I)

A Cautionary Note in Comparing Ul sterds Governmend!

Notwithstanding their formafped ocity6ot own , 6 -iow il e agretd decades New Yor
have come to be legally empowered to perform a very similar array of flifletionsderange in land

area, population, population characteristics and population dedisigt@ll h o we v e r Jocatitihsat Ul st
have varied expectations and demands upon them. These differences are confimasdltsyotaeeport

released in 200yt he New Yor k St a.tAger &carefiyy multicatidetoraday/sispitt f i ¢ e
placedJ| st er 6 s imthreeidiffereptadteigdriéSmadiUrbanCe nt eudbud bamRudakadd o
(Table IV). Because of these differencesctioeu sigpveroments are likely to be different in their

priorities and functioning; therefore care needs to be taken when making comitaiistraditional
types

Ul sterds Ot her Local Gover nment s

Intergovernmental collaboration among general purpose local governments is the focus of this study.
However, as detailed below, interaction between and among municipalities, single purpose local governments
and public authoritiesaftenrequired by stataw. Additionally, of course, general and single purpose
governments share a common primary taxdthseproperty tax. In fact school districts, not municipalities
placethe greatest demands upon this rescd®c2% of the property tax collected in Wter County in

2008 was for schodlinding. As of this writing, a number of Boards of Cooperative Educational Services
(BOCES) in the Hudson Valley, themselves created to facilitate and support collaborative service delivery
among school districts, haddanstudy potential areas for further school district collaboration in support

service areds.

8 See Gerald Benjamin and Richard Nategionalism and Realism: A Study of Governments in the New York Metropolitan
Area(Washington: Broakis Institution Press, 2001) p. 12.

9New York State Comptroller. Division of Local Government Services and Economic Develyytdetetd Municipal
Structurégol. 2, No. 3, October 2006&tp://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/research/munistructures.pdf

10For background on the BOCES System see Benjamin and Nathan. (200221p. 212
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Outdated Municipal Structures

Denning
Esopus
Gardiner
Hardenburgh
Hurley
Kingston
Lloyd
Marbletown
Marlborough
New Paltz
Olive
Plattekill
Rochester
Rosendale
Saugerties
Shandaken
Shawangunk
Ulster
Wawarsing
Woodstock
Kingston
New Paltz
Saugerties
Ellenville

Data Source: New York State Comptroller Division of Local Government Services and AccdDutdbtty,Municipal Strutiocas,

Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
Town
City
Village
Village
Village

Not Designated

Rural

Suburbs

Not Designated

Rural

Not Designated
Suburbs

Rural

Rural

Suburbs

Suburbs

Rural

Rural

Suburbs

Suburbs

Rural

Rural

Suburbs

Rural

Suburbs

Smaller Urban Center
Smaller Urban Center
Smaller Urban Center
Smaller Urba@enter
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516
9,331
5,238
208
6,564
908
9,941
5,854
8,263
12,830
4,579
9,892
7,018
6,352
19,868
3,235
12,022
12,544
12,889
6,241
23,456
4,130
6,034
4,955

105.2
37.2
44.4
81.3
29.9
7.8
31.7
54.6
24.8
33.9
58.7
35.6
88.4
19.9
64.5
119.8
56.2
26.8
130.7
67.5
7.4
1.7
1.8
8.7

Table 1V

4.9
250.8
118.0
2.6
219.5
116.4
313.6
107.2
333.2
378.5
78.0
277.9
79.4
319.2
308.0
27.0
213.9
468.1
98.6
92.5
3,169.7
2,429.4
3,352.2
569.5
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As for public authorities, they receive fee revenue that might otherwise flow to general purpose local
governments, and sometimes may require subsidies from those governments. Therefore, full consideration
of the operation of s, ahtidentdigatiolCal appottunifies forrhemto achigvea | i t i e
economies and efficiencies in operation, must be informed by an understanding of the entire network of local
governments that operate within the county.

School Districts

There ar@ineschool digicts within the county (not includitige West Park Union Free District, which
serves only special needs childrenth@nBoard of Cooperative Educational Services, which is not a direct
property taxevying government.) School taxes are collectetydigechooldistricts or under contract by
their agents. Some Ulster residents pay school taxes and are sersehbby districts outside the county
Tri-Valley, Pine Bush, Valley Central, MargaregRallsburgland Livingston Manor.

The Cityof Kingston School District, the largest in the countya hadget of $130,918,882007
employd588 teachers amdd an enrollment of,363 childreH. With the exceptionf theWest Park
Union Free School District, whjas notedserves a smalumber of children with special needs in a
residential settinthesmallest in the countytige Highland School Distrigtith a budget 0f35,301,721
144teachers antl, 935students. Between 1997 and 2007 school enroliments dropped in every sichool distr
in Ulster CountgxcepHighland, which grew by 67 students (or 4%). The drop was most dramatic in
Onteora, which declined by 509 students (21%) over the dEwemaleclingled to discussions of school
closingn such places as Marlborough and d§mek.Schools are defining community institutions.
Evidenceof informalyet strong link between them and general purpose governmentpriasthgivenby
the Woodstock Town Supervisoihis interview with us for this studysaing the elementarygisool there,
within the Onteora district.

The demographic character of school populations illustrates the growing diversity of UlstEh€ounty.
proportion of children enrolled in Ulster County school disti2@072008 who weré/hiteranged from
92% in Saugerties to 60% in Ellenville. Enroliments of Akioanican students were greatest in the
Kingston (17%) and Ellenville (128istricts Enrollmentsof Hispanic studentserelargestin Ellenville
(25%) and Wallkill (18%). Tdhstricts with the highest proportion of children eligible for free school
lunchesan indicator that they served less affluent communéregllenville (36%), Kingston (25%) and
Rondout (1%0).

Fire Districts

UlsterCounty includesl fire districts witin its bordershathave independent taxing authdétyhe
Towns of Saugerties and Esomachhave Sire districtsthe mosof all of the municipalities. Denning

11Data in this section is taken from New York State Department of EdusatioaSchool Report Caiuks latest school year for
which comparative data was available wa2Q08http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/irts/reportcard/

12The Ulster County Fire District Mutual Rithn lists 51 participating fire districts and four brigades operating in New York State
prisons. The New York State Secretary of State listed 87 fire districts, departments and companies. Several aratimg longer ope
(e.g. SUNY New Paltz, IBM faclit@thers are maintained by correctional facilities, or specific corporations, are connected with
state agencies (the DEC) or, as noted, are part of general purpose local governments. Finally, some companies tiaairgp not hav
authority contract wittnunicipalities to provide services, and receive public funds in this manner. For a detailed discussion of the
complex organizational arrangements for the provision of fire protection in New York State see the summary prepared by the
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andHardenburgliire protection is provided by volunteer fire departments from, Jstlvan, and

Delaware Counties. The Town of Olive has atagimg fire district, established as gargprofit,

contracted for fire protectiotJnder New Yorl&atepractice, the fire departments of the City of Kingston,

and the Villages of New Bahnd Saugerties are supported as a municipal service, not by a special tax levy.
The Village of Ellenville is covered byBEHenville Fire Department, a taxing district, as well as two

volunteer departmentblew Paltz currently has under considmratie transfer of responsibility for fire

services from the village to a newly created fire district with taxing authority, governed by an elected board.
Firedistrictsmay choose to offer mutual support in accord with a formally adopted mutual aid plan

administered by the county Fire Coordinator. Further collaboration in emergency response may be obtained,

as needed, from companies in adjacent codhties.

Fire District elections for commissioners, held on the séoesday ilDecember, attract little turnout
beyond firemen and their familiEise long history and central place of volunteer fire departments
communitiesnd the increased difficulty in attracting and retaining volunteers, ergesidetiancin
communitieso appeacriticalof their funding or operation3 here is a statutory cap on fire district
spending linked to the assessed valuation of property within the fire disthietState Commission on
Efficiency and Competitiveness reported thatsinaeallimiting effect. nquiriesn some parts of the

state have indicated thia¢ maintenance of many small districts, arekfiense of the equipment that each
desires, results in expense beyond that necessary to efficiently deliver firéTsznladés.

Libraries and Library Districts

The MidHudson Library Association lists 26 public libraries in Ulster Colattyithstanding efforts by

the MidHudson Association to include them, four of theiseCragsmoor, Ellenville, Gardiner and Wallkill
--remain in the Ramapo Catskill Library Systehotal spending for public libraries in Ulster County in
2008 was $7,006,853. Of thigdBB447{78.2%)amdrom local government sourcébere areleven

special distridibraries in Ulster County headed by elected boards that have independent taxing authority.
There arebraries fundegrimarilythrough school districis Ellenville, Highland and Marlbagh

Gardiner has a town library, with some school distriaghfunthere aréssociation libraries Cragsmoor,
Milton, New Paltz, Rienecia, Pine Hill and Olive/West Shokan. Thase no taxing authoriAll

receive public resourceéshe discretion of the governments in the communities they serve, oula®f res
authorization by voters acting by special referenduiovéded forin the state Education Law. The Elting
Library in New Paltand the Marlboro Free Library heldth refererain thefall of 2009 the former was
successfuthe later was not.

Public libraries provide a model of gathering local institatiltaisorativelto provide regional services.
Most are linked through the Mitlidson Library Association, a s&ipported, regional, mudthunty
entity. Resources are presented throeghmenon electronic catalog and quickly made available to patrons

Commission on Local ®ernment Efficiency and Competitiveness at
http://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/Fire_Protection_in_NYS.pdf

13See Ulster County Fire Mutual Aid Pldrttat//midhudson.org/mhls/services.htm

14 http://midhudson.org/libraries/#ulster

5See 0Types of Libraries: A Co mp-BHudsoslobragy Assatiatbrhae 2008 Annual
http://midhudson.org/annual_reports/2007/Types%20@Bhibrariesa%20comparison.pdf
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Fire Expenditures Table V

Ulster County $117,307 $93,763 -20.1%
Towns $4,272,361 $2,391,401 | -44.0%
Villages $1,098,351 | $1,611,007 | 46.7%

City ofKingston | $3,203,035 $4,772,894 | 49.0%
Fire Districts $6,060,649 $9,693,268 | 59.9%
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systerrwide. The system also supports professionalization, diversification and improved service quality
through trainingadvocacynd information shariri§A reorganization that would place all Ulster County
Libraries in the MitHudson system seems sensible, and is supported within that system.

Public Authorities

Thereareninelocalpublic authoritiebsted by the New York State Comptrollesmeyating in Ulster

County These entities mdirectly deliveservicescharge fees for theserviceand borrow or lend money

Sometimes thegceive subsidies from general purpose local governmentsrefodethhave an indirect

impact on the costs of those governmefitse count yds p:uheUlstarCoaniyt hor i t i es &
Development Corporation (UCDC), the Ulster County Industrial Development Agency (IDA), the Ulster

County Resource Recovery AgencAjRRe Ulster County Tobacco Asset Securitization Corporation

(TASC), the City of Kingston Housing Authority, the City of Kingston Local Development Corporation

(LDC), the Town of Wawarsing Local Development Corporation (LDC), the Village of Ellensilig Ho

Authority and the Village of Ellenville Local Development Corporation (ZDC).

On November 23, 1998, 46 states settled their | aw
recover tobacerelated health care costs. The Ulster County ToBaset Securitization Corporation was
established to issue bonds to be repaid with the money from the structured settlement so that the county

could make use of the funds in a lump sum. The bonds were issuetire 28y the only function of

the athority is the repayment of those bonds.

There is some debate as to if the Ulster County Local Development Corporation is a public authority. While
the New York State Authority Budget Office lists them as an authority, they operatepasfia $@i(c)3

The UCDC administers by contractwhek of theUlster County Industrial Development Agency

(UCIDA). TheUCIDA is authorized to issue taxable angxaxnpt industrial development revenue bonds

for qualified projects. These bonds are structured so that any lease or purchase palyereritsriay

company equal the debt service on the bahowingthese privat businessaignificant tax exemptions.

The Ulster County Resource Recovery Agency, discussed in greater detail below, was €€98b6lished in
under Article 8, Title 13, Section 2050 of New York State Code. It was formed for the purpose of
developingfinancing, and implementing a comprehesivaywide Solid Waste Management program.
In 2008 the RRA ha®15,833,149 in expenditures.

The Ellenville Housing Authorityasbudgeted for $531,840 in 20T0e Wawarsing Local Development
Corporatiorwas lndgeted $110,000 for 2009.

As ofthiswriting the budgets for the City of Kingston Housing Authority, the City of Kingston Local
Development Corporation, and the Ellenville Local Development Agency were unavailable.

16 See MHLShttp://midhudson.org/mhlis/services.htm

7Seeth&dlYS Compt r o | htte/ivéveosdsetp.oyus/pubmudth/classc hitr®f these, the Resource Recovery agency is
the key operating agency. The Development Corporation does not regard itself as a public authority, and is caitesimg this st
litigation.
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The Sizeand Growthof Ul st er LKdboalGovennrdent Sector

Local government in Ulster County was a billion dollar enterprise {(i&tle®/1). Just under half of this

spending was by school districts. When the totals for fire and library districts and public argtzatitexs

to the school districts total, more than half the local government spending in the county was by these entities,
not a direct focus of this study. The county government did abehirtigg64%) of all the general

purpose local government sgieig in Ulster in 2007. Tigity of Kingston addedearlyanother tenth

(9.6%).Towns accounted fgust under quarter (22.9%), with one of three town dollars spesttimee

towns: Ulster, Saugerties and Llddggregated town spending wastless spending by a single school

district the KingstorConsolidated DistricEinally, spending by the three villages 3.% of the total.

Over the twelve year period for which we gathered data, total local government spendirigoimntitster
grew byabout three quarters (72.5P&bleV) in nominal termsAbout halfof this increase (44.4%) may be
attributable to inflatioB.Spending growth for the county government and the City of Kingstbaneash
thelevel for all local governments in the cauhtywasgreatest for fire districts, followed by villages and
school districtdncreases in expenditures vagrproximately at the rate of inflatfonlibrary districts and
town governmentgTable VI)

The Cost and Managemenbf People

Local government is a labor intensive entergrtsere were 6,5%8nployeem classified civil service local
government positions in Ulster County in 208&.UlIsteiCounty Personnel Department reported ithat
supervied5,517 ful and partime couty, town, village school district and special district emplOyees
these?2,081 worked for the county, 1,250 damis, 143 for villages and 179 for special districts (including
the Ulster County Resource Recovery Agdifey City of Kingston maintainsseprateCivil Service
Commissionvhichnot only oversees tioy government, but also the Kingston Consolidated School
District, the Housing Authority and the Public Librditye city commission coveietbtal of1039classified
public employeds 2071° These totak do not includéeachers and other professional employees in the
public schoolsan estimated 480 people in unclassifigohidelected and policy making positions
municipalitiesand of coursehosevolunteersn unpaid positiongXTable VII)

18The U.S. Bureau @hbor Statistics Inflation Calculator was used to calculate the effects of infiptiti6.142.4.24/cgi
bin/cpicalc.pl

19Kingston City totals were made up of 364 city employees, 642 schaolkdikeis, 18 in the housing authority, and 15 at the

library. Kathy Thomas, Executive Secretary of the City Civil Service Commission, reported on August 20, 2009 that the school

di st rdiecstiogsn aatei on of O0Teacher 6 sldtake 166 gositiors sut af theectassified sedvise iNB09.i st ant
Some civil service administrators are skepti calviceaabgemaies. sc hool

20|n general, all public employment in New Y acakeStounties is under the authoritgoafntypersonnetiepartmerg Cities,

however, may opt to maintain their own civil service commissions. Interestingly, human resources management ia the only area
which an admi ni st r adhaolsgis intégratecdtd somendegoeé with that of geheaal parfose governments.
However, under the law county administration of civil service requirements does not reach teaching or administriitive personne
schools. These numbered about 3405 in Z00dnderestimate of the number of local public employees in Ulster County results
from civil service operations in the Ellenville School District being supervised from Sullivan County. The datadselsaugait

this enumeration of persons in thesified service does not include local elected officials or those in mestgkitigypositions.

A printout of all positions in the Ulster county data base yielded a total of 5924, which suggests that about 400 people are
unclassified positions in tbeunty.
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1996 Expenditures

Public Sector Growth in Ulster County

2007 Expenditures

Ulster County Total
Participating
Governments
Ulster County
Government
City of Kingston
Towns

Villages

School Districts
Fire Districts
Public Libraries*
* 19992007

$577,201,209
$258,553,448

$184,600,368

$27,633,300
$70,666,942
$10,204,342
$278,035,608
$6,060,649
$2,572,074

$995,577,068
$431,784,250

$311,199,118

$46,882,140
$110,221,272
$18,217,320
$493,702,801
$11,363,217
$3,991,200

Percent Growth

Ulster County Total

Participating Governments

Table VI

From 19962007 government expenditures in Ulster County grew 72.5% with increases in spending in
outpacing towns 78.5% to 56.0%. The governments
participating ithis study (including the county

government) grew 67%.

72.5%

Ulster County Government s

City of Kingston
Towns
Villages
School Districts

Fire Districts
Public Libraries*

Source: New Y8tate Comptroller, Division of Local Government and School Accourainty

78.5%
77.6%
87.5%

villages

Civil Service Employees in Ulster County, 2007

County Dept./Agencies
Cities
Towns
Villages
School Districts
Speciabistricts
City Civil Service Agencie
City Dept. Agencies
Board of Education/ Schoq
District

Housing Authority
Special Districts

2081 1199
335

1250 276
143 33
1864 444
179 73

642
18
15

1105

251
32
420
43

w O Fr o,

1 53
19 729
0 89
15 1350
27 31

711

ONONDN

Table VII

37

151

24
38

110

92
15
44
37
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During the eight year period between 2000 andsp@@ialistrict employment under the jurisdiction of the

civil service system in the county grew by more than half (53%), while empldgmestose by just over

a fifth (20.4%) and willages by slightly more than a tenth (10.8%). At the same time there was virtually no
growth in the number of county government employees in the classifiedt system.

Pay ($393 million) and benefits ($188 million) for the people who workedwentiifive general purpose

local governments in Ulster County totaled just under 6@frabsts in 2007. Note that benefit@stly

pension contributions and health care premiotased about a third (32.34%) of personnel cddggor

required increasbyg local governments to pension fund contributions in 28&pnjected by the State
Comptroller as a result detdecline in the value of pension funds assets as a result of the national economic
crisis of 200Based upon recent experieficgher dscussed belownajor future increases in health

benefits costs for public employees may also be anticipated.

Pay ad benefits of most public employees in Ulster County are determined through collective bargaining at
the municipal level. That is, whilénigj is supervised centraliyough the county or cjtgompensation

decisions are decentralizadhe twelve year period between 1996 and th@0dountywidéotal municipal
employedssalaries increased by 66%, while the total costs of beneéisethatean extraordinary 2 % times

that rate (147.8%). The former exceeded the impact of inflation by aljdbhe 3@ grew at more than

three times the inflation rate. Increases of total salary (77.6%) and benefits (175.6%) costs over this period
for employees in the Ulster County government exceeded the rate for all other classes of municipalities.
Employee salary costs in the City of Kingsiseithe least during this period (48M8ttracking cosof-

living increases. The rise in the aggregated costs of benefits, though still very substamiad|€839%),

greatin the three village@.able VIII)

21Data derived from annual reports of the Ulster County Personnel Departmehtp2000, Tabl e 4 OEmpl oyees.
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Towns

Denning $260,983 $2,081,020 12.5% $534,330 $1,351,574 39.5% 104.7% -35.1% 215.2%
Esopus $994,951 $5,012,967 19.8% $2,189,959 | $6,799,073 32.2% 120.1% 35.6% 62.3%
Gardiner $501,765 $2,827,853 17.7% $1,297,502 | $2,552,147 50.8% 158.6% -9.7% 186.5%
Hardenburgh $179,727 $721,879 24.9% $366,017 $845,986 43.3% 103.7% 17.2% 73.8%
Hurley $614,201 $2,995,513 20.5% $1,178,598 | $3,266,126 36.1% 91.9% 9.0% 76.0%
Kingston $156,273 $473,736 33.0% $337,521 $514,067 65.7% 116.0% 8.5% 99.0%
Lloyd $1,480,983 $8,358,982 17.7% $4,126,383 | $11,667,445 35.4% 178.6% 39.6% 99.6%
Marbletown $699,552 $2,478,230 28.2% $1,467,262 | $2,481,055 59.1% 109.7% 0.1% 109.5%
Marlborough $1,143,273 $5,693,353 20.1% $3,199,592 | $6,160,418 51.9% 179.9% 8.2% 158.6%
New Paltz $2,669,843 $8,467,075 31.5% $5,537,756 | $8,778,974 63.1% 107.4% 3.7% 100.0%
Olive $865,317 $3,265,785 26.5% $1,813,065 | $3,792,949 47.8% 109.5% 16.1% 80.4%
Plattekill $618,097 $2,354,630 26.3% $1,507,587 | $3,116,200 48.4% 143.9% 32.3% 84.3%
Rochester $786,986 $3,218,534 24.5% $1,480,197 | $3,195,696 46.3% 88.1% -0.7% 89.4%
Rosendale $936,624 $3,321,851 28.2% $2,028,950 | $3,464,340 58.6% 116.6% 4.3% 107.7%
Saugerties $2,323,104 $12,618,462 18.4% $6,05768 $13,335,922 45.4% 160.7% 5.7% 146.7%
Shandaken $793,069 $4,874,706 16.3% $2,371,538 | $3,939,132 60.2% 199.0% -19.2% 270.1%
Shawangunk $992,926 $5,603,278 17.7% $2,244,896 | $5,437,713 41.3% 126.1% -3.0% 133.0%
Ulster $2,752,012 $15,518,804 17.7% $7,107,484 | $14,309,278 49.7% 158.3% -7.8% 180.1%
Wawarsing $1,503,929 $9,138,240 16.5% $3,555,591 | $8,827,898 40.3% 136.4% -3.4% 144.7%
Woodstock $1,643,262 $8,983,500 18.3% $3,650,703 | $6,385,291 57.2% 122.2% -28.9% 212.6%
Villages

Village of New Palt7 $536,652 $3,942,992 13.6% $1,337,067 | $7,659,087 17.5% 149.1% 94.2% 28.3%
Village of Saugertie] $1,119,402 $3,157,703 35.4% $2,606,739 | $5,978,277 43.6% 132.9% 89.3% 23.0%
Village of Ellenville | $1,254,293 $3,089,647 35.4% $2,746,792 | $4,579,956 60.0% 119.0% 48.2% 69.2%
City

City of Kingston $12,923,302 | $27,633,300 46.8% $19,126,768 | $46,882,140 40.8% 48.0% 69.7% -12.8%

Ulster County $48,636,892 | $184,600,378 | 26.3% $86,381,033 | $311,199,118 27.8% 77.6% 68.6%
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Real Property Tax

As dramatized by tl#08report of the Suozzi Commission, the real property tax burden in New York State
is, on average, among the highest in the country by several niemsbersfore a major statewide igsue.

Polls done by the Marist Institute of Public Opinion in 2002@07, funded by the Dyson Foundation,

showed that reducing taxes went frétoBd as a community priority in Ulster County during this p&riod.
Surveys of listeners done in 2007 and 2008 by WAMC Radio, the National Public Radio affiliate serving the
region, found that the property tax burden ranked as the primary public policyit@HsEnCounty?4

As is the case for all counties in New York State outside New York City, the primary discretionary source of
revenue for general purpose locakgowent in Ulster County is the real propertyRasperty taxes

collected irUlster County i1997 were $86,124,302 ($111,263,210 in 2007 dollars); in 200@¢btadsco

were $161,715,623,increase of 84.7% (58.6% with inflation adjust@dthe levy in 2006246 was for
schools15% for county governmerit®% for towns,1% for villages, ar@o for special districtSlable

1X)

The total value of all real property in Ulster County in 2006 was $24.80fillios, about a quarter

(25.5%) was off the tax rols The estimated actual value ofathblereal property in Ulster County in

the next year, 2007, was $18.99 billion. This was more than double the value in nominal dollars ten years
earlier ($8.44illion), and an increase of 91% even after considering the effects ofdhflation.

With a growing base, revenue for local governments couldititrow increase in tax rat&he abilityof

citizens to pay, however, is not linked to the growingofahedr property, but to their income, whichs

we have sedhwas largely generated from jobs that paid modestly during this period. Thus, though the total
property taxes paid in the county as a percentage of the actual value of real propetily dropptthn

38% during this ten year peridohm 1.14% to .7%, the property tax burden per household and relative to
income grew dramatically, generating the beginnings ofvataxA 2006 report by the State Comptroller
showed that the property taxUlster County per household and in relation to personal income was among

22New York State Commission on Property Tax Reiiefl Repdidanuary, 2009). http://www.cptr.state.ny.us/index.html
23 Marist Institte of Public OpinionMany Voices, One V&¥@97) p. 6.
24|nterview with David Guistina, WAMC Pubic Radio, August 14, 2009.

We are using amounts collected here, not amounts | evied. Sol
Property Tax Levies and Collections, Value of Taxable Propertg, Q9B . 6

26 See Rockefeller Institute of Governmietv York State Statistical Yeghlimoky: The Institute, 2008)
http://www.rockinst.org/nys_statistics/2008/FTable F12. The value of fully exempt property tends to be underestimated.
Assessing it regularly is not a high priority, as it produces no taxes. The Ulster County Planning Dispari@wmmity Tax levies
and Colténs, 1982007 http://www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/ucpb/demo/databook/Tax%20Levies%20and%20Coll.pdf

271997 full value is equal to $11.301 billion in @AIG#s. Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflator used. Find it at http://data.bls.gov/cgi
bin/cpicalc.pl.
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Property Tax Increases in Ulster County Table IX
From 19962007 property taxes in Ulster County grew 79.8% with county tax increases outpacing town

121.4% to 65.5%. The Governments participating in this study (including the county goirenmased)
taxes an average of 54.8%

1996 Property
Tax

2007 Property
Tax

Percent Growth

Ulster County Total $257,970,234  $463,951,374 Ulster County Total
Participating $84,083,805 $130,124,695 Participating
Governments Governments
Ulster County $31,947,199 $70,742,563 Ulster County Government 121.4%
Government . .
City of Kingston $8,980,495 $14,189,341 City of Kingston
Towns $41,092,764 $67,994,659 Towns
Villages $3,885,072 $5,642,944 -
School Districts $165,083,765 $289,262,114 Villages
Fire Districts $6,980,939 $12,750,653 School Districts
Public Libraries* $2,426,104 $3,369,100 : "

Fire Districts

*19992007

Source: New York State Comptroller, Division of Local Government and School Accountability

Public
Libraries*
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the highest in New York State. Moreover, the rate of increase in the countywide levy exceeded the statewide
rate for the 1993005 period%.

This is the story from totadsid averages. But within the county, as outside it, the growth in both the

property tax base and the burden has been uneven. The pain is greater or less, depending upon where you
live. In the Town of Marlborough, in the southeast part of the countyaltipeoperty tax base increased by
139.4% between 1996 and 200¢ontrastin the town of Marbletown, in the centett@ county, it went

up by only 9%.

Fully ekempt property is not evenly distributed throughout the county, leithisrconcentratl in the

villages and the Cit§ Kingston In theVillageof New Paltz almost half (46.9%) of the assessed value of
property is off the rtd. In Ellenville it is about ottlerd (32%) in the City of Kington about onsixth
(16.1%).Esopus, along ¢hHudson, has the highest percentagelLdf®xempt property valf@r a town

within UlsterCounty that contains no village. Interestingly, much of the New York State (Catskill Preserve
and Minnewaska Park) and New York City (watershed) preipieirighe county, though in government
handsijs on the tax rollgigain, local jurisdictions face quite different challbaged upon their particular
circumstancegTable X)

A recent study done by CRREO showedwhan the combined effects of schoolinty, city, town and
village taxes were considered, therebgaifferent property tax burdens borne by citizens in W@stety
in 20®. The greatest burden was borne by residents Villtge of EllenvilleThe burden was lowest in
the portion d the Town ofMarbletowrin theOnteoraschool district?

Occasionally, dramatic changes to the real property tax base can have shocking effects. This was the case in
the Town of Marlborough in 2008, whikea Town of Newburgh in Orange County agreadstilement of

a lawsuibroughtby theDynergyCoarporation Thec o mpany 8 s Ro s et powerplammareDa n s k am
in the part of Newburgh thais withinthe Marlborough School Distri¥Vhenthe settlemeneduced the

assesseant of theseplansfrom $1.4&billion to $895 millionthe school tax burden on homeowners and

other local businessasMarlborough was dramatically reallocdtiee result wasame yeaB®6 average

increase in school taxes fomaesidents$?

When majopropertytaxpgersin anymunicipalityithin the county achieve a lower assessineanh have

the same kind of dramatic effecteeaently experiergten Marlborough. For example, New York City has
successfully litigated to gain a reduction in the assessment of its watgrstties or Hurlegnd Olive, not

only redistributing the tax burden to others in those towns, but also allowing the city to recover money paid
to all governments that previously used these assessments.

Interestingly, howevén light of the economic crisis, when interviewed for thislstadyofficials id not
report a serious yetaryear falloff in property tax collections.

28 Division of Local Government and School Accountability. Office of the State Comptroller. Property Taxes in New York State.
Local Government Issues in Focus. (Vol. 2, #2, April 2006)http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/research/propertytaxes.pdf

29 Gerald Benjamin and Rachel Jdbquity and the Property Tax Burden for Citizens in UBisau€siontarief #1 (New Paltz:
SUNY New Paltz Center for Research, Regional Education and Outreach, 2008). .

Mar |l boro Central SchooQuebDsitsitornisc tan do Neenws wlearxs 6L e(vuynd at ed) .
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Towns

Denning 44.6% 36.4% 47.9% 3576.9% 2.3% 2443.4%
Esopus 57.4% 137.4% 23.9% 78.6% -21.3% 13.4%
Gardiner 36.9% 209.8% 20.5% 49.4% -12.0% 9.1%
Hardenburgh -7.6% 60.3% 57.5% 12.4% 70.5% 21.7%
Hurley 68.3% 144.1% 83.8% 101.5% 9.2% 19.7%
Kingston 62.9% 98.6% 51.3% 155.5% -7.1% 56.8%
Lloyd 99.1% 142.0% 98.3% 83.7% -0.4% -7.7%
Marbletown 59.3% 217.4% 9.0% 200.9% -31.6% 88.9%
Marlborough 105.9% 122.6% 139.4% 122.9% 16.3% 8.2%
New Paltz 72.4% 136.6% 92.2% 2.7% 11.5% -40.4%
Olive 46.5% 186.5% 26.8% 10.0% -13.4% -24.9%
Plattekill 27.8% 136.5% 31.8% -1.6% 3.1% -23.0%
Rochester 31.3% 140.4% 37.7% 136.4% 4.9% 80.0%
Rosendale 50.3% 149.5% 56.9% 28.1% 4.4% -14.8%
Saugerties 65.6% 109.6% 67.1% 231.4% 0.9% 100.1%
Shandaken 25.9% 147.7% 62.2% 399.3% 28.9% 296.7%
Shawangunk 78.7% 173.7% 59.2% 71.0% -10.9% -4.4%
Ulster 67.7% 84.9% 123.8% 44.9% 33.5% -13.6%
Wawarsing 107.5% 64.6% 86.2% 59.7% -10.2% -23.0%
Woodstock 55.1% 136.7% 38.5% 58.9% -10.7% 2.4%
Villages

Village of New Paltz | 26.4% 91.0% 57.4% 29.1% 24.5% 2.1%
Village of Saugerties | 54.7% 85.1% 49.0% 36.2% -3.7% -11.9%
Village of Ellenville 58.1% 32.5% 47.3% 67.3% -6.8% 5.8%
City

City of Kingston 69.6% 105.3% 52.1% 49.2% -10.3% -12.0%

Ulster County 68.1% 128.4% 112.7% 49.1% 26.6% -11.3%
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Sales Tax

TheCountylevies a sales tax at a rate of 8%, half of which goes to New York StageiTkityof New Yor
57 counties outside New York City were levying at this rate in 2009. In the Hudson Valley, sales tax rates in
Dutchess (8.125%), Orange (8.125%), Putnaib®) and Rockland (8.375%) were higher than in Ulster.

(Unlike many of its regional neighbors, Ulster is not subjagesoon sales or payroll, asdutside the
MetropolitanCommuter Transportation District

In 2007, Ulster County receivedtaltof $9,572,123s the local share s#les tax revenu@2$048,456

more than it collected in property tax. Of this, it retaBie&®2,504; this was $14,0491@@than it

collected in property tax. The sof$11,172,76(L1.5%)vas sharedith the City oKingston and
$2,826,8683%)wasdistributedtd he t own s, based upon each townds pr
estate valueThe three towns with villages, in turn, share a portion of their sales tax piritic¢eokse

villages.If authorized by a resolution of the Village Board, as was the case for Ellenville in 2007, the county
makes aash transfdo the village If no resolution is passed, the town reduces its annual charges to village
residents for town services by the@mof the sales tax due the vill§gable XI)

The sales tax, linked directly to consumptiomelatavelyolatile source of revenuwehich makes reliance

upon it quite riskwhen times are bad. Anticipating economic difficulties, Cibstiety conservatively

estimated no increase from this source for R@@ithstanding this conservative stangeniotAugust it

was estimating a shortfall of at least $8 million from projected sales tax income for the fi$isvyeaid

mean a shddll of: $6,960,000 for the county; $800,000 for the city of Kingston; and $240,000 for the towns
and villages.

Other Local Source Revenue

Thecounty also collects a hotel room occupang¢gs$éirnated for 2009 to produce $1 million, and realizes
some revaue from a tax on OffrackBetting(OTB), estimated at $400,000 in the same Vkecity,

townsand villageshare in the proceeds of a mortgage recordin§tetewide, this source provided 5.7%

of town revenues in 2007. In Ulster, mortgage@xuesotaled$7,167,75mh 2007, with the greatest

amount going tthe City of Kingstomand the least tine Town of DenningUIster County was among the
hardest hit by the housing market collapse, when measured by the reduction in the nunémtiooktrans

the market3t Though the comptroller has not yet released data on revenues from this source for 2008 for
towns, it is available for villag@&$ie decline has been precipit¢Gbart 11) Almost all supervisors

interviewed for this study wergieipating major shortfalls in their mortgage recording tax collections in
2009 TheTown of Kingston was an exception.

310ffice of the New York State Comptroller. Division of Local Government and School Accouktelvdityvn: The Housing Crisis
and its I mpact on Né¢Neverhen 2008t9at eds Local Governments

42



Sales Tax Increases in Ulster County Table XI
From 19962007 sales taxes in Ul€eunty grew 72.5%. Sales tax distribution in towns increased 156.4%
while the sales tax distribution to the county government only grew 67.8%. The total increase for the
participating governments was 96.5%

Percent Growth

1996 Sales Tax 2007 Sales Tax
Ulster County $56,612,959 $95,572,127
Total
Participating $55,938,178  $94,836,577 i
Governments Governments
Ulster County $49,600,738  $81,572,504 County
Government ey 64.5
City of Kingston | $5,879,638 $11,531,381 City of
Towns $1,092,574 $2,801,159 Kingston
Villages $6,838 $25,705
Source: New York State Comptroller,fDivisib&overnment and School Towns
Accountability
*.The.Village of Ellenville shares Villages
distribution.
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Chart Il

RecentDeclines in Mortgage Tax Revenues in Villages
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Fees

Fees are an increasingly important source of revenues used by municipalitiessjoesifppsetvices,

helping in some measure to offset the burden on the general ta{dnyetX) For example, surcharge

of $0.3%0n telephone bills supports the county emergency communication Agsteted, ées for

services support local wated aewer systems in the City of Kingston, the villages and town special districts.
Fines help offset costs for local cauR@rely however, as shownhgyaccompanyirgjudyon the justice
courtsprepareds part ofhis report, do thegover thee cogtentirely. Sometimes a community enters into

a lively debate as to whether fees or taxes should support a service; this was the case with regard to the
community swimming pool in New Paltz during the summer of 2009.

Intergovernmental Aid

All governmentgeceive some state assistance, on a formula or discretionary basis (often in response to a
competitive process). Cities towns and villages receive general purpose assistance. The county government
with the broadest array of functions aich must acsthe agent of the state for the local delivery of
manystateprograms- receives its aid for specified purposes, and is most heavily reliant on

intergovernmental payments in its budget.s of ar as they are able to do sc
governnents seek grants to diminish the degree to which they must rely on the property tax to meet
community needs. Consideration ofdoliddin;d er | ocal it
intergovernmental aid is not a focal point of this study.

Debt

Five Ulster County towns, migsb the west and among the smallest in population, had no outstanding debt
in 2007. They were Denning, Hardenburgh, Kingston, Olive and Hurley. Additionally, Shandaken was
virtually debt fre&(Table XII) Ul st e r & eral putpdse local goawarnments borrow over the long term

to meet capital needs aader the short term when necessary, for cash flow purposes. Total debt of general
purpose local governmentUister County i2007was $263,404,176. Of this, $162,886418% was

county government debt. Between 1996 and-2@@Jelybut not entirely due to the costs of building a

new jail- county debt increased by just over $104 million (177%). The total increase in other general
purpose municipal deibtthe county was just over $30 million (43%0).

The State Comptroller considers it a fisaatingsigwh en a | ocal ityds debt servi
must pay back annually to cover principal and interest) exceeds 15% of total hewdistez€ounty in

2007 t hi s rasedenty fof thed gm of Wayd, whereas in 18@8hreshold was exceeded by

Esopus, Lloyd, Ulster, Woodstock and the Village of New Plaftagh it had not yet reached 15%,

Ell envill eds de miein2@07126%) wasarectimih dogbles level in1996 (5%).

32Denning and Qe incurred and fully repaid debt during this twelve year period.

33Total School District debt in Ulster County was $138,467,791 in 2007. Aggregated Public authority debt was unémadable at the
of writing, but the Resource Recovery Agency, witighlargest public authority in Ulster County $28&d142,562 debt on January
1, 2009
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)

ep e able
Towns

Denning $0 $0 $1,010,033 | 0.0% $0 $48,220 $1,460,200 | 3.3% ] b 44.6% b
Esopus $4,531,350 | $664,527 $3,269,922 | 20.3% $4,384,401 | $528,160 $5,147,886 | 10.3% -3.2% -20.5% 57.4% -49.5%
Gardiner $288,000 $43,273 $1,654,167 | 2.6% $220,000 $36,041 $2,265,117 | 1.6% -23.6% -16.7% 36.9% -39.2%
Hardenburgh $0 $0 $1,325,396 | 0.0% $0 $0 $1,224,835 | 0.0% ] ] -7.6% ]
Hurley $0 $0 $2,225,869 | 0.0% $0 $0 $3,746,044 | 0.0% ] [} 68.3% ]
Kingston $0 $0 $406,865 0.0% $0 $0 $662,706 0.0% [} ] 62.9% ]

Lloyd $7,646,000 | $854,808 $5,066,768 | 16.9% $13,896,000| $1,748,752 | $10,089,526| 17.3% 81.7% 104.6% 99.1% 2.7%
Marbletown $0 $0 $1634,144 0.0% $80,000 $24,500 $2,603,075 | 0.9% b b 59.3% b
Marlborough $2,143,650 | $186,519 $3,243,558 | 5.8% $3,235,000 | $496,919 $6,679,364 | 7.4% 50.9% 166.4% 105.9% 29.4%
New Paltz $467,265 $74,378 $5,275,702 | 1.4% $188,720 $33,925 $9,092,940 | 0.4% -59.6% -54.4% 72.4% -73.5%
Olive $0 $0 $2,611,321 | 0.0% $0 $0 $3,824,900 | 0.0% ] [} 46.5% ]
Plattekill $1,125,000 | $169,108 $2,407,319 | 7.0% $895,000 $85,595 $3,077,176 | 2.8% -20.4% -49.4% 27.8% -60.4%
Rochester $628,500 $207,946 $2,759,934 | 7.5% $242,218 $139,923 $3,624,595 | 3.9% -61.5% -32.7% 31.3% -48.8%
Rosendale $1,244,000 | $110,330 $2,346,818 | 4.7% $1,307,000 | $155,025 $3,528,054 | 4.4% 5.1% 40.5% 50.3% -6.5%
Saugerties $7,068,350 | $617,992 $7,955,623 | 7.8% $3,986,920 | $816,320 $13,174,103| 6.2% -43.6% 32.1% 65.6% -20.2%
Shandaken $15,714 $4,243 $2,968,261 | 0.1% $1,483,000 | $72,372 $3,736,410 | 1.9% 9337.4% 1605.7% 25.9% 1255.0%
Shawangunk $1,882,100 | $151,535 $3,181,398 | 4.8% $826,144 $241,499 $5,686,520 | 4.2% -56.1% 59.4% 78.7% -10.8%
Ulster $12,876,000| $1,568,059 | $7,772,164 | 20.2% $7,774,800 | $1,486,828 | $13,033,030| 11.4% -39.6% -5.2% 67.7% -43.5%
Wawarsig $2,661,500 | $436,384 $5,127,980 | 8.5% $8,964,284 | $882,109 $10,640,790| 8.3% 236.8% 102.1% 107.5% -2.6%
Woodstock $6,408,000 | $745,755 $4,648,051 | 16.0% $5,885,000 | $444,909 $7,209,384 | 6.2% -8.2% -40.3% 55.1% -61.5%
Villages

New Paltz $3,837,960 | $596,588 $3,229,250 | 18.5% $3,971,750 | $505,230 $4,083,099 | 12.4% 3.5% -15.3% 26.4% -33.0%
Saugerties $3,680,650 | $331,460 $2,825,018 | 11.7% $8,020,826 | $546,067 $4,370,065 | 12.5% 117.9% 64.7% 54.7% 6.5%
Ellenville $765,065 $153,316 $3,086,563 | 5.0% $5,852,840 | $614,828 $4,881,344 | 12.6% 665.0% 301.0% 58.1% 153.6%
City

Kingston $13,030,754| $1,399,440 | $27,360,382| 5.1% $29,303,857| $1,853,189 | $46,389,564| 4.0% 124.9% 32.4% 69.6% -21.9%
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Fund Balances

Localities maintain a range of fund balances. Some are held for specified purposes, i.e. the purchase of
equipment. Others are available tetmeanticipated special needs, or for applidaitiowhole or in pard

to a following year&s budget . -apprbpeiated balafcésinétst si ze |
General Fund, relative to its annual expenditures, may be regarded dsionedat or of a [ ocal i t

These combined fund balances accumulate ovelf tineg.areallowed to beconteo smalla local

governmentvill haveinsufficient resources to deal with a crisis. If too large, it might be regarded as

burdening the taxpayers beyond the necessary level to provide neededvkEtvidases in Ulster County

have put awaygood deal of money for a rainy day relatitteetsize of their budgets. At one extreme, the

Town of Kingston in 2007 had enough in its savings account to covdranane e amvorth ®f expenses,

and Pl att ek ielallfufidsbalancesniere B8384t& bgdgatln contrastthe Village of Benville

and Saugerties had their general fund accounts overdrawsamd#jaar(Table XI11) The count y ds
combinedund balance in 2007, $19.6 million, was about 6% of its budget, reasonable for a government of its
size and in accord with accepteddgpractice.

Local Government Functions

The size and scope of the county government in Ulster Gautdtal budgedf $311,199,11®ith 2081

classified employees in 260@r exceeds that for any other municipality within its boundaries. As illustrative
of the difference in scale, total county spending was about 80% higher than the combined spending of the
other 24 general purpose lgmternmentsand its employment rolls w&® 9% othelocal general

purpose government tatdlhisis because, as is the case for all counties in New York State outside New
York City, the Ulster County government is not only charged with deliveritigl éssa&lrservices in accord

with its own priorities, badditionallyacts as the agent of the state in such key social policy areas as health,
mental health, and public assistaBtate mandated services and processes in New York are estimated to
resut in between half and twhirdsof overallcounty government spendiig.

The range of city, town and village functions in the county is specified il Cilas thartalso indicates

where the county government provides the same or a similarGennties and towns wergginallyset

up at the stateds initiative to meet the | ocal g o
initiative to meet the governance needs of more densely settled areas, were empoweredgtegt@vide a

range of services than countie®wams. Over thecourse of th@Ch century, as suburbanization progressed,

state law was changed repeatedly to further empower counties at¥d tewesultvas extensive overlap

in the services delivered by different types ofgogatnments ithe county and throughout the state.

34Estimates vary widely because of differing analytic assumptions. See fantgxamplew.erie.gov/exec/?news/upstate
countyexecutiveannouncenandateeliefcommission.htmi

35Benjamin, GeraldEvolution of New York&tste L o ¢ a | G dlbaayr New ¥onkt NelSey 8. Reckefeller Institute of
Government, 199@ttp://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/BenjaminEvolution.pdf
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Town

Denning $1,351,574 $50,000 3.7% $301,876 22.3% $351,876 | 26%
Esopus $6,799,073 $0 0.0% $636,518 9.4% $636,518 | 9%
Gardiner $2,552,147 $30,000 1.2% $232,406 9.1% $262,406 | 10%
Hardenburgh $845,987 $0 0.0% $383,812 45.4% $383,812 | 45%
Hurley $3,266,123 $215,115 6.6% $857,960 26.3% $1,073,075| 33%
Town of Kingston | $514,067 $463,913 90.2% $63,052 12.3% $526,966 | 103%
Lloyd $11,667,445 Unknown $2,489,802 21.3% $2,489,802| 21%
Marbletown $2,481,055 $150,000 6.0% $254,526 10.3% $404,526 16%
Marlborough $6,160,420 $80,000 1.3% $521,172 8.5% $601,172 | 10%
Town of New Paltz | $8,778,974 $350,000 4.0% $898,160 10.2% $1,248,160| 14%
Olive $3,792,945 $350,000 9.2% $46,918 1.2% $396,918 | 10%
Plattekill $3,116,200 $494,500 15.9% $2,084,640 66.9% $2,579,140| 83%
Rochester $3,195,700 $0 0.0% $1,497,737 46.9% $1,497,737| 47%
Rosendale $3,464,340 $75,000 2.2% $88,743 2.6% $163,743 | 5%
Town of Saugerties| $13,335,922 Unknown $753,867 5.7% $753,867 | 6%
Shandaken $3,939,129 $280,000 7.1% $95,088 2.4% $375,088 | 10%
Shawangunk $5,437,713 $669,000 12.3% $1,380,684 25.4% $2,049,684 | 38%
Town of Ulster $14,309,268 $375,000 2.6% $412,660 2.9% $787,660 | 6%
Wawarsing $8,827,898 $136,835 1.6% $978,346 11.1% $1,115,181| 13%
Woodstock $6,385,291 $239,674 3.8% $926,310 14.5% $1,165,984 | 18%
Village

Ellenville $7,659,087 $129,300 1.7% ($764,122) -10.0% ($634,822) | -8%
Village of New Palt] $5,978,277 $510,000 8.5% $405,313 6.8% $915,313 | 15%
Village of Saugertie| $4,579,956 $224,402 4.9% ($189,047) -4.1% $35,355 1%
City

City of Kingston | $46,882,140 Unknown $3,942,797 8.4% $3,942,797 | 8%
County

Ulster County $311,199,118 $0 0.0% $19,555,222 6.3% $19,555,221 6%
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Of course, not all localities choosddbverall of the functions they are authorized to provide. For example,

of Ul sterds 25 gener al purpose | ocal government s,
Wawarsing is the only town that operates an airport. Moreover, in some communities, the degree of local
commitment to a function may be far greater than others, reflecting local history and values. Thus the town

of Saugerties has far more extensive riecréatilities and programs than do other Ulster County localities.

(See Chart 111)

Collaboration

Intergovernmental collaboration in Ulster County is both formal and infaroadlelected officials travel in

the same circles; considerable informahatien occurs at community and political events and public

forums. In genergbwn supervisorsvere pleased with the availability and responsiveness of county

legislators to them. A major venue for the interactidresfipervisors is the regular monthly meefing

the Ulster Countyown Supervisors Associatiorheyunanimously expressed the vasubdm of the

regular attendance of the County Executive at these mgiatiedshas takeoffice under the new charter

Research team members who attended these meetings confirmed their utility for the exchange of information.

Collaboration between municipalities and school districts is mAsitiedailed below, the Ulster County

and Kingston City Civil Service offiogersee the hiring and promotion of classified personnel in school
districts.There is snow plowing for school parkingrgpertedoy municipéies in some communiti@he

City of Kingstorhasashared telephorsystem with the offices of the schasitritt, just across Broadway in

that city and contracts to providehoolsecurityfor the district Ulster BOCES collaborates with the

County Department of Social Services in thefataded Wheels for Work programfact, moselected

municipal ofitials take pains to distinguish their responsibilities from those of the schools when interacting
with citizens, while emphasizing that most property taxes are in fact raised for education, not for municipal
purposes.

Nature of Current Collabosations

Ourinquiry revealed that collaborati@tween and among municipalities thréoghal intergovernmental

agreements was less extensive than we expreaitdel XI1VV) Many local chief elected officers reported

that their towns had entered into no such agreements. For highways, the service area in which agreements
were most common atitiatis discussed in detail elsewhere in this répmrnmalagreements were most

common. Highway superintendents were interested in cooperating with their neighbors in a variety of
matters, but not in OoOpaperwork. o Only one town s|
for formal agreements, citing the advice of ebansl liability concerns.

Two findings of previous research on collaboration were confirmed by this study in Ulstéf County.
Intergovernmentalollaboration wasr more frequertietween twgurisdictions than amomgporethan

two. One exceptias the collaboration of the TownsSifawangunk, Gardiner, Wawarsing, Rochester,
New Paltz and Rosendale in the Shawangunk Mountain ScenicABpiveer. example of a multi
jurisdictional collaboration is that among Saugerties, Shandaken and Wootstackefof the Saugerties

36 Benjamin, Gerald and RichardNBthan Regionalism and Realism: A Study of Government in the New York Mé&ishyiodjtan Area.
DC: Brookings Institution Press. 2001.
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Common Government Functions of Participating Municipalities Chart Il

Foncion rardenturgn artletoun — Martorougn | new Pz Snavangunk
| | | | | |

Office Management

Clerical

Records Management

x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| x| X
x| x| x| X
x| x| X| X
x| x| X| X

x| x| X X

Financial Management

x| X| X| X| X
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HumanResources

x
x
x
x
x
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Planning X X X X X X

Zoning X X X X X X X X X X X X

Environmental/Open Space
Justice Court X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Highways and Bridges X X X X X X X X X X
Facilities construction/maintenance X X X X X X X X X
Transportation - Other X X X X X

Parks X
Adult Programming X
Summer Childres* X X X X X X X X X X X
Programming
Licensing (Various) X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Administration/Colleion

Assessment
Airport X
Soewese [ [ [ ;"¢ [ [ [ ]
Collection X
Disposal
Transfer Station X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Processing

Water and W 1agement

Elections administration

Police X X X X X X X X

Fire X X X X X X X

Ambulance X X X X X X X
Libraries X X X X X X X
Animal Control
Sewer X X X X X X X X X

Street Lighting

Community-based advisory groups
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Local intergovernmentAgreements

Denning

All municipalities within Ulste
County

Contract of Shared Services Renting, Leasing of Highway Machinery and Eq
Exchanging, Borrowirlfguipment; Borrowing or Lending of Materials and Supy

Table XIV

City of Kingston Ulster County Alternative Sentencing 1.2.2008 12.31.2008
Town of Esopus Boarding of Dogs 2.18.2009
Ulster County Agreement for Professional Services 9.2007
Esopus Kingston Esopus Sewage Agreement 7.2.1975
Esopus Kingston Esopus Sewage Agreement (update) 5.21.1997
Town of Rhinebeck, Village q , ,. L
Tivoli, Village of Saugerties Mid Hudson Ferry Exploratory Group Intermunicipal Agreement 5.12.1998
New York State Mutual Aid and Assistance Agreement for Water/Wastewater Providers
o U.Is.ter _Qounty UC Shared Services Contradigh way equipments
municipalities
Ulster County UC Data Processing 9.18.1986
Town of Ulster Town water supply agreement 7.20.2004
. . . Amendment to the
Ulster County Ulster County Kingston Hazardeusterials Response Service Agreement 7.11.2007 Emergency agreement
Al U.Is.ter _Qounty Ulster County Mutual Aid plan
municipalities
Ulster County Emergency communication/Emergency Management 8.20.2007

Town of Lloyd

Town of New Paltz

Intermunicipal contract between Town of Lloyd and Town of New Paltz regarg
purchase of heavy equipment.

Marbletown Hurley Inte-municipaReciprocity Agreement (Marbletown and Hurley)
Town of Rosendale Inter-municipal Agreement High Falls Water District
Town of Rochester,
Rosendale, Hurley, Olive anq Certification (Contract of shared services with thaséipalities
New Paltz
Marlborough Town of Lloyd Mobile Life Support Services, Inc. Proposal to the Town of Marlborough and {

Town of Lloyd

Town of Saugerties | Hardenburgh Saugerties and Hardenburgh animal shelter agreement 12.17.2003 BeingRenewed
Ulster County UCSPCA and Saugerties animal control agreement 2.20.2007 Being Renewed
Woodstock Saugerties and Woodstock animal shelter agreement 7.18.2007 Being Renewed
Village of Saugerties Saugerties and Village of Saugemiesgency dispatch agreement 1.22.1998
ﬂhh’igt;;"%g:my Contract of shared services 12.17.2008
Shandaken Saugerties Shandaken municipal Solid Waste and Recycling Center Agreem¢ 8.11.1995
Woodstock Saugerties aMoodstock municipal Solid Waste and Recycling Center Agreer] 23.6.1995
Ulster County Resource Solid Waste Management Agreement between Ulster County Resource Recd 1.1.1993
Recovery Agency Agency and Saugerites "
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Municipal an&olid Waste Recycling Center. Nested jurisdidtidifeges within tovantowns within the
countyd were more likely to work together in a number of ways than were side by side jurisdictions.

The Special Case of Towns and Villages

Apart from the O0required coll aborationsd between
governments explored below, the most structured local municipal interactions are between villages and the
towns in which they are located. Mayord@ma supervisors report regular scheduled interactions. Joint
committees are not uncommoBaugerties has joint Economic Development and Public Access T.V.
CommitteesNew Paltz maintains joint Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory and Public Access Advisory
CommitteesaGlobalWarmingTaskForce and a Community Improvement Tedrhere is also the shared

delivery of services: the Moriello Pool in New Paltz is an example.

Mayors of all three villages suggested the possibility of additional sharedHsargias.in all three cases

each institutional party in these interactions reports ongoing tensions, based upon clashing values, different
priorities, conflicting constituencies or interpersonal differences. There are inefficiencies and communication
issles that arise from groups reporting to each board with overlapping interests and responsibilities. And each
chief elected town and village official notes the
administration or policy. In oparrent area of shared service, the provision of municipal water, the

supervisor of the Town of New Paltz, unopposed feleaion, has made it a major priority to free the

town from reliance upon the villagéven when town and village jointly engagesearch, collaboration

often founders at the implementation stage. hisecently bedéime case in New Paltz, for example, for a

major transportation stuéfy.

In a recent grant application, the Town and Village of New Paltz detailed the istbetetemn these two
governments. It is worth quoting this summary in detail, as it was prepared for consideration of a potential
funder, and provides a view of the intergovernmental relationship from their perspective:

0The Town and Vindtionalgoensdidatedkserddes fa policg prdteation, real
property assessment, recreation and youth services, judicial courts and recycling. There are formal
intermuni ci pal agreements for fire protection and

The New Paltz Land Used Transportation Study, funded by the NYS DOT and conducted with
the Village, Town and SUNY New Paltz in 2803 was a collaborative process to address a series
of transportation and land use concerns such as congestion, parking and bicyclelpsdestrian

The resulting reports were adopted by both boards and implementation has begun.

In 2003, the Town Open Space Committee and Village Environmental Conservation Commission
secured NYS DEC funds for support of the planning, negotiation and ledisktiaile the

establishment of the Millbrook Preserve. Still in process, this project encompasses property located
within both Town and Village borders and incorporates four separate and distinct ownership entities.
The end objective is a public accessepre with interpretive opportunities of the ecologically

critical Tributary 13, which leads to the Hudson River and is part of the Hudson River Estuary.

37 Jeremi ah Horrigan. ol n-WH ¢ w S Pimds Herdikcdpdeoemiger 14,t2000, p.Noedhat tha 2
reference to collaboration on this study, written for a state grant and quoted below, dates to earlier in 2009.
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The 2006 Open Space Plan was adopted by the Town and Village of New Paltz. This plan, which
began asagrt of a systematic approach to conserving open space and biodiversity, built on a previous
inventory of open space. Since adoption, the implementation process has been nurtured and now
includes a buitdut analysis so that the community can anticipatthgficown and Village

residents overwhelmingly adopted a $2 million bond referendum for purchase of Open Space based
on the recommendations of the Pl ané.

€ Each board holds meetings twice a month. The
commissions whelmard members from each municipality attend as liaison, and there are joint
meetings of the boards to discuss business relating to shared services. Not only is significant time
invested in these meetings on the part of board members, clerks andedtaf$ gaiklic attendees,

but there are also costs involved with filming and broadcasting meetings.

Both the Town and the Village fill committee, council, task force and board membership from a
similar pool of volunteers. Given changing demographiceéiad time availability, the volunteer

pool is dwindling and thus straining a civic asset. There has been a vacancy on the Village Planning
Board for over 2 years. An informal survey of existing boards, councils, committees and
commissions in the Town avdlage found 32 groups, of which 14 represent duplication of 7
functions. To streamline this process offers potential savings in both tangible costs as well as
volunteer time. Again, the actual impact and structure of such will be identified inithe sy f . 6

Theproposed study on the relationship between the town and village of New Paltz, jointly applied for by

both governments, fundéddsyeaby t he Secr et icugenthpbing&tunahedTies of f i c e,
recently published study on tmmsolidation of police services between the village and town of Saugerties,

also fundedrbém that source and mentioned below, promidebasis foa vote in March of 2010

authorizing the dissolution thie village police departméFtiere was interestgressed in potential areas of
collaboration by leaders in both the Town of Wawarsing and the Village of Ellenville. These two jurisdictions
might consider seeking state funding for a study similar to that being undertaken by the Town and Village of
New Raltz. The successful New Paltz application provides a ready template for such an application.

Three Categories

The intergovernmenteabllaborations we found, or that might be created or further developed, fall into three
general categories:

1. Areas in whiih collaboration iquirdaly state law, or is the result of long established practice;

2.Areas in which localitidsthe same things, and may enhance econonyr affi¢iencyy doing
them together; and

3. Areas in which local governmamtgthe same things, and might achieve increased economy
and/or efficiency by acquiring them together

% New Paltz Municipalitieldigh Priority Planning Grant Application for Efficient and Effectide@®Ratnnusfice
of the Town Supervisor, Draft of September 19, 2009 pp 3
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A primary motivation in seeking to advance intergovernmental collaboration, and a primary purpose of this
study, is to find ways to lower the cost of govem, not to shift these costs from one government to

another. Moreover, steps that might reduce net overall costs borne by the taxpayer migdudaguir
spending at one level, while increasing it at another.

This study shows that intergovernmerdfihboration between and among the city, towns and villages in

Ulster County has succeeded and will continue to succeed on a bilateral and, sometimes, multilateral basis.
An essential point for dtlesehree areahoweveris that for collaboration wwork as ébroad scalstrategy,

the county government must be a fundamental player in the collaborative process. To do this the county
must reconceive its role, and come to understand itself as not only a service provider, but as facilitator of
connectins and efficiencies for all governments witthivorders Initiatives that the county has already
undertaken in the areas of storm water management and highways, detailed below, indicates that this
fundamental change is, in faetyinning taccur.

Required Collaboration

Local g 0 v e genearadyrregasdcallabordiiethoseareasn which state law dwngestablished

practice requiras results in theworkingtogetherperhaps becauéth a t 6the wayulsngs always

w o r k e dinfakt, tlBeuCbunty Government is at the center of a complex collaborative web as it conducts
its daily business both as an agent of the state and an autonomougraotamtethe administration of

both the property tax and sales takaarlycollaboative.So is the delivery of sanitation servickge T

County Civil Service department oversees the operations of civil service in all local gomeh@aments i

county, except that of the City of Kingston, the governments \ighiityt and the Ellenvill&chool

District.

There are many other examplsstdecision makingower in land use planning and administration is with
the city, the towns and the villages, but the county plannin@ looangrised of representatives from these
municipalities does have mandatedeview function, and can require reconsideration of decidistes.
County is unique in that its towns and city have fiheesp@nsibility for a portion tife social services
safety net; this results in required collaboratioeéetiie county and the town governmeiiiswns must
collect taxes for firendlibrary districts that exercise taxing authanitgrs in meeting this responsibility can
be most troublesonigFire coordinatiorpolice dispatcidisaster plannirend emergency medical services
at the county level are all collaborative in struaridreperationin fact, the Ulster County Charter
establishetan InterGovernmental Collaboration Coungiptovide a venue for reconciliation of tensions
and the redar consideration of ageafpotential collaboration for municipalities.

Finally, the towns and city are the building blocks of the local and county political party organizations
through which contests occur for control of governance in our munisiphtfitis, though not a focus of

this study, party ties may provide one key way in which localities are linked, just as party differences define
potential cleavages.

3Adam Bosch. oClaryville Fire Depar TimesHerafil ReG@piembdes6, ZD09p Af t er U
http://www.recordonline.com/apps/pbcs.dil/article?AID=/20090906/NEWS/909060331E d i t or i al . OFired Depar
Exampl e Ot he Mismeserald RE@®epténbev 9, 009, p. 42.

54


http://www.recordonline.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20090906/NEWS/909060331

Of courseijt is important to remember thadt all intergovernmental interactiorthe ountyis

collaborative in design. Counties, as agents of the state government, often act to assure adherence to state
regulations. For example, the county health department must make sure that municipal water systems provide
safe, clean drinking watemhisTisan oversightole, not a collaborativene

When collaboration is required, or occurs in the normal course of business, the question is not whether to
collaborate, but how to most effectivddysoto serve the citizenry\e seek to identifyie ints of stress

or inefficiency in existinglationshipanda s k : canvié dohe to improve efficiency/effectiveness of
thesdongestablished collaboratidts

Additionally,itheareao f 0 r e qu i r ethereca® kaiotheb issueddnea connedns the proper

allocation of costs and revenues. Simply put, in a required collaborative intergovernmental relationship, it is
reasonable that the costs and revenues connected with the service, function or activity should be reasonably
shared aong the participating governmeitsecond concelis thatthe allocation of duties among the
collaborating governments assecessomic, efficient, effective performance of the function or delivery of
theservicelhi s requi r es t hmtdseettheraselves notronlyad autompmous buhaise as

part of an ongoing network or syst#ithin this system, wad not assume that bigger is always better. And

in considering changee seek tonaximizehe net benefits the citizens that all ogpvernments servéhile

minimizing the net costs

Valuation of the Real Property TasBesement of real property is often advanced across New York State as
an area in which greater intergovernmental collaboration might reduce costs and ingone#® outc

Currently, ssessors are town, city or (for Ellenville) village employees. The costs of assessmelny are borne
thegovernments that employ the assessors, even though all who use the resultibgriaftrivthsn the

work. Moreover,thecostso def endi ng t he dmsHurkeg Drexahde, tatainglaboutn c o u
$300,0000r recent litigation with New York Citymust be borne by the jurisdiction that employs the

assessor, even though other jurisdictions will be substantiadig affebe outcome of litigation, or its

settlement.

A study completed in early 2009 showed the total
the Village of Ellenville for assessing real property to be $1,99Byldde count, thekgere 16 fultime

assessors in the county, six workingtipaet and 26.25 clerical personnel. (One town, Shandaken, continued

to maintain a three person board of elected assessors.) Of the assessors at work in Ulster County, eight had
accreditation frorthe International Assessors Organization (IAO) or an equivalent credential. Four
jurisdictions collaborate informally by sharing employment of an assessor with othemtoaurtside the

county.

Additionally, the bud dgraxtAgeady (RPT#Es $485,899 offgedly reRepuad Pr o]
in the amounof$7 6 , 0 3 4. Ul st er 6 s -tikdwbrkersandhgné padfinee gpersoriz2n e f u | |

40|n 2008 and 200®e New York State office of Real Property Services funded studies in almost all New York State counties to
consider alternative approaches to assessment. A list of these may be found at
file:///G:/County%20Intergovernmental%20Collaboration/County%20Assessment%20Stuehe206P@dypractices.cfm.htm

41David W. BriggsUIster County Centralized Property Tax Program Agséasumanyt B2ug009, p. 18. Hereafter cited as the Briggs
Study. Note that there are internal differences in some of the data reported in this study that must be reconciled.

42Briggs Study

55


file:///G:/County%20Intergovernmental%20Collaboration/County%20Assessment%20Studies%20-%20studypractices.cfm.htm

Though this agency does no assessing, it is at the center of a collaborative process for establishing the
countyds real property tCuoxu nbhaysdgs andlconemoraagsessmentdatea i nt
base, produces assessment rolls and tax bills for all towns and some school districts, provides full disclosure
assessment notices to citizens and is the locus of training and information dissemination for this function

the county.

The state encourages assessment at full or oOtruebod
may better understand the basis for their bills. However, state law does not require this; it requires only that
all parcels ithin an assessing jurisdiction are assessed on the same basidullivad@lassessment was
completedy The City of Kingston and the towns of Esopusibdiarugh, New Paltz and Rosendale. At

the opposite extreme, the town of Wawarsing asses&§¥abf value, Denning at 17.25% and

Shawangunk at 17.5%.

Of the three Villages in Ulster Coywtyly Ellenville does its own asses$ithin Wawarsing, the Village

of Ellenville assesses atwach greatgoroportion of full value (7.09%) thdoesthe town. Accordingto

the village mayor, neitigienvillenor Wawarsing have comprehensively revalued properties within them
since at |l east t he 19 56\dllage was Mo vitad ecanbnacrandaocibl adntér ofc e n't |
the communityproperties in it, with relatively extensive municipal services, were valued at a premium when
compared to those in the town. Now, after decades of social and economic chalagegtéie of

village propertiesomparedo those in the town outsitlee village has declingidnficantly But the absence

of systematic revaluation has left vilagielentsvith a greater proportion of the tax burden thagwould

have to bear if there were a megaitable valuation of village and town outsiddlthgevproperties

The differential effect of thestmea n dat ed vet er ands further compoursitiee r t y t ax
problem State law specifies a $5,000 maximum arerrpased upoassessedugor municipal taxes on

real property owned by a qualifying military vetéhader thepartial assessment practices in Wawarsing

outside the villagkassessment at 1.57%raévalue- a property owned by a veterathw full valuef

$318,500 in the markeould beentirelyexempt. In Ellenvilleyhich assesses/a®9% otruevaluea

veterarwhose property was wottie same amountouldenjoy a 22%xempibn. 43 Both Ellenville and

Wawarsing employ the same assessor, but Ellenville must mteiassessmentle, themayor says, to

avoid the entire removal@fnuch higher proportion wéteranowned properties from its tax base.

Assessments established at the {onity)level are used by all municipalities and special districts
supported by property tax. Sirfoe basis of these assessmeetsathe same from town to town, and

since some of these jurisdictidrise county itself, the school distrittontain all or part of several towns,
assessments must be equalized to assure equal treatment of pfdperase value in different

jurisdictions. This is done by the State Office of Real Property Tax Services (ORPS). Assessment on a
consistent basis by a level of government that includes all (or most) overlapping jurisdictions would vastly
reduce the regl for equalization, and ththe cost®f this function. If this were done, savings realized at the
state level might be retadto cover the local costs of assessment.

43For an explanation of this exemption provided by the OffiReafProperty Tax Servises
http://www.orps.state.ny.us/pamphlet/exempt/vets.htm#eligible
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Periodic reassessment supports fairness in taxation by assuring that all\pithypettiesassessing

jurisdiction are valued at the saime and therefore under consistent market conditions. Fifteen of Ulster
Countyds 21 assessing jurisdictions have had a r e,
Denning (1974) Har denburgh (1999), Shandaken (1978), Sha
Ellenville (19606s). Kingston, Esopus and Rosendal
reassessment. Hurley, Kingston, Mémon, Olive, Ulster and Woodstoelport a commitment to

reassessment on a regular cycle, usuatl3-5 years. LloydNew Paltz, Plattekill, Rochester and Saugerties

report planning a reassessment witldmextwo years Marlborough had a reassessment two years ago,

and has recentbjgned a contract to reassess each year for the next 6 ye2&1#009

In addition to continuation of the status quo, the 2009 study considered four altenoaingassessment

to the county level, contracting by towns individually with the douaggessing services, creating

cooperative assessing agreements among towns or the creation of consolidated assessing units. In general,
annual costs of all alternatives are shown in this study to exceed those of continuing with the status quo.
Moreovey one time startup costs for all alternativiagarticular, for the countywide system, a countywide
reassessment to put all properties in the county on an equalfactispown to present a major barrier.

Altering assessment practices is veryoa@nsial. Though some local officials are in favor of alternatives, as
the Ulster County study confirsostpeople with roles in the curresystem manyof themvery talented,
committed and longerving public servantsare predisposed to te&atus quo. Moreover, many citizens

believe that the result of any change that requires revaluation will be higher taxes. About a third of them are
probably correcexperiencsuggests that revaluation to increase fairness reduces the taxes onone third o
the parcels in a community, Estlien about the same for another third, and increaghe fasthird. A

further difficulty is that those who are potentially disadvantaged by revaluation tdreddodsr settled

or more influential in the conumity. Nonetheless, a review of the summary analysis in the Ulster County
0Centralized Property Tax Administration Program
approaches to assessmmeay bainder estimated, while the costs are over estimi&edlies sponsored by

the state Office for Real Property Sen{io&S) andompleted in fifsonecounties provide a rich basis

for comparisort Reconsideration may be prud@&here appears to be little rationale for continuation of the
assessmentration in the Village of Ellenville

Sales Tax SharBecause Kingston may levy the sales tax independently under the law in B&teYork

the county must reach agreement with the city to levy this tax uniformly within its bodndacdgsn

2006 there were 22 New York Cities that taxed sales at different rates than the counties in which they were
located.) Kingston, with an historically declining sales base, periodically seeks in neigjotiad @aosinty

to obtain a level ahles tax revenue thvabuldexceed what it might obtairntiseparately levied at that same

rate, or even perhaps a higher rate, on its own base. Thdivaiyeatsales tax shariagreement

between the county and the eitpires irFebruary of 20L

Both the proportion of the county sales tax provided towns and the formula for its distrédvatiayhly
criticized in an interview for this study with the Town of Ulster supervisor. This is not singreise; of
its many malls, alarge pumtdo f t h e etaibsales begud ia Ulstdihe Supervisor argued that town

44(Briggs, 2009, pp.-63)

45 These studies may be foundtg://www.orps.state.ny.us/cptap/studypractices.cfm
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government costs increase in his town because of the police and other services required by retailers in the
major shopping argealong Ulster Avenue, and that thereforeaegrproportion of sa¢ax should come

back to it#é Howevertowns have no right to levy a sales tax under New York State law. The county is

therefore under no legal obligation to share any of this revenue with the towns, and damsrso at its
discretio.New Yorkount i esd sales tax sharing practices var:
Some are more generous than Ulster; others share none of these4esources.

Civil Service and Human Resources MEmadgé#dstenCounty Personnel Director must oversee all human
resources functions for the county. Administration of the civil service systems for both Ulster County
employees and most other general and special purpose governments in the county, geersfahe Pe
Department 6s sever al responsibilities, is achieve
staff. As previously notechere were 5,517 persons in civil service positions administered by the county in
2007 In addition topeformingroutine daily operatismnd human resource records maintentrisestaff

annually audisayrolls of all covered local governmfamtsompliance with civil service requirements. By

one measure, the reduction in the percentage of covere@mpldigees in provisional positions, the

county personnelepartment has made remarkable progress in recent years. In 1995, 12.4% of covered

public employees in Ulster County were provisionally appointed, compared to an average of 4.9% statewide.
Ul s tpreporiion of provisionm thatyeawas t he fi fth highest in New Yor
proportion of provision employees (3.0%) had dropped by more thaguidutees, and was below the state

averages

County personnel seek to keep towns irddraf the workings of the civil service system through regular
interaction and periodic site visits, and to administer it with sensitivityrieddsadnd priorities. However;
turnaround time in meeting local requests is significant; it takes thebouha month, for example, to

classify a job once a request is made by a locality to create it. The system permits localities to limit hiring to
community residents. But canvassing the civil service list to fill a position is done by ordinaig mail, and
time consuming.

Both county personnel and town supervisors indicate that satisfaction varies at the municipal level with the
administration of the civil service system. Some town leaders resist the constraints it places upon their control
of local pesonnel decision making, while others function comfortably within it. County personnel officials
assert that state requireménfisr example, an unwillingness to accept electronic signhatures on decuments

are a barrier to achieving greater efficienowetrit does seemossible tdurther automatcounty civil

service operationshich arenow almost entirely pagesised, as other counties within New York State have
achieved it or are in the process of doing so.

For examplehe Albany County Depiment of Civil Service MERIT system allows local appointing
authorities to access current files, electronically submit personnel change forms, run reports, and link to

46 Some activists in the Town of Ulster have even advocated its merging with the City of Kingston, to create a city with greater
leveragén sales tax negotiations with the county.

47 See Office of the State Comptroller. Division of Local Government Services and Economic Delaloph@oternment Sales
Taxes in New York State: Description, Trend¢4Adbdrigs@dfice of the Compttet, March, 2006) pp.-34.

48 Data provided by the Ulster County Personnel Departrreai| ef Brenda Bartholomew to Gerald Benjamin on Aug. 31, 2009.
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current county Civil Service information and examination announcé@atiesaugus County, less than

hal f Ul sterds size i n pop wsoftadresystedesigned bynagprvatde mp | e me n-
vendor specifically to support local -@gilvice human resource administrations in New York State. When

fully operatiorlathesystem irCattaraugus promises to bring greater effidiecounty operationand will

allow electronic integration of financial and human resource management.

As earlier noted, the City of Kingston maintains a separate Civil Service Gotomissbit needs and

those of other covered jurisdictions within the city. Yet there is no clear rationale for there being two civil
service agencies operating in Ulster County. As a general matter, the State Department of Civil Service finds
that smadr local agencies lack sufficient professional personnel and expertise to effectively implement the
law. Though they assert the value of local control in seeking to retain their civil service agencies, smaller
localities in fagtassmuchof this type oprofessional decision making upward to state officials.

The New York State Commission on Efficiency and Competitiveness recommended the abolition of all civil
service commissions in jurisdictions with fewer than 1@@00I&*2 Such commissions have relyebeen

closed in Glens Falls, Jamestown and Olean; the city commission in@eisghgduled to close in

November of 2009. Such a step should be considered by the City of Kingston.

The Kingston Civil Service Commission reported a single staff rmachbedget of $69,750 in 2007, with
offsetting revenues 048,962 gainddom $3,000 in exam femsdcharge backs to tkéngston School

District in the amount of $43,942. Closing the city agency would increase the persons covered by the Ulster
County epartment of Personnel by between 10% and 14%. Moreover, unlike cities, counties may not charge
back school districts (or any other municipalities) for the costs of administering the merit system. Thus,
though costs for theéty would be reduced with artséer of function to the county, revenues would not

follow.

Consolidating Ul ster Countyo6s civil service activ
system performance, would require a significant investment and additional b@fiate fequirement

that the county assume the entire cost of the administration of the local civil service system is not equitable.

If this cost must be mandated, and will not be assumed by the state, consideration should be given to
distributing it egtably among the municipalities and school districts that must use it.

Collective Bargai@ingently in Ulster Countyorkers in all but two municipalities are represented by labor
unions. In Saugerties there are five separate labor contracts ifhestate Commission on Local

Government Efficiency and Competitiveness recommended regional collective bargaining for school pay and
benefits.In municipalities, like in school districts, organized workers bring statewide expertise to the

49 See Albany Countylerit Employee Records and Information TraMB&Bysteps://access.albanycounty.com/dcs/meritx/

50 Interview, Gerald Benjamin with David Moshier, Personnel Director, Cattaraugus County, August 24, 2009. The Vendor for this
system is PS Tech.

51Interview, Gerald Benjamwith Richard Ciprioni, Director, Office of Commission Operations and Municipal Assistance, NYS
Civil Service Department, August 24, 2009.

52New York State Commission on Local Government Efficiency and CompetitRisr@sstury Local Goverijaibany: the
Commission, 2009) pp.-29.
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bargaining table, while localities (with the exception of the county government), if they seek such expertise,
must incur additional costs to retain it. Moreoeatively large numbers of smaller negotiations likely have

the effect of ratcheting up costs in adjacent jurisdictions. Consideration should be given to permitting the
creation of a countyideresource for use public employee labor negotiati@sspart of an effort to

reduceboth consulting fees atftk rate of increase in growth of local government labor costs. Such

expertise might be part of a circuit rider program tinel@egisf a Council of Governments recommended

for consideration elskere in this report, atmkfunded from resources currently expended by municipalities

to obtain consulting services to deal with labor relations issues.

Fire Districts and Towire district property taxes, like the county's levy, are collectetblynthe

(Kingston collects the county tax within the city.) In intes\iier this study, some Ulsteyudty town

supervisors expressed frustration at their inability to exercise oversight over fire budgetédohearded

for collection, omore genergithe fiscal practices of fire districts. In sum, effective oversight of fire district
financing and governance appears to be needed. A change in state law that would allow towns to review and
alter fire districts budgets, as they do levies for highviglysbe one salutary step to increase

accountabilityTo the degree possible|laborative contracting to purchase equipment might also produce
economies.

SanitatioGeneral purpose government spending for sanitation services in Ulster Coursy Tofaled

million in 2007. Additionally, $15.8 million was spent by the Ulster County Resource Recovery Agency
(UCRRA), a public authority established in 1986 to develop, finance and implement a comprehensive solid
waste management program in the caéiityus, combined spending in the county on sewers, storm sewers

and solid waste exceeded spending on failiea belowst All these services were-Based, though the

RRA reported paymenfrom the countyf $1.89 million in 2008 offset its deficiiti s t he agencyds
intention under its current management to become fihaselbsufficient, in accord with the goal when it

was established in 1986.

A data base compiled by tew York Timks a study publishemh September 22, 2066cumente@18

violations by municipalaste watdacilitiesn Ulster County during ttdelly 20060 June 200@eriod.

Inquiryof the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation revealed that none of these were
regarded as major; no fines or penalties werdsfe

The Marlborough Sewer Treatment Plant was built in the year 2000, the same year in which the New Paltz

Village facility was wupdated. Ll oydoémiltiy¢ehever Ext e
New York City Department of EnvironmahConservatiodin 1996. Others in the county dat¢he
197006s and 19806086s. New Paltz is operating under

Environmental Conservation because of storm water infiltration in its system. Ellenville recentl$#ec
million in federal stimulus funds to upgrade its plant. There remains extensive cagdital theeg@urpose

53 Chapter 936 of the Public Authorities Law (1986).

54 The RRA reported $1,887,678 in subsidies from municipal governments in 2007. To avoid double counting and assure
comparability, this amount should be subtraobed the total when the comparison to police spending is made. Still, total solid
waste spending ranks ahead of that for police in the county.

550Toxi c Water s, A series about t he wor s eniWaterPpllaon Finderji on i n Ame
Sept. 22, 200Blew York Times Onkaetp://projects.nytimes.com/toxivaters/polluters/newyork Additionally, there were 31
violations recorded in thetyCof Kingston Water Plant.
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throughout the coun#§. Abundant water is Ulst€ro u n grimayseconomic development resofocehe
23t century A collaborativeffort led by the county government to find these funds, and funds to improve
and extend municipal water systamghtbe considered.

Sludgéhe City of Kingston, the three villageseruderof the towns maintainventyonewaste water
treatment plast(some quite small) and reported a to®&9.89 million in spending on sanitary sewers. Nine
towns had no sanitary sewer systems. Almost all spending on storm sewers in 2007, &%i22l, b56 of
$658,582, was in tlhewn of Lloyd. The Town of Hurldyad significant spending in 2007 to deal with
drainage problems.

In 2007 the City of Kingston entered into a fifteen year agreement with Aslan Environmental Services to

build a system that used methane generated by its sewage treatment plant to dry sludge and convert it into
pellets that may be used as fertilizer or (8ake the Kingston plant serves parts of the towns of Ulster and
Esopus, this agreement had an intergovernmental dime8gjaificant savings arise from eliminating the

need to transport sludge, still 80% water, to distant facilities licensed tib fecdigposal. In accepting

an award for this innovation from the New York Water Environment Association in Decempplar008
manager George Cacchionpletl 0 dat e, Kingston taxpayers have sa\
4500tonsofsludg i n | andfil |l s as a rSéeBecalsk tharefisnotygepdvalsiee nt i ng
market for the pellets produced through this process, they are distributed to those interested in using them
andwho will pick them up. ThHBown of Saugerties has used these pelliettilizeits sports fields,

providing an additional saving for that municipality.

Anticipating the prospect of growth, the Kingston sludge treatment facility was built to accommodate twice
the capacity of the Kgston sewer treatment plant. Some communities in the county have already committed
to other alternatives to deal with their sludge, for example the use of reed beds. But the Ulster County
Resource Recovery Agency must still transport 2,500 tons oasiuddlto the Seneca Falls facility,

outside of Buffalo, at a cost of approximately $100/ton. The Executive Director of that agency, Michael A.
Bemis, estimated in an interview that half this sum might be saved if this sludge could be brought to
Kingsta 58 Front end costs are a barrier; special truck beds must be designettiaaidimuld allow the

Kingston facility to receive the sludge. But the capital cost recovery period should be rapid, and saving
continuous over time. Discussions are alveathr way with Highland and Ulster to explore this option.

Storm Sewdrs2007 Ulster County discovered serious problems regarding compliance by the county and
many municipalities within it with federal regukstegarding storm water discharges fk@unicipal

Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) in urbanized areas. There are fourteen such areas in the county. In
response, under the leadership of @mmtyAdministrator (now th€ountyExecutiveMichael Heinthe

county developed an innovativerapph to pooling municipal resources to meet kigdfatory
requirementsEleven jurisdictions agreed to participate. A first step involved collaboration in education and
outreach, information gathering, needs assessment and response to reguldtulswEbeaesollaborative

® This is a national probl em. See Charl es THeNéwiYgrg TiltvicBavi ng Mun
14, 2010, p.http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/15/us/15water.html

57 0Asl an Environment al Services Wins NYS Award for Environmen
http://www.reuters.com/article/pressRelease/idUS173729¢@2008+BW20081218

58 Michael Bemis phone interview with Geralgjdein, August 21, 2009.
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integrated mapping effort to detect and eliminate illegal discharges within moningxhidyainage

system& According to one estimate, this collaborative effort saved participating governments a total of
$600,000. State regfidns have recently been revised to allow collaborative reporting and action in the area
of storm water management. County government will seek farglipgart of the development of a

formal intermunicipal agreementhis areaThis will open the wafor costsaving collaborative action in
reporting, equipment acquisition, mappmdthe education of citizens, community leaders and key local
government personnel.

SolidVasteAs a result of federal and state actions dating to onset of the environmental movement in the late
196006s and early 197086s, the disposal of solid wa:
became a county responsibility. As noted, tothieeesponsibility Ulster County created the Ulster County
Resource Recovery Agency (UCRRA), a public authority. After a long and sometimes contentious debate,
under state mandate and with some state financial assistance, municipal landfills wel¢hel cesdice

delivery model now utilized was put in place. Municipalities maintain transfer stations for residential and
commercial drop off. The UCRRA handles the flow of waste from the transfer stations and arranges for
recycling or disposal.

For mastresidentsn the countyvhodo not take their own waste to transfer stations, solid waste pickup is

by private carter. The exception is the City of Kingston, which spent just over $2 million on its municipal
sanitation department in 2007. In the-h®810 6 s , in accord with state manda
County were closed, and responsibility for solid waste was assumed at the county level by the aforementioned
UCRRA. Eighteen towns maintain transfer stations. Towns spent $2.6 million andefadeage disposal,

with the highest spending in Wawarsing, Rochester and Ulster. Woodstock reported no expense in this
category.

The New York State Comptroll erds 2®I0® IAncalailt iRep oy
residents contractdividually with private refuse haulers, numerous audits and reports indicate that local
governments can realize substantial savings for their residents by contracting for refuse collection on their
behal f. 6 The Co mpg ifalenunicipdies statetvidencantraeted fdr defase coliection, the
savings to residents ¢ould be as much as $100 mil

Pursuant to this idegroups olUIster Countyownsmightjoin togetheregionallyo contract with a single

private carter for roadside piclafsolid waste. An incentive for recycling might be built into this contract,

as it has beawith succes®s other communities. (eagignificant charge per bag for waste; a lesser charge,

or no charge, for recyclables). Carters could then takestiheinetly to one of the two UCRRA regional

transfer stations in New Paltz or Ulster, eliminating most of the need for town stations, and the
transportation costs now incurred by towns. Town stations might still be maintained for the convenience of
citizens that still wished to dispose of their own waste, but operated at a much reduced schedule at far lower
costé!

59 See: http://www.co.ulster.ny.us/downloads/stormwater/MS4_pooled_resources.pdf

60 Office of the New York State Comptroller. Division of Local Government and School Accou2@iiliynnual Report on Local
Governmenpts6.http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/datanstat/annreport/09annreport. pdf

61 Bemis interview, August 21, 2009.
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An early model of collaboratierthe 1995 solid waste agreements among the Towns of Woodstock,
Saugerties and Shandakemose out of anique combination of circumstances. In thatiyeaicipalities

in Ulster County and throughout the state were still closing municipal landfills. The availability of state aid
and resources available from the creation of the UCRRA presented theibpfmraome communities to
reconsider the role that their municipalities played in solid waste management. The Town of Woodstock
decided to get out of the solid waste management business. |Tibaettesed int@collaboration with the

Town of Saugées that allowed its residents to dvéigheir refuse and recycling at the Saugerties transfer
station. The Town of Shandaken, which theretofore was contracting with Woodstock to use its transfer
station, perforce sought also to enter into an agreeitiethe Town of Saugerties.

Woodstock héa population in 1990 6f290 The population of Shandakeas3,013 Both are largely
residentialSaugerties, witt8,46people and a substantial sized facility, saw an opportunity both to upgrade
its tranger station and cover its operating costs with only a modest increase in demand. In connection with
signing intergovernmental agreements for the use by its neighbors of its solid waste transfer facilities,
Saugerties received an initial payment of $Iga0Fhandaken, $2,500 for the last quarter of fiscal 1995,
and $10,000 per year thereafter. Woodstock agreed to pay up to $40,000 at the onset, $5,000 for the last
quarter of fiscal 1995, and $20,000 per year thereafter. Additionally, residergbafdaiien and

Woodstock were required to pay the same residential drop off rates as residents of Saugerties. An added
provision allowed the Town of Woodstock to drop off a maximum of 5,000 bags per calendar year of rubbish
and trash obtained from the nuipal offices andubliclitter baskets at no additional chaidyey refuse

beyondhe 5,000 bag cap must be paid for by Woodstock at the standard residential rate per bag.

In following years Woodstock and Shandaken took different approaches to osing\tttbey saved with

this new system. Shandaken converted its transfer station into a recycliMjaaageock simplgut its

budget. By 2001, when the full affects of these changes were complete, Woodstock had cut spending on
garbage and refuse482%. All officials in the participating towns interviewed for this study in 2009

expressed enthusiasm for these intermunicipal agreements. They have reduced and made more predictable
the costs of solid waste management for all three municipalipesticlidar, Saugerties was able to offset

its spending on garbage and refuse with the payments from other governments, and reduce its total spending
despite its increase in population and serving other municipalities. Saugertiesrspfngingrmalbage

in 2007 ($427,246) was at the same level as in 1999 ($417,157), and 29.3% below the peak spending level
reached in 2001 ($590,327). In 2007, revenues at the Saugerties transfer station exceeded expenses by
$102,953.

Our reviewof town budgets in theuthern and southwestern parts of Ulster County indicated that their

solid waste transfer stations operate at dNtegs.Il ) In all cases, though to varying degrees, revenues do

not cover expenditures. There is a special problem in jurisdictions that lack the facilities to weigh construction
waste, and therefore must charge to receive it badiseof volume(Tables XV and XVI) We sought to

test, therefore, whether intermunicipal collaborations similar to the ones entered into by Woodstock,
Shandaken and Saugerties might produce savings for other municipalities.

The model wpropose however, does not directly replicagedtiein place in the northeast of the county. It

takes advantage of two facts. Because dealing wit|
courts have found that municipalities may franchise collection to a single provider witiouhdeimg
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violation of the interstate commerce clause of the U.S. Consfit@eamundthe vast majority of Ulster

County residents already contract with a private carter for waste removal. (Remember, because transfer
stations operate at a loss, thesmlents, through the tax rolls, at the same time subsidize the operation of
municipal transfer stations.)

Proposed Model (See Chart XIV)

1) In municipalities with particularly low rates of residential drop off, and in which the transfer stations
operatet a loss, establish an intermunicipal agreement similar to the one between Woodstock and
Saugerties to provide thie participating jurisdictiofigse of one transfer station. Close the other
transfer stations.

2) Have the collaborating municipalitiesbigizt for residential pickup from all households in
community, and award the contract a single successful bidder, who will be paid by the municipality.
(Since commercial haulers effectively operate their own transfer stations and either deal with the
UCRRAdirectly, or haul solid waste out of state at their expsrésgtermineoly what makes best
economicensethere will be no need for the contracting municipalities to maintain their own
transfer stations.)

3) Have municipalities charge households anldeeifar solid waste service for a specified level of
usage.

4) Invest if necessary to assure that the remaining transfer station is properly equipped with necessary
scales to fairly charge for construction debris and other waste that is not from housebsld s

5) Establish a permit for landfill drojif and per unit costs for delivered waste at the remaining
transfer station in accord with a realistic estimate of the cost of the service.

6) Allow citizens who wish to eput clause to receive a credit fromtunicipality that in whole or
in part offsets the solid waste fee.

62 In 1994, in the case G6f& A Carbone v. Town of Clarkstown, Né4 Yorls. 383 (199¢)e US Supreme Court declared that a
municipal ordinance requiring that all garbage collected in Clarkstown first go tediva¢aWiransfer station before any further
processing undulyidened interstate commerce, and were therefore unconstitutional. Hov#sArRatycling, Inc. v. Town of
Babylo®,6 F. 3d 1272, 1276 n.1 (2d Cir. 1995), The United States
exclusivel with a private contractor for commercial garbage and refuse pickup, with that contractor disposing of the waste in the
town owned incinerator for free. This was a result of steps that the Town of Babylon took to distinguish its acgons from th
Carbonecaséz
1 Districting: Babylon created a commercial garbage service district, and let bids for the franchise contract within the distri
i1 Bidding: since the contract for exclusive rights for pickup was awarded to the lowest bidder, and out of state companies
were able to bid, the arrangement did not interfere unfairly with interstate commerce
1 Free Use of the Incinerator: by providing the use of the town owned incinerator for free, the town was effectively able to
control the flow of solid waste by allowingetenomics of the situation dictate the result, rather than by mandating a
disposal location.
1 Taxing: the town imposed an annual benefit assessment on each parcel of commercial property in the district to pay for the
contract

In Ulster County, the coneeis not so much with flow control as it is with the legality of contracting exclusively for garbage pickup.

Here the law is very clear. Since garbage pickup is traditionally a local government function, the creation ofliatsotid waste
replaces twn-owned infrastructure with a contract with a privately owned company.
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7) Note that under current practice each municipality pays the RRA tipping fees and transportation

costs. Under the proposed plan, these costs would largely be paid by the contracted private
company.

Proposed Solid Waste Districts Map I

Municipalities and 2007
Transfer Station Expenditures

Village of Saugerties

Town of Kingston

' Denning

ch'hes)t' s
Ol T N 9264962 7
Wawarsing ("

£ (9432407

NewPaltz k

Village of Ellenville

[ Solid Waste District 1 Village of New Paltz

[] Solid Waste District 2

Transfer Station (Municipality)
B Transfer Station (Location)
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i c allo aldle
Expenditures | Revenues Loss
Wawarsing $432,407 $204,329 $228,078
Rochester $264,962 $257,600 $7,362
Marbletown $144,608 $125,000 $19,608
$841,977 $586,929 $255,048

Transfer Station Operating Costs Table XVI
| Expenditures | Revenues | Loss
Lloyd $160,822 $70,000 $90,822
Marlborough $82,525 $40,000 $42,525
Plattekill $86,735 $81,134 $5,601
Shawangunk $72,484 $36,337 $36,147
Gardiner $93,058 $67,500 $25,558
$495,624 $294,971 $200,653

Transfer Station Utilization Table XVII

Wawarsing 1,051 5,821 18.1%
Rochester 1,800 3,750 48.0%
Marbletown 2,846

Marlborough 20 3,176 0.6%
Lloyd 904 3,818 23.7%
Plattekill NA 3,888 NA
Shawangunk 493 3,754 13.1%
Gardiner 750 2,255 33.3%

* This % is inflated by households that buy permits for more than one vehicle, and households that buy a permit fat tinely, u

refrigerators, etc.
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This plan would:

1 Reduce the cost of residential pick up for tiweealready contract for service, by achieving
economy of scale for a single provider through the franchise fromédde. families that do not
now use residential pickup an opportunity to have this service, likely at a lower price than now
available.

1 Reduce expenditures on solid waste management for some contracting municipalities by eliminating
the need to staff and operate transfer stations

1 Retain the dropff options for families that wish to use it.

1 Open up a revenue stream for the municiphétyetains the transfer station, offsetting its
operating costs and increasing the prospect of its operating in the black.

1 Make solid waste management costs for communities and citizens predictable and stable over time.

1 Reduce the waste management cddadprint by eliminating travel through the same
neighborhoodby the trucks of multiple providers.

Testing the ModelSolid Waste Districts 1 and 2

Municipalities with larger and denser populations tend to have higher garbage and refuse expenditures (the
Town and Village of New Paltz are notable exceptions; there is a regional RRA transfer station in New Paltz.)
In order to maximize potential savireged minimize costs per household, it makes sense to consider this

model in towns with larger populations and therefore greater waste management expenditures. As seen from
Tables XV and XV, towns with higher expenditures have larger net lossesnaéstheyy contain more

households, they have more bargaining power when acting collaboratively.

Proposed Solid Waste District 1

The Town of Wawarsing Transfer Station operated at a $228,078 loss in 2007; it received $204,329 in fees
and an additional $09 from the Village of Ellenville for municipal waste disposal. It spent $122,407 on
personal service, and an additional $310,000 for contractual exiveaddsion, most residents in the

town paid for curbside pickup; only 18% of householdsditiiedransfer station for drayff. (Table XV)

The Town of Rochester, though in better shape than Wawarsing, also operates its transfer station at a loss.
According to its 2007 audited budget, Rochester spent $73,436 on personal service and $191,526 on
contractual expenditures, for a total of $264,962. There was $257,600 in revenues, creating a net annual deficit
of $7,362. In Rochester, 48% of households utilize the transfer station-&éf. drop

Expenses in the Town of Marbletown for operatinggitsfier station in 2007 were $36,608 for personal

service, and $108,000 in contractual expenses. In 2007, the transfer station received $125,000 in revenues. It
therefore operated at a $19,608 net loss.

67



Proposed Model

Garbage
Producer

Chart IV

(Fewer Transfer Stations)

b8




A proposed solid waste district transfer station might be located in Marbletown. The town might benefit both
from the revenue streams it would realize from its partners under cmdréroim their initial capital

contribution (perhaps spik over several years, and funded out of savings) for equipment to assure that
proper fees for services were levied uponasers.

Proposed Solid Waste District 2

In southeastern Ulster County the towns of Shawangunk, Plattekill, Marlborough anelsklotydrmther
opportunity in that they are in close proximity, are well connected by rgae$€hee of thBhawangunk
mountairrange in the middle of the county presentobstacle to collaboratiamong some towrns this

area of policy), have malel garbage and refuse costs, and serve citizens likely to support less expensive
curb side pickup of refug@able XVI)

The Town of Lloyd operated its transfer station in 2007 at a loss of $90,822. Costs were $44,771 in personal
service, $76,377fees to the RRA and an additional $39,674 in contractual expenditures. These were offset
by $70,000 in revenues. In addition to this, 76% of households currently contract for curbside service. The
Town of Lloyd Transfer Station no longer accepts cotistrand demolition debris.

In the same year, the Town of Marlborough operated its transfer station at a $42,525 per year loss. Spending
included $24,225 for personal service, and $58,300 in contractual expenditures; there were $40,000 in
offsetting reveues. Fewer than 1% of households in the town utilized the transfer stationdtiratrop

residential trash bagable XVI1) Howevermore used it for disposal of tires, appliances, lawn waste, etc.

The Town of Plattekill has recently seen a hugthgiroits solidvasteexpenditures. From 2007 to 2008

the actual expenditures for the transfer station grew from $4,383 to $86,735. This later year total was offset
by $81,134 in fees. Thus, the annual loss was small: $5,601. The tremendonsolct esste

expenditures and revenues in Plattekill is a bit misleading. The scale of operations did not change. Previously
the Town contracted with a private individual to run its transfer station, charge fees, and pay expenditures to
the RRA. But th contractor did not pay the RRA, leaving the Town to foot the bills. The contract was
summarily terminated, leaving Plattekilhimmediatly awkward position of having no operating transfer

station. Initially residentsho disposed of theimm sold wastaneeded to go to the regional transfer facility

run by the RRA in New Paltz. The Town of Gardiner then agreed to allow Plattekill residents to utilize its
transfer station until the Plattekill station could reopen a few weeks later. As a cendegrean no

accurate recormf thenumber of residential permits issued in Plattekill in a recent year; to this date the town
of Plattekill does not sell residential permits, opting to charge for household waste disposal by the bag. The
transfer statin charges for debris by the yard.

63The Executive Director of the Ulster County Resource Recovery Agency, Michael Bemis, indicated in an interview that one major
reason transfer stations operate at a loss is thigyimelgerent in charging by volume for construction debris and waste. By

upgrading an existing facility with scales, the transfer station may assure that the fees are charged by theigifibrand are

accurately assessed. The proposed intermuaiggzinents would be written to assure that the operating transfer stations have the
proper equipment to accurately assess the fees for construction debris and waste.
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The Town of Shawangunk did not list any personal service in its budget for its transfer station. (In the 2009
budget there is $12,000 designated for a part time employee.) In 2007, Shawangunk spent $72,484 in
contratual expenditures which was offset by $36,337 in revenues. In net terms the transfer station operated
at a $36,147 yearly loss. The Shawangunk transfer station measures debris b§.e ofandusieholds

utilize it for dropoff.

The Town of Gardier recently spent $400,000 in renovations and upgrades to its transfer station site and
bonded to pay the bill. Instituting a collaborative plan, and designating a solid waste district in which
neighboring towns would contract with the Town of Gardirdispmse of municipal waste could help
Gardiner to repay its bond more quickly, relieving the financial burden on the residents of Gardiner.
Approximately 33% of households in the Town of Gardiner use the transfer station for resideffial drop

Under he models proposggdeoplevho already contract for pickup (a vast majority of households) would
likely save money annually because of the economy of scale offered a single franchisee under a contract
negotiated by the town government. The savilhsavanoney becauskaywill no longer have to pay to
operate a transfer station, and will incur minimal costs to dispose of municipal governmeumbstastal S
savings are likely over time from curogarating costs, net stfiort terntransitional expeses angossible

capital cost® upgrade the facilities that would remain .op@necise calculation is not possible without
knowing the costs of the contracts each town would reach with it partners in avesgimeahd with

private carters after competitive biddimgcks from multiple companies would cease to ply the same routes,
with concomitant reduction in pollution aknergy savingscreaseMeanwhile, citizens who now

dispose of their own waste wouldéhawveduced financial incentive to do so, but could continue with this
practice if they so wished.

Social ServiGe®e consequence of the unique provisibourSt at e constitution that
and support of t he isthaplieéasgsiance is requicdundercarSafetyéNét
program in New York for persons whods eligibility
subsidized prograrffs. State funds pay half this bill; localities must cover the othdtibtdfically in New

York poor relief was a local community responsibility. When federal and state welfare programs were
developed during the Great Depression and after, New York was unusual among the states in retaining partial
fiscal responsiltiji for these at the local le€his practice in New York remains controverhidllster,

unlike in other counties in New York State where the remaining local responsibility for public assistance has
been shifted to the county level, towns and the City gétdim cover this local share.

One effect of this practice is that the burden of the Safety Net is greateggtyrofiie€ingston andh
towns with villages, places in which less expensive housing and public transportation are more available, and
wherelow wage employment is more likely tiobed 65

Though tte city and towns may have welfare officers to administer this respomadimilitgdo not.

Sometimes this is an additional duty for Supervisors. Proponents of continuing this practice argue that
retaining administrative responsibility at a very local level helps assure that claims are legitimate. But the
county government, as an agent of the state, determines the eligibility of person for assistance and establishes

64 New York State Constitution. Article XVII. Section 1.

65 Interview with former Ulst&@ounty Social Service Commissioner Glenn Decker, August 27, 2009.
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where he or she lives the purpose of determining the locality required to provide assidtéoeever, it

is no longethecase that the town must issue a check to individual recipients of benefits. Rather a debit card
is now issued by the county, with costs charged back tevthertity. This is one of several instances in

the intergovernmental relationships in Ulster county, like those between the state and its counties, in which
decisions are made by one government that impose costs on another, and in which a sodiddpeut sh
considered.

Choosing toDeliver Services Together

The New York State Constitution provides that |l oc
jointly or by contract any facility, service, activity or undertaking which each paticigldiogernment

has the power tsdnapcordwith tHisautBoazatiamn, and its intgntidjacantand

overlapping municipalities in Ulster County almeatiborate formally and informally in the delivery of

services, and the use bfacilities.By size of budget and numbers of employees, the provision and

maintenance of highways is the most significant function sharedbylab t er 6 s muni ci pal i ti
in Special Study #ere is already extensive cooperation, most informal, in thisestgotential remains

to achieve even greater efficiency through enhanced collaboration.

As notedabove a number of towns in Ulster County share asseéssdittonally, Supervisorsport

significant collaboration in theea of animal contrdlt is not uncommon for communitiespoblicize

county programis town hallsand eveprovide space for other governments in order to ease access to
services, or enhance service levelspfomunity memberBor example, there is an office for the Federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development in the Saugerties Towdndtier exampl&sar di ner 6 s
built itsnewTown Hall with space for a substation for the New York State Police.

Themobil e unit of the Ulster County Clerkos Office
and Shandaken weekly to make itself more accessible to citizens gpeekagfiavers Licenses and

Learners Permits, obtain NBmiver Identifi@tion, process registrations and obtaining plates for Passenger,
Commercial, Trailers and Motorcydkegping receipts for these services in the édlihy County

Department of Social Servistafsits Food Stamps program on aesltied basis in thaw®erties dwn

Halls8

Highwayslighway and road construction, operation and maintenance is a responsibility of all general purpose
local governments in Ulster County, and is the largest area expenditure fataiagtending for

highways in theounty in 2007 was $41,540,711. Close to an additional $3 million was spent for
transportation facilitiesiiscellaneous and ancillary transportation expenses; much of this was likely highway
related.

Highway spending as a proportion of the total lodgdbuvas highest in 2007 in Denning and
Hardenbur gh, t heastpapuloudjyigdietiomn.oThd propoutionaMas, lowésein the Village
of New Paltz and the City of Kingston. Though highway costs constituted only 7.4% of the county

66 Article 1X, Section 1.c.

67 http://www.co.ulster.ny.us/countyclerk/dmvmobile.html

68 Seehttp://saugerties.ny.us/HUD/hud.html
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governmeris 2007 budget , higneayslwesl7®47 558 mpsopr ¢ mchitgy ,f darhe ¢
fiscal discretion in this poliagea igreater than in many others.) The property tax for highways is

separately levied by towns, but not for the countgityher the villages. Unlike their counterparts in the

county, the city or the villages, town highway superintendent are electedbffmnasive

recommendations for intergovernmental collaboration to substantially reduce costs of highway maintenance
area major focus of this repaicorporategsSpecial Study. A

PoliceSpending for police by local governments in Ulster County in 2007 totaled $26;08H0RGling

benefitg? Of the sixteerpolice departments in the county, one each vaenéamed by the county and city
governments, two by village governmentsvesigdby townsThe remainder of towns had no police
departmentsSaugerties has both village and fmlicedepartmerst In New Paltz, police services are

provided in the village by the town. Wawarsing has no police department, while the Village of Ellenville,
within its boundaries, maintains one. The departments in Plattekill, Olive and Rosendale are made up entirely
or almost entirely by péitne officers.

The County Sheriff, an elected official, heads a departmen2®dffioadgetfor police of $5.73 million.

Police costs equaled or exceeded those for highways in four Ulster Countytlec@litiesf Kingstorthe

towns of New Paltz and Ulster and the Village of Saugartdarch, 2010illagevoters approved the

merger of its police department with that of the Town of Saugerties, where police require 10.9% of the town
budget.) IrR007 irnthe Town of New R& the police function required almost a quarter of the budget

(24.3%), in the Town of Ulster 17.9%, in the City of Kingston 16.55% and in the Village of Saugerties 15.7%.
This pattern of service delivery regularly raises issues of equity in th@disfritnst and benefits.

According to the New York State Division of Cri mi:
reported employing 317 people full time and 213imparin 2007 in their police departmé&h®f the full

time personneR66 were sworn officers; of the {piane staff, 155 were sworn officers. A survey by the

International City and County Management Association done in 2006 shows that in the United States there

are, on average, 2.12 police officers per 1,000 peop#difie$ with populations between 10,000 and

24,9992 Counting fultime sworn officers only, this ratio was exceeded in 2007 Ulster County by the City of
Kingston (3.27), and the Towns of New Paltz (3.07) and Ulster (2.23). This suggests thatghere may b
opportunities for savings from a review of staffing in these communities.

The Ulster Regional Gang Enforcement Narcotics Team (U.R.G.E.N.T.) is the principle example of
intergovernmental collaboration in law enforcement in Ulster County. Organizéteueddership of the
Sheriffds Office in 2007, URGENT includes partici
enforcement agenciasd the local police departments of the City of Kingston, the Village of Ellenville, and

69 This total does not include $2,672,035 in facilities costs and $114,249 in ancillary costs, as these may, intphart, support o
transportation spending.

70 Totals do not include expenditui@sthe State Police, Department of Environmental Conservation police or SUNY New Paltz
campus police, as these are state agencies, not local governments. Nor do these totals include police expenditutéypMNew York
security foits watershed proges in the county.

71UIster County Planning Departméddta Book 2 008 ) o Ul ster County Law Enforcement Per
http://www.co.ulstgrus/planning/ucpb/demo/databook/Police%200fficers.pdf

72Sourcebook of criminal justice statisttgs /Omhimealbany.edu/sourcebook/pdf/t1642006.pdf
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thetowns of Ulster, \Wbdstock and New Paltz. This program reported some success in combating drug
trafficking and gang violence in the county in its first two years of operation. The Sheriff wrote in his
departmentds 2007 annual r e p o petiment onthBwzaEdgidbnalipglicea ¢ 0 0 |
community made up of many individual parts can intérbrud also use fashanging technologyo fight

a difficult and d@&ngerous societal probl em. 6

The New Paltz Police Department has two certified Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) instructors

who teaclan awarenegsogram in the New Paltz Central School Disbidtatthetown® expenseln

anothe example of collaboration, the Kingston Chaated School District contracts with the City of

Kingston for police services in its schools. ggdendnodel, contracting for services from an overlapping

or adjacent jurisdiction, is a common pattern across the country for reducing ctessindpit®ntrol of

the | evel of service with the contracting localit:
oproducedd6 by that entity.

Water In New York State, all water systems serving five or more toiaeilities are regardeddap u b | i ¢, 6
and must be inspected by @auntyDepartment oHealth acting as an agent of the statassur¢hat

they meet health and safety standdidter Countyas dur municipal systendsthe City of Kingston and

the three villagesand fourteerthat are organized as special districts within towns. In addition, Hurley is

served by a private watercompa@dyne Vi | | age mayor said in an interyv
we do is provide water under the.daw

Built at a timevhenthecity and villaggopulations were larger, the four municipal water systems have

capacity beyond their needs, and have therefore sought to extend service to adjacent communities as they
became more densely settlach ot her vi | | age ma atersysteretseabilitiyied hi s vi
provides to generate reveru@ s 0 0 U r Themis alreadintagoverdmetal collaboration in place
intheprovibn of wat e rcommunitiedgtheGolden titl dngJidter Water Distris{City of

Kingston) the Glasco Water District (Village of Saugerties), and the Town of New Paltz Water District

(Village of New PaltzA recent intergovernmental agreement further extended the availability of Kingston

City water in the Town of Ulstéfarlborough contracts for water from the Town of Newburgh, in Orange

County™

A 1970 study proposed the development of six integrated water supply areas to meet projected needs for
Ulster County? In afollowingstudy completedor Ulster County in 198%d prospect was raised of

integrating existing water systemwasubregionf the countythe southeast (New Paltipyd,

Marlborough, Newburgh) and along the Thruway corridor (Kingston, Ulster and Saugethistdps

would provide participating towns with multiple sources of water. Kingston and Saugerties have independent
systems. New Paltz now draws upon the NYC Catskill system, Highland on the Hudson River and
Marlborough (trough Newburgh) on the NYOelaware system. & regional approach&suld be most

Ul ster County 200&AnnUalfRéeK Depatr o men®f fi ce of the Sheriff, p. ¢
Regi onal Gang Enforcement Narcotics Team (URGENT)O6 Press Rel
Annual Report, p. 7.

74 See the remarks of the Mayor at http://www.ci.kingston.ny.us/content/62/66/default.aspx

75 NYS. Department of Healt@omprehensive Water Supply Study for U3ty QTR
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valuable if one or the other source goes off line, as will happened when New York City sequentially closes its
Delaware and Catskill systems for rehabilitation.

Additionally, the 1989 study idéatl potential longerm water supply issues in Gardiner, Shawangunk and
Plattekill, three fast growing towns in the southern part of the gowtighmost places rely upon

individual wells In this caséhoweverthereis no esily envisioned regidrapproach that might be

connected tgubstantial municipal systems in place.

In all three cases, regionalization of water systems would be extremely costly, grisvibwverkes long
term reliance on individual wells problematic, and the avail&hitifgle water and sewer capacity is an
essential economdevelopment resourcAs a first stephis argues for a netmupdae the countywide
study completed two decades ago.

Emergency Medeak8&mergency Medical Response in Ulster County is in the midst of evolving from a
largelwolunteer to éargelypaid servigewith local governments assuming a significant role for covering

costs. Most recently, the volunteer service in Marlborough wasfegeequiring the town to enter into a

contract with a private provid&hereare two basic factors drivingesh changesFirst, therésthe well
knownshortage of volunteeSecongeven when volunteers can be fourtdkgsconsiderable tinte fully

traineach one tmeet state standards, and to have him or her comfortably serve in response to emergencies.

The Marlborougleontract provided for 12 hour pay coveragdlonday to Sundaly the person who

summons it is insured, the ambulancesec e 8s f i rst cl aim for payment it
obligation is for uninsured person or charges beyond those covered by insurance, up to the limit of its
agreement with the company.

Somecommunities in Ulster Courtigve no recent experiendthwolunteer ambulance servitéighland
also contracts with a private provider. InGie of Kingston anthe Town of Ulsteremergency response
has long been provided fnyvate companies onlyardenburgh and Denniage too thinly populated to
sustain sucholunteerefforts.

Payment is also used to augment volunteer service to elevate the leestaibtafrom emergency
responderf the sixteen communitinked ambulance corps in the county, eleven are staffedE MT 0 s
who can provide basic life suppaust fived in Ellenville, New Paltz, Shandak&opdstock an&augerties

-- offer more advanced Paviedic services. the Saugertiearea, th®iaz Ambulance Servicea notfor-

profit organized in 1978 andmed for its originakbefactor, employgaid staff. Thambulanceervices in
New Paltz and Woodstock, staffenarily by volunteers, pay paealics to maintain this higher level of
service. Shandaken provides ambulance response as a semicippdying paiime personnel on a per
call basisEllenville First Aid and Resgs@nother example of a volunteer staff supplemented by a paid
paramedic

Volunteer services are paid for, in part, by billing costs back to insurance companeghidiene

possible. A disincentive to the continuation of companies like Hurley and West Hurley within their current
governmental structure is that state law prohibits such billing. Town governments may make payments or
provide irkind services (e.g.sgéine, vehicle maintenance) to cover such Gogts the receritend

described above ghiotal cost of emergency medical services to local governiikethytsasncrease

substantially itheyearshead.
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Ulster is within the Hudson Valley EMS Rediamust maintain a county EMS Council and coordinator,

and develop am EMS plan for state approval. Beyontdhisuty 6 s gover nment 6 s modest
with EmergencivedicalServices is linked to general responsibilityrgencydispatch angdreparedness

But this service is highly valued by citizens; it is literadigifg.

With volunteerism diminishing and costs increasing, contreithimgme or more private providengy

make sense. But at the same itimeaymake little sense to simply conttaatn-by-town - to continue

service delivery within traditional town government boundaitbeut consideringegionahlternatives.

The Town ofMarlborough unsuccessfully sought to collaborat¢heifown of Lloydn contracting with

Mobile Life forambulance service. Examining the reasons for this outcome mifyhtheglidentify the

potential valuef such an approach, and the barriers ltonitay be timelytoo,for the county to take the

lead indevelopimy pl an t hrough whi ch Uhbssureamddydoressemiahuni t i es
emergency medical response servicés ¢aizens, delivered efficiently and effectivelypaiddforfairly.

Emergency DispAttpolice, fire and emergency mediais made to 911 are received and responders

dispatched by the county Emergency Dispatch Céntiee. volume of such calls has been steadily

increasing in recent years. In 2008 center received a total of 84,4&@84 for police, 17,991 for fed

24,891 for emergency medical servicBBeCounty Sheri ffds department, the
Fire Departments in the City of Kings{eeparately for police and fire, until this yeatowns with 24

hour police services maintain tlogn dispatciservicesor calls directly received. However, the town of

Woodstock recently decided to turn all fire and EMS calls over to county dispatch.

A number of countiés New York Statmaintain a single dispatch center fqradite, fire and EScalls’8

This alternative has been discussed for Ulster Gaihtwithin the county government, and in some
municipalitiesSevere budget pressures in 2009 again brought this option teitheoime jurisdictions, for
examplehe Town of New Paltand the City of KingstorSuch a step is resisted by employee organizations
because jobs would be lost, and by departments that misint@in autonomy amdntrol. Additiondy, a

shift in responsibility for this function would require the countyetadhditional personnel at a time that it
alsomust reduce staffing. Thus consolidating dispatching, thawogtdtlikely result ioverallsavingshas

not been pursuedn this, as in other areas, a fair solution may be to centralize servicaiiestryel at
which greatest efficieymmay be achieved, while chargaak some or all costs to communities actually
demanding and receiving dispatch services.

Records ManagemeniNew York State Archives is responsible for providing guidéoea governments

on the management of their recéfdBy Local Law in 1986, the County Legislature gave responsible to the
County Clerk,raelected official, fdd | s treeordd rmanagemeAtstate grant receivedlif99 financed

the completion of MAR@escriptions for approximately 930 cubic feet of records and their entry into a

76 For a discussion of the establishment of the dlhbaxation in Ulster County see Gerald Benjamin and Richard Nathan.
Regionalism and Re®llashington: Brookings Institution Press, 2001) pf21209

77 See data reported for the past four yeatspaiwww.co.ulster.ny.us/emergencyservices/communications/stats.htmi

78|n fact, Allegany, Steuben and Schuyler Counties are considering creating a sttameatymgitinal emergency response
center. Selettp://www.eveningtribune.com/news/x1692321930/Consolidatiesome911

"See Thomas D. Norris. dTWvhe R&ewea drsAtMarniagteeme naf Sayrms t Bfmfée tAl ban
Department, State Archives, Records Management Servicdst2002)yw.archives.nysed.gov/a/records/mr_pub61.pdf
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Primary Archival Databa®eAt the conclusion of the grant cycle, Ulster County created a position in the
budget and hireain achivistas a permanent full time employee.

In ensuing years, the creation of this position has resulted in the county being a center of expertise in the
region for record preservation and manageribetoffice of the Clerk reports that it assists both County
departments and municipalities withinctte u n t yessessmenh, pracessing and storage, retrieval and re

file of records, full micrographic services, records management consultation, general records storage and
di s ast e rl Rplatiensips hamegoeen established wathnty,city, andtown historians. Recently

assistance was provided to the Town of Ulster Police Department with a Records Inventory and Planning
Projectand t o the | ibrary in that same town with the
Records for temgrary storage.

The State Commission on Efficiency and Competitiveness recommended in its final report that the
management of vital records, now handled at the city, village and town level, be moved to the county level.
When interviewed, several towficadls argued for the retention of this function at the town level for the
convenience of citizedlsh e st ate county clerkds association has

There appears to be significant additional potent |
recordsnanagementid! st er 6 s muni ci palities, with possible f
utilization.

Recreationterviewd or t hi s study revealed a major commitmen
programs for citizens, and especially summer camp recreation for children. Total municipal spending on
recreation in Ulster County in 2007 was $8.4 million. QfQt88s ($914,196) was county spending.

Among other municipalities, spending levels ranged from $2 million in the City of Kingston and $1.1 million

in Saugerties to $210 in Hardenburgh and $1,020 in Denning. The highest spending par7oppisa (g

the City of Kingston. Among the towns, highest spending per capita jurisdictions were in Né#eRnltz ($

and in Saugertie3@L3). (Chart V)

Recreation is an area vetaxpayecods are substantiallgiminished through the collectiorfeésfor
service Total Spending iB007was ofset by a total ofi$45 milliorin fees collected.7.3%) Additionally
in that year, state aid for recreation totdletV $nillionleaving5.26 (or 17.5%pf the overall costs to be
borne by the general tax leReliance upon fees has increased substantially over time. In 1996 fees
($511,820) constituted 12.9% of the total cost of recreation ($3,959% ##sGovered by state aid
($248,102).

Facilities vary enormously from community to commugibunty facilitied the pool in New Paltz, for

exampl@ benefit residents of both the host community and surroundingPers.e ndal eds pool i
town resource. lan example of collaborative service deliNery,Paltz, the Town and ¥jesharehe

expense of the Morielimol am surrounding park. ThelTown of New Paltz maintains a BMX track laad

built a new sports and recreatiadility Saugerti@&s commi t ment t o recreation p
extraordinanyts facilitiednclude: 11 baseball fields (five lighted); 4 regulation size soccer fields (two lighted);

1 Olympic size enclosed refrigerated ice rink; 4 lighted tennis qmawilgys (two with full service

kitchenettes); 1 conference center; 1 senior citizdtirfumetion recreational center; 3 basketball courts; 3

80 Ulste County ClerkUl st er County Clerkds Office Recor dsCoMmaumnieaioa ment Pr c
to Gerald Benjamin of September 4, 2009.

8lSee t he Cl btip:Kvwsviv.cowlstér.ayvius/@muntyderk/recordsmgment.html
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playgrounds (including small world playground); 1 covered band stage; 2 covered grandstands; and 8
horseshoe pigs.

Summer programs for children, though occasionally criticized as an unnecassgrarexgteongly

supported in most communities. Where they have been cut back, as was the case in the town of New Paltz,
there are active discussions about their restoratiganeral, towns make their summer recreation program

and poolsvailable ttheir residents first and thenrésidents of adjacent communities on a space available
basis, at an increased fee.

Oftenone town has facilities for its prog@for example, a swimming pedhat another may not.

Additionally, there are likely pensel associated with the summer or year round program in one town that

have skills that might be useful to a neighboring comnidmitgver, there were no reports of collaboration

at the governmental level between or among proglimthgse circumstanceie facilities in one town

might be made available on a collaborative or exchange basis with those in another, either enriching programs
or reducing the cost of renting facilities or hiring specially skilled staff on a fee basis.

The Count y &smentsas &ustonees Collaborating in Meeting Common Needs

A third distinct area of intergovernmental collaboration is that in which the municipality is the customer. As
conventionally understood, a local government is a customer when it deatsutsgitheavendor to obtain

goods and/or servicégranging from road materials to legal advice. But also, one part of the local

government that provides services directly to citizens may be seen as the internal customer of another that
supports it; thus alc a | hi ghway department becomes the oOcusto
who do not directly fix the roads, but support those who do.

Purchasigo | | aborati on in purchasing of some goods and
established practice. This may also be done statewide, using the state bid. The state associations of local
governments leid the establishment of the New Kddunicipal Insurance Reciprocal (NYMIR) through

which 600 jurisdictions now purchase their insutameeJister County, Denning is the sole current

municipal participant INYMIR; two jurisdictions have participated in the past, but have ceased to do so

The Ulster County government participates in the Municipal Electric and Gas Alliance (MEGfia non
consortium established to aggregate buying power so as to reduce gas and electric costs to local governments
in the staté4Both the county goverrant and the City of Kingston are members of the Hudson Valley

Purchasing Group, a commercial initiative of the Bidnet CofapEmig.effort is described on its website as

0a group of municipal agenci es | ocdforeeglin Mach New Yor |
2002 to create this Regional Bid Notificat$on Sys:!

In 2009fourteen municipalities in Westchester County passed resolutions to join the Northern Westchester
Energy Action Coaldn in order to become eligible for U.S. Department of Energy grants seeking to

82 See the Town websitelatp://saugerties.ny.us/parks_recreation/parks.htmil

83 Seethe NYMIR websitgtp://www.nymir.org/

84 See the MEGA websitehdtp://www.megaenergy.org/

85 |nteractive Procurement Technologiéstby/Risneiptbybidnet.com/Overview/

86 See théludson Valley Municipal Purchasing Group websitégpatwww.govbids.com/scripts/hvmpg/public/homel.asp
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promote conservation and efficiency that are not available to smaller jurisdictions. A first initiative is to seek
resources that would allow participating jurisdictions\taprowinterest loans to homeowners, to be paid
back from home energy cost savi#igs.

There is some predisposition among local officials to purchase goods and services locally whenever legally
possible, to support community businesses/taxpayers. simngsors argue that such an approach not

only produces good will, but results in the timely delivery of quality service, at competitive prices. Town
Supervisors in Ulster say they use the county bid for purchasing selectively, because, they say, in som
particular circumstances the county does not get the best price. One idea offered is to allow any county
municipality to take advantage of the county bid, or a price below that bid obtained by another local
government within the county. However, sutiaage in practice would provide a disincentive to vendors
seeking the county bid; it would also likely require changes in state law.

Medical Insuraridee 2008 Report of the State Commission on Local Government Efficiency and
Competitiveness identifiethployee health insurance benefits as a major local government c&dndriver.

Ulster County, the total cost of employee health insurance coverage for the county, City of Kingston, towns,
villages and school districts in 2008 was $95,542/8413.VI) The overall increase between 1996 and

2008, driven both by higher premium costs and increased numbers of persons covered, was 211%. The
greatest aggregate percentage increase was experienced by school districts; the smallest by villages. For the
county, he city, towns and villages, medical insurance costs in the county were about 6% of all spending in
2007, a significantly lower proportion than that reported by the state commission for local governments
statewide.

Local government leaders have strugglestent years to reign in health insurance costs, seeking less costly
alternative providers and employing techniques recommended by the state Comptrolle®Ad others.
particular issue statewide, a survey by the State Civil Service Department thlab\aegigisficant number

of local jurisdictions in New York require no employee contribution to covering the costs of their health care
coverage. Moreover, where contributions are required they average only 10% offfoEaboosteview

of the limted number of labor contracts in Ulster County provaes by municipal governments, we

found that a number of communities still pay a 100% of medical benefit costs for police, and other active
employees. With few exceptions full time elected sfficiain supervisors, clerks and highway
superintendents receive medical benefits concomitant with those provided unionized employees. Health
benefits are also provided to town justices in fifteen of the twenty Ulster County towns, county legislators
and town board

8 Martin Wil bu etsFede@lGaahts fResidents oT aSragv eTheMExammd@datember 121, 2009,
p. 6.

88 Sate Commission on Local Government Efficiency and CompetitiPedsissEmployee Health Insurance Contributions
http://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/Municipal_Employee Health_Insurance_Contributions.prdf

89 Office of the New York State Comptroll®ivision of Local Government Services and Economic Develofoetdining the
Cost of Employer Provided Health Insuraf@et&eeefd803. # 200@r-5)
http://www.0osc.state.ny.us/localgov/audits/swr/2003mr5. pdf

90 Cited inhttp://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/Municipal_Employee_Health_Insurance_Contributions.pdf
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Average (1992007) Recreation Expenditure Per Capiti Chart VvV
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members in eleven towAsYears of service required by elected officials for continued provision of medical
benefits range from ten (Wawarsing, Shawangunk, New Paltz) tb\re/ébnning).

There haveen some effoand limited successsome towns to requigeeater health insuraraepayment
from more recently hired employees, and retiResonsidering the rangeludse covered, and achieving
a higher level of ggayment for health insurance, must be a priority for local governments {Doutster

An additional looming problem is the unfunded liability facing local goveinmaw York for health

care coverader local employees when they refifee United States General Accounting Oidiestifies

othe growthinhealthe |l at ed costséas the primary driver of th
government sector , 0 teecatoftheakhdnsurapce fortstate ant lacal emptoyees o f
and r é&tAccordirggo.aolicy brief published in 2009 by the Regional Institute of the University of

Buf fal o, based upon an analysis of ieeHedtitdareand!| oc al
other nonmpension benefits will create potentially catastrophic strains as leaders struggle te cover long
standing commitments to increasingly-longv ed wor ker s whil e rein¥%¥esting I

91Data compiled on January 14, 2009 provided by James Quigley on December 8, 2010.

92Health Insurance Agreements with Municipal Employees in Towns Providing Labor Contracts to this Study:
Lloyd
1 PBA: MVP 20+ Plan, Town pays 85% of Premium, Part Time Employees can buy in at full cost.
1 CSEA: Same Plan, Town Pays 82% of Premium plus a HealtbhrRement Account to covergays and

deductibles.
1 PBA Dispatch: Same as PBA.
Marlborough

1 PBA: Town pays Full Premium
1 PBA Dispatch: Same as PBA, but with a $2000/yeaubjpicentive
1 UPSEU (United Public Service Employees Union): MVP Health Plao-Rin 20 (w/vision). Hired prior to
2006: Town pays full premiums, after: town pays 90%. Annwoat ngentive of $2000 (must be covered by
other insurance). Retirement: prior to 2006 hires, town pays premiums on a sliding scale ranging ft@m 50% for
yrs service to 100% for 20 yrs. After 2006 hires: Town pays sliding scale from 50% for 10 yrs to 90% for 20 yrs.
New Paltz (Town)
1 PBA: NYSHIP, town pays full premiums, full premiums paid at retirement after 10 years service.
Olive
1 AFL-CIO: Town paysuil premiums; employees who retired prior to 1984 are grandfathered into full retirement
coverage, after 1984: sliding scale where employee pays 18D¢6sor 3% for-80 yrs, 50% for 105 yrs,
25% for 1820 yrs, and 0% after 25 yrs of service.
Saugeies
1 PBA: MVP 20 w/ no reimbursement forgays. Hired prior to July 2002, employee pays 5%, after, employee
pays 10%. Retirees after 10 yrs of service receive $10,000 towards insurance premiums. After 15 yrs service,
town pays 60% of premiums utii# retiree is eligible for Medicare.
1 Highway Dept: same as PBA.
Highway Dept (Teamsters): Same as PBA.
1 Non- Represented Employees: Hired prior to 1997: town pays 100% of premiums, after: town pays 90% of
premiums. $1000 annual {muy incentive.
1 CWA: samas PBA, but with $1000 annual-buyincentive.
93United States Government Accountability Office. State and Local Gover@muwavityy Fiscal Challenges Will Emerge during the Next
10 Year@Vashington: GAO, January 2008, G@8317)http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08317.pdf

]

94 University of Buffalo Regional Institulee End of Local Government As We (Buffaltt?the Institute, Policy Brief, January,
2009nttp://www.regionalinstitute.buffalo.edu/Includes/UserDownloads/UBRI%20Policy%20Brief Jan09.pdf
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Succesm achievinghangeias been limitedBudgetindy localities to meaitureunfunded liabilities is

impractical in the current fiscal environmarélmost alUlsterCo unt y 8 s mhealthcaiegsta | i t i e s,
have been subject to collective bargaiaimdjemployerepresentatives fiercely resist diminution of benefits

or sharing the costs of coveragaecommendation by the State Commission on Local Government

Efficiency and Competitiveness that the state mandate a minimum employee contribution for health care
coverage has thus far receiregupport in the legislature.

Localgovernmenthave been able to join tNew York State H&h Insurance PrograrfiNY SHIP)since

the year aftdats founding According to the state Civil Service Departrbgr2008 about 800 had donésso.

However, local leaders in Ulster indicated in intexthawthis was not always the least costly option for

them. A survey done for the Connecticut state legislature indicated that joining this program was more likely
forNew Yorkds Il ocalities i%in2009ieUlster Gpingthe Cityofst , downst
Kingston, two villages, six towns, four school districts, the Kingston and Ellenville Housing Authorities and

the Kingston Water Departmemére participaatin NYSHIP?

Intergovernmentahunicipal self insurance consortia that allow stabilizing or reducing costs and sharing risk
arepermitted under state law in New York, but until recentiynalttive in New York State served school

districts and BOCE&ot general purpose governmeautsl were created before the passatf#4of the

financial reserveinimum size anchinimumnumber of participatg municipalityequirementasow found

in Article47 of the Insurance LaioreoverNew York Insurance Lasequired that any municipality with

fewer than 50 employees, or any oOMultiple Employe:
ocommunity ratedo rather t han %&owevwrsithal00kgrahty oexpe
from theS M S | Program in the Secr et aopfyhe Stdte IBuraamdee 6 s Of f i
DepartmentTompkins Counfy s 1 7 mu warking tipreaughith€aurtysCouncil of Governments,

undertook to establish a health benefits consortium. THa@pobfit consortium seeks to maintain

benefits for all participants while spreading risk, lowering administrative costs, avoiding commissions, gaining
benefits from the investment of funds in reserve accounts, and making cost increases smaller, more

predctable and more timely (referent to local budget processes)nddrtium, governed by a board made

up of local government officials and administered under contract by a third pargpdragorin January

20109

95 New York State Department of Civil Senhitmwy York State Healburance Proghdim//www.cs.state.ny.us/nyship/nyship.cfm

%John Moran and Ryan F. OO6Neil. o0l mpact of Pooling State and
General Assably, Office of Legislative Research, OLR Research ReporR088 August 29, 2008.
search.cga.state.ct.us/dI2008/rpt/dB€)26631oc

97 The villages were New Paltz and Ellenville. The towns were Lloyd, New Paltz, Wawarsing, Shawangurgt), léadi ehter.
The school districts were New Paltz, Highland, Wallkill and West Park.

®See NYS commi ssion on Local Government Efficiency and Compe
47 | mp e dtip:Avevw.nyslaralgov.org/pdf/Cooperative_Health_Insurance_Purchasing.pdf

99 Michael Koplinkd. o e hr 0 Vi s i o n-efficiént llteantueicip@ SharedHealth Benefits Plan Without Diminishing
B e n e RMSAGNewESpring, 2009)ttp:// www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/Cooperative_Health_Insurance_Purchasseg@d$o.
Office of the New York State Comptroller. Division of Local Government and School AccouBtadniéity Services Among New
Yor k6 s L o dNovemlizg 20@9) m Ihépy/tvwew.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/pubs/research/sharedservices.pdf
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Ulster County has been gatherimgdtyears of experience data to inform consideration of becoming self

insured for the provision employee health insurance benefits. Unfortunately, the lack of availability of similar
data for the countyds ot her Heplanairig fogsach anroptidkatnt s bl o
changes in state insurance law passeddial legislative session in November ofl@@@®edrom fiveto

three the minimum number of municipalities needed to establish a cooperative health benefit plan and

required insurers to provide three years of claims experience to any such jurisdiction seeking it, if that place is
considering creating or joining sagblan. Alsdhestate insurance department was directed by law in 2009

to study two key niars: the impact on the commusnidyed health insurance market of letting municipalities

with 50 or fewer employgei with larger places to buy experieatadrpolicies; and the actual impact of

municipal hdth cooperative health benefit plan reserve requireifients.

The expenditure of nearly $100,000,000 annually for insurance premiums by governments in the county
suggests the potential valuexgdloring te possibilitpf acooperative health benefit plan based upon actual
claimsexperiencefaa | | t he countyod6s | ocal governments. I n t
reviewed in this report, the presence in the county of a well establisheganthi | ar t o t he Tom
County Council of Governmentsappears desiralas gplacefor thecollective consideration of change

and a catalyst for action.

Workers Compensétiafer state law passed 8v6 at a timehat obtainingoverage was difficalbd
expensivestatelawauthorizedicouniy to self insure for workers compensation, so long as at least one other
municipality within its borders joined with it. All cities, towns and villages within the county might join. The
lawal so provi ded that oO0any c onthermgpovabfthegceuntcy or contr
government and any otherpublior por ati ondé mi ght participate in th
law or regulatio!

Ulster County passed a localilMarch of 1979 to take advantage of this opport@iturrently all

general purpose local governments in the county, seven school districts, thirty fire didtsiets Ghenty
CommunityCollege and Ulster County Office Employment and Trainitigipate in this selfisurance

plan.This makes selfisurance for Workers Compensation the most participatory, comprehensive

collaborative program in Ulster Coufitystsare allocated to participating governments based upon a

formula that takasto consideration both ¢ 0 mmloss expeyidhee and the assessed value of the

property withinits boundariesEach participating government is obligated by law to pay annually into
program reserves until t h e aimdatilitiesrireMbrc@0@8she reseve f und
fund was $14,614,466.@@al outstanding liabilities were $26,8549962.

Any participating government may withdraw the workers compensation -sesiurance plapy stating

its intention to do so by thedirof July antecedent to the fiscal year in which the withdrawal would become
effective. According tdwo town supervisgrtheirt ownds i nvol vement in this pr
if it obtained workers compensation insurance on the private (fémdgdid not, however, provide

quotations or other data to support this arguimétithdrawafrom theseltinsurancelanrequires payment

of a municipalityds unfunded ,pntessthE€ounty Egetutehe cl ai m

WSenate Bill #2, Assembly Bill #2, November 9%0f2002009. See al
101 Workers Compensation Law. Article 5. Section 62.

102 CurrentlyUlster County AdministrativeSeotien A448.

103 Memorandum of Paul J. Hewitt, Ulster County Commissioner of Finance to Chief Fiscal Officers of Participating Governments,

March 30, 2009.
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approvegartial payments in installmeiitise lump sum requiremesta significant barrier participating
governmenkeaving the plan.

In recent years five fire districts seeking to leave the plan entered into litigation with the county government.
Theyargiedthat he countyds original | ocal | aw provided f
their direct participation in the plan. This direct participation later solicited by the county, they said, resulted
in o0doubl e bictcoveragg. dhe toonty démomsteated to thet satisfaction of the courts,

however, that though direct participation by fire districts was indeed not authorized in the local law, double
billing did not in fact occur. Negotiated settlements resulted findalistricts ceasing their participation in

the county planSettlement oftlgation undertaken by the Port Ewen Volunteer Fire Department is still

pending%4

The Countyds Insurance officer is wikeshmdang®oidb!| e f or
with insurance, including the Workers CompensatiorTplatlister County plaa se administered

unlike some other county plans that rely on a third party administratathade recently come under
considerable criticism the stat Comptrollet%Paticipat n g g o v paynmerdeovet adl &

administrative costs. The county reports that claims are thoroughly considered by its stafftihfour full
examiners, and all state requirements and deadlines for actions andgreymemnidew software, specially
designed to support public workers compensation programs, is currently being installed to improve the
efficiency of operations.

Technology lafiokmation Servidese is a growing movement for the county governmbatdome the

provider of information and support services for municipalities within it. This is already the practice, as

noted, for the maintenaneepropertytax records and property tax billingith seed funding from State

Senator John Bonacic, Marihat approached the county to enhance its GIS capability. The result is an
Internetbased system that incorporates data supporting a range of studies submitted to the town for real time
use in a multiplicity of areas, including planning, zoning and highway man&afjerteate under way to
extendtheintermunicipal agreemen¢tweente county and Marbletown for GIS services, provided at a

modest fee, to other Ulster municipalitibés Wouldprovide a costffectiverespnseto a felt needfor

exampleGIS supportvas requested aurinterviewwith the Supervisor of the Town of Nierough.

The county Criminal Justice Coordinating Council has been seeking funding for the development of a
common database for all governments and agencies
agencies within the county mreetingon the estdishment of a sined data base supported by the county.
Clearly, other back office support functions now provided by localities themselves, or contracted to private
providersd e.g. check writing, bookkeeping, electronic record kéeqmng be done by contract with the

county. T o w supdivisors are interested in a common budgetary format and data base that would allow
them to improve management by making-jatesdictional comparisons of program coBtere arether
possibilities imreas ranging from vehicle repair and maintetwatinggorovision of professiahsupport for

labor contract negotiation.

Contracting for a range of services with and through the aughtyreducéhecosts of aljovernments
involved by gaining the benefitstaEndardization arefficiencies of scalarticipating municipalities might

104 Telephone interviews by Gerald Benjamin with Howard Raab, September 15, 2009 , Attorney for the Find Disthiatd a
Catellinotto, Jr., October 6, 2009 Attorney for the County.

105 Office of the New York State Comptroller. Division of Local Government and School AccouRtatlgg.and Procedures of
CountySélffnsur ed Wor ker s 6MRG(Deoembers2807)i on Pl ans, 2007
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gain in other ways. Through intergovernmental contracting, costs of services beyond the short term might
become more predictable, making preneasierTime and effort would be savieéchany localities were

relieved of the need to prepare R&Rl go through a bidding process. Internal controls atsght

enhanced. Responsiveness to local needs might improve over that providedtbyeadiistamd thus

system downtime reduced.

In fact, there is a model in place in the relationship between Boards of Cooperative Educational Service
(BOCES) and their member school distridise MidHudson Regional Information Center at Ulster
BOCES povides technological services for 48 school districtisrardbtheBOCES in the region,

including work in such areas as accounting and payroll management. Through BOCES Instructional
Technol ogy, me mb ebasicdkéndgce desk suppbaubiesiyootiag; aorapsiter 0
repair/maintenance, technical assistance for maintaining infrastesftadogy purchasing, hosting
applications that support districtsd networks and
rel atedaser ail s &%6Aracent sunaep df leer constituents in Westchester County done by
Assemblywoman Sandra Galef showed that citizemsvitre most supportive of BOE&erving

municipalities as well as sch&Blslowever, there are legal and regylanopediments to such a step that
may only be addressed at the state level.

If the county assumes the role with general purpose municipal governments that BOCES performs for
member school districtbgte might be some concern among potential partbeus ss of local control,

and excessive centralization. But support services may be centralized, while decision making and service
delivery remain decentralized. This is already true for property tax administration. Indeed, this kind of
thinking mightesult in further decentralizationsoime functionfom the county to the citsgwns and

villages for example, voter registration.

Shared SpaEsopus, Saugertigésardineand Hardenburgall haveecently built town halls; Shawangunk

has just broken ground for new facilities. However difiwsendale, Marlborough, Marbletown and the

Town New Paltz face severe office space ne&isne are being quite creative in seeking to meet this need.

For exampletheTown of Rosendale is encouraging theinclosfon a o0 new t own hal |l wi tt
room facilityd formhe@reek eotke QoenmendRegervetopiiers a |

Individual governments almost always congiifiee space requiremis (and other space requirements as

well, for example salt sheds and vehicle repair fagiiifiesjt coordination with overlapping or adjacent

jurisdictions. Additionally, theunty government rarely-taates its regional activitigth town fadities

d if for no other reason than for lack of spaeountywide survey of space neadd master plan

periodically updated, would allow the identification of areas for potential collaboratidocatidrroeasing

the financing and developmenne&ded new facilities, reducing overall capitol costs, and potentially creating
regional ogovernment cent estopgdaditizewactessitorgoverimentat ount y t
services.

106 Ulster BOCESProposed Budget; Z®pp. 28 and 32. Quote on page 28.

1”Assembl ywoman Sandra Galef. OResults of Shared Services Que
http://assembly.state.ny.us/member_files/090/20080902/

Town of Rosendale. o0Town of Rosendale Request for Statement
Redevel opment 6 (November 14, 2006, typescript) p. 6.
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Summaryand Recommendations
DRAFT: Marct21, 2010

Intergovernmental Collaboration in Ulster County

Patterns, Principles, Recommendations

Existing Claboratiar@urrently, intergovernmental collaboration in Ulster County is both formal and

informal. Our inquiry revealed that collaboration betweemamg) anunicipalities through formal
intergovernmental agreements was less extensive than we expected. For highways, the service area in which
agreements were most numerous (discussed in detail in Special Study A) informal agreements prevailed.
Intergovenmental collaboration was far more frequent between two jurisdictions than among more than

two. Nested jurisdictiodsvillages within town, towns within the couimyere more likely to work

together in a number of ways than were side by side jurisdi@mlaboration between municipalities and

school districts is minimal.

Towns and Villagep:art from the oO0required collaborationsdé b
other general purpose governments discussed in this report, the mosistoeeiumunicipal interactions

are between villages and the towns in which they are located. There is some shared delivery of services.
However;n all three cases each institutional party in these interactions reports ongoing tensions, based upon
clashig values, different priorities, conflicting constituencies or interpersonal differences.

1 The proposed study on the relationship between the town and village of New Paltz,
jointly applied for by both governmentsandf unded by t he Seioeretary
but has not yet been initiated. It should be expeditiously launched.

1 There was interest expressed in potential areas of collaboration by leaders in both the
Town of Wawarsing and the Village of Ellenville. These two jurisdictions might
consider seking state funding for a study similar to that being undertaken by the
Town and Village of New Paltz. The successful New Paltz application provides a
ready template for such an application.

The County Rdter collaboration to work in the future as@abrscale strategy,

1 The county government must come to understand itself as not only a service
provider, but as facilitator of connections and efficiencies for all governments within
the county.

Initiatives that the county has already undertaken under current leadership, for example in the areas of storm
water management, indicate that this fundamental change is, in fact, already occurring.

Proper Allocation of Costs and Flmptiguisectcollaborative intergovernmental relationships,

1 The costs and revenues connected with the service, function or activity should be
reasonably shared among the participating governments. Determining the proper
allocation of costs and revenues across functis for which responsibility is shared is
a major, neededcost accounting task.

86



Cost shifting from one government to another results in no real savings and must be avoided. The allocation
of duties among the collaborating governments should be done to assure economic, efficient, effective
performance of the function or delivery @& slervice. Bigger is not always better. In considering change,

the net benefitsfor citizens must be sought.

Collaboration Required in the Routines of Gtheecometytgovernment is, in fact, at the center of a complex
collaborative web as itnhucts its daily business both as an agent of the state and an autonomous actor. For
example, the administration of both the property tax and sales tax is clearly collaborative. So is the process for
the delivery of sanitation services. As noted, theyOOivil Service department oversees the operations of

civil service in nearly all local governments within the county. The county planning board is comprised of
representatives of municipalities. Ulster County is unique in that its towns andficignbiave

responsibility for a portiasf the social services safety net. Towns must collect taxes for fire and library
districts. Fire coordination, police dispatch, disaster planning and emergency medical services at the county
level are all collaboirat in structure and operation.

AssessmeAssessors are town, city or (for Ellenville) village employees. The costs of doing and
defending assessments are borne by the governments that employ the assessors, even though all who
use the resulting tax sbenefit from the work. A 2009 study of assessment in Ulster County

considered continuing the status quo and four alternatives. In general, annual costs of all alternatives
were shown in this study to exceed those of continuing with the status queerManedime

startup costs for all alternatives are shown to present a major barrier.

1 Areview of Ulster County suggests that the benefits of alternative approaches to
assessment may be under estimated, while the costs are over estimated.

1 Current assessent practices in Wawarsing seriously disadvantage property owners
in the Village of Ellenville. If equity in assessment were achieved in the town, there
would be no reason fothe continuation of the assessment function in the Village of
Ellenville.

Sale Tax Shariri@ecause The City of Kingston may levy the sales tax independently under the law in
New York State, the county must reach agreement with the city to levy this tax wmithamntty
boundaries. Howeveéhe county is under no legal obil@ato share any of this revenue with the

towns, and does so at its own discretion. Coun
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. Some are more generous than Ulster; others share none of these
resources.

Civil Sevice and Human Resilartagemerie Ulster County Personnel Director must oversee all
human resources functions for the county. Both county personnel and town supervisors indicate that
satisfaction varies at the municipal level with the admimstrfatihe civil service system.

1 Thereis no compelling case for the continuance of the Kingston City Civil Service
Commission.

T Consolidating Ul ster Countyds ci vil service
mechanizing them to improve system performance, is desirable.
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However, this would require a significant investment and additional staffing. Therefore:

i State law and regulatio should be changed so that the costs of the county civil
service system should be distributed equitably among the municipalities and school
districts that use it.

Collective Bargai@imgentlyin Ulster Countyworkers in all but two municipalities eepresented

by labor unions. Organized workers bring statewide expertise to the bargaining table, while localities
must incur additional costs to retain it. Moreover, relatively large numbers of smaller negotiations
likely have the effect of ratchetipgoosts in adjacent jurisdictions.

1 Consideration should be given to permitting the creation of a countyide
consortium to provide expertise for local governments in public employee labor
negotiations. Such an initiative might both reduce consulting feesnd the rate of
increase in growth of local government labor costs. This expertise might be made
available as part of a circuit rider program under the aegis of a Council of
Governments recommended for consideration elsewhere in this report.

Fire Distris and Town Overskgjra:district property taxes, like the county's levy, are collected by the
towns. Effective oversight of fire district financing and governance appears to be needed.

1 A change in state law is needed that would allow towns to rewieind alter fire
districts budgets, as they do levies for highways.

1 Collaborative contracting to purchase equipment might also produce economies.

Sanitation Servieseral purpose government spending for sanitation services in Ulster County
totaled $1.7 million in 2007. Additionally, $13.7 million was spent by the Ulster County Resource
Recovery Agency (UCRRA), a public authority established in 1986 to develop, finance and
implement a comprehensive solid waste management program in the county.

Sludgén 2007, the City of Kingston entered into a fifteen year agreement with Aslan
Environmental Services to build a system that used methane generated by its sewage
treatment plant to dry sludge and convert it into pellets that may be used as feudizer or f
Anticipating the prospect of growth, the Kingston sludge treatment facility was built to
accommodate twice the capacity of the Kingston sewer treatment plant. The Executive
Director of that agency, Michael A. Bemis, estimated in an interview that

1 $125,000 per year might be saved if investments were made that allowed sludge from
other jurisdictions now take elsewhere could be brought to Kingston.

Storm Sewddsider the leadership of the then county administrator (now the county
executive) in 200UIster County developed an innovative approach to pooling municipal
resources to meet MS4S regulatory requirements. According to one estimate, this
collaborative effort saved participating governments a total of $600,000.
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1 County government intendsto seek funding in support of the development of a
formal intermunicipal agreement in storm water management. This will open the
way for costsaving collaborative action in reporting, equipment acquisition,
mapping and the education of citizens, community leders and key local government
personnel.

Solid Wast&/hen all expenses are included, solid waste transfer stations in Ulster County
generally operate at a Iddse 1995 solid waste agreements among the Towns of

Woodstock, Saugerties and Shandakerdpraniearly model that all participants regard as
successful. The New MonudtRefortanlLecal Govemggeent ol | er 0
thatto Il n | ocal ities where residents contract i
numerous audits and reports indicate that local governments can realize substantial savings
for their residents by contr actttothisidtapr r ef u

1 Groups of Ulster County towns might join together regionally to contract with a
single private carter for roadside pickup of solid waste. An incentive for recycling
might be built into this contract, as it has been with success in otheommunities.
Carters could then take the waste directly to one of the two UCRRA regional transfer
stations, eliminating most of the need for town stations and the transportation costs
now incurred by towns. Town stations might then be operated at a muchdeced
schedule at far lower cost

Costsaving models are proposed for two groupings of towns: Wawarsing, Rochester and
Marbletown and Shawangunk, Plattekill and Marlborough.

Social ServidedJister, unlike in other counties in New York State winememaining local

responsibility for public assistance has been shifted to the county level, towns and the City of
Kingston cover this local share. The county government, as an agent of the state, determines the
eligibility ofaperson for assistancedastablishes where he or she lives.

1 Safetynet administration and financing is another instance in which decisions are
made by one government that impose costs on another; a sorting out should be
considered, with the county assuming this function as paof an overall readjustment
of responsibilities.

Delivering Services Together

Collaborative delivery of highway and justice court services is the focus of two major reports done in
connection with this research.

Highwayktighway and road constructiopeaation and maintenance is a responsibility of all general
purpose local governments in Ulster County. Total spending for highways in the county in 2007 was
$41,540,711.

1 Extensive recommendations for intergovernmental collaboration to substantially

reduce costs of highway maintenance are a major focus of this report, and are
separately summarized below as part of Special Study A
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Justice Courts:

1 Extensive recommendations for intergovernmental collaboration in the local justice
system are a major focus dhis report, and are separately incorporated in Special
Study B.

Planning and Economic Develbpmenimary recommendations are made in the focused report for
these areas. They may be adopted as discrete alternatives, or together as a compprebehsive a
to integratinglanning and economic development in Ulster County. Drawn from Sepcial Study C,
they are further summarized below.

T Create 0Cir c lanning drd/od eoderiforcEnoent sepvices.

1 Implementing Ulster Tomorrow through a coordimated Economic Development
System using a Council of Governments

PoliceSpending for police by local governments in Ulster County in 2007 totaled $26,084,096. Of

the sixteen police departments in the county, one each were maintained by the county and city
governments, two by village governments and the rest by towns. The remainder of towns had no
police departments. Saugerties has both village and town police departments. This pattern of service
delivery regularly raises issues of equity in the distribiutost and benefits. A survey by the

International City and County Management Association done in 2006 shows that in the United States
there are, on average, 2.12 police officers per 1,000 people in localities with populations between
10,000 and 249. Counting fullime sworn officers only, this ratio was exceeded in 2007 Ulster

County by the City of Kingston (3.27), and the Towns of New Paltz (3.07) and Ulster (2.23).

9 There may be opportunities for savings from a review of police staffing in thet{Cof
Kingston, and the Towns of New Paltz and Ulster.

1 A merger of the town and village police departments in Saugertibas now been
approved by voters.

9 Contracting for police services from an overlapping or adjacent jurisdiction, is a
common pattern across the country for reducing costs while leaving control of the
level of service with the contracting locality, and might also be considered.

Water:Waer is a regional resource; it is not constrained by municipal boundaries, nor amenable to
proper management within theknis, therefore, a natural candidate for intergovernmental

collaborationn n a ti me of growi ng s c achwaterrgsoumcesst oss t he
especially in the Hudson Valley, are central to our environment heritage and the key to our future
economic viabilityJlster County, a custodian of a main part of the NYC water system, has within it
four municipal systemdghe Cityof Kingston and the three villagesd fourteen that are organized

as special districts within towns. In addition, Hurley is served by a private water company.
Considerable intgurisdictional collaboration for the use of water is already in ptaaginyge

infrastructure needs attention. A 1970 study proposed the development of six integrated water supply
areas to meet projected needs for Ulster County. In a 1989 study, the prospect was raised of
integrating existing water systems in twaegyibnf the county, the southeast (New Paltz, Lloyd,
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Marlborough, Newburgh) and along the Thruway corridor (Kingston, Ulster and Saugerties).
Additionally, the 1989 study identified potentiaHiemg water supply issues in Gardiner,
Shawangunk and Platteldiction is very costly, and has not been taken. The availability of ample
water is an essential environmental asset and economic development resource. At minimum,

1 There is a need to encourage additional intergovernmental collaboration in the
delivery of water to our communities, and for updating the countwide water study
completed two decades ago, integrating municipal, environmental and economic
development goals and needs.

Emergency Medical SEmieagency Medical Response in Ulster Countghis imidst of evolving

from a largely volunteer to a largely paid service, with local governments assuming a significant role
for covering costs. With volunteerism diminishing and costs increasing, contracting with one or more
private providers may malemse. But at the same time it makes little sense to simply contract town
by-town (to continue service delivery within traditional town government boundaries) without
considering regional alternatives.

9 Iltis time for the county to take the lead indevelopig a pl an t hrough whi
communities can together assure and pay for essential emergency medical response
services for its citizens, delivered efficiently and effectively and paid for fairly.

Emergency DispAttholice, fire and emergency maldialls made to 911 are received and
responders dispatched by the county Emergency
the State Police, the Police and Fire Departments in the City of Kingston (separately for police and
fire, until this yequand all towns with Zdour police services maintain their own dispatch services

for calls directly received. A number of counties in New York State maintain a single dispatch center
for all police, fire and EMS calls.

1 Consolidating dispatching has beemiscussed in Ulster. Though it would likely
result in overall savings, it has not been pursued, in part because it would shift costs
to the county. In this, as in other areas, a fair solution may be to centralize service
delivery at the county level for geater efficiency, while sharing costs among
communities actually demanding and receiving dispatch services.

Records ManageByehbcal Law in 1986, the County Legislature gave responsibility to the County
Clerk for Ul ster ds aeeftheCodnty Cleri reporgsehat é assists bdith e o f
County departments and municipalities within t
retrieval and rBle of records, full micrographic services, records management consultation, general
reocrds storage and disaster planning. o

—

T There appears to be significant additional
advising and coordinating records managemen
possible financial savings and more efficient spaceilitation.

Recreationnt er vi ews for this study revealed a major

recreation programs for citizens, and especially summer aaaporefor children. However;
there were no reports of collaboration agtheernmental level between or among programs.
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1 The facilities in one town might be made available on a collaborative or exchange
basis with those in another, either enriching programs or reducing the cost of renting
facilities or hiring specially skilledstaff on a fee basis.

The Countyds Local Go CdlaboratimintMeetirag ComthansNeatisne r s

A third distinct area of intergovernmental collaboration is that in which the municipality is the customer. As
conventionally understood, a lggalernment is a customer when it deals with an outside vendor to obtain
goods and/or servicésranging from road materials to legal advice. But also, oolegpacal government

that provides services directly to citizens may be seen as the internal customer of another that supports it.

Purchasiigo | | aborati on in purchasing of some goods
wellestablished practic€his may also be done statewide, using the state bid. Also, some localities

in the county participate in statewide or regional cooperatives for purchasing. Town Supervisors in
Ulster say they use the county bid for purchasing selectively, becaagejritsmynte particular
circumstances the county does not get the best price.

1 One idea offered is to allow any county municipality to take advantage of the county
bid, or a price below that bid obtained by another local government within the
county. However, such a change in practice would provide a disincentive to vendors
seeking the county bid; it would also likely require changes in state law

Medical InsurahtcéJlster County, the total cost of employee health insurance coverage for the
county, Ciy of Kingston, towns, villages and school districts in 2008 was $95,542,813. Local
government leaders have struggled in recent years to reign in health insurance costs, seeking less
costly alternative providers and employing techniques recommendedaby Gungtroller and

others. An additional looming problem is the unfunded liability facing local government in New
York for health care coverage for local employees when they retire.

1 Reconsidering the range of those covered, and achieving a higher levketo-
payment for health insurance by employees, must be a priority for local governments
in Ulster County.

Ulster County has been gathering three years of experience data to inform consideration of becoming
seltinsured for the provision employee heakbrance benefits. Unfortunately, the lack of

availability of similar data for the countyds
planning for such an option. But a change in state law this year may open the door to such
collaborativeactin . Tompki ns Countyf6s seventeen muni ci peé

Council of Governments, undertook to establish a health benefits consortium that will begin
operation in 2010.

T Ul sterds governments shoul d ehbgnefisr e t he vi a
consortium. For health insurance, as in a number of other areas of policy reviewed in
this report, the creation of an entity si mi
Governments-- appears desirable as a catalyst for achieving savings.

Workes Compensatitnrently all general purpose local governmedksténcounty, seven school
districts, thirty fire districts, the community college and Ulster County Office Employment and
Training participate inéh c o selfingutance plan. This kes self insurance for Workers
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Compensation the most participatory, comprehensive collaborative program in Ulster County.
According to two town supervisors, their towno
obtained workers compensatiosurrance on the private market. (They did not, however, provide
guotations or other data to support this argument.) Withdrawal from-theusalice plan requires
payment of a municipalityds unfundetheportion o
County Executive approves partial payments in installments. The lump sum requirement is a
significant barrier to a participating government leaving the plan. The county reports that claims are
thoroughly considered by its staff of fourtinle exarmers, and all state requirements and

deadlines for actions and payments are met. New software, specially designed to support public
workers compensation programs, is currently being installed to improve the efficiency of operations.

Technology and Irtffom&ervicElsere is a growing movement for the county government to become
the provider of information and support services for municipalities within it. Support services may be
centralized, while decision making and service delivery remain dedentif@Bzs already true for
property tax administration.

1 Back office support functions now provided by localities themselves, or contracted to
private providersd e.g. check writing, bookkeeping, electronic record keeping
could be done by contract with the county.

1 Collaborative data bases for specific serng@reas should be further developed or
created.

1 Town supervisors are interested in a common budgetary format and management
information system that would allow them to improve local government performance
by allowing inter-jurisdictional comparisons of ppogram costs.

1 There are possibilities too in areas ranging from vehicle repair and maintenance to
the provision of profession support, as previously noted, for labor contract
negotiation.

Shared Spaedividual governments almost always consider gfioe requirements (and other

space requirements as well, for example salt sheds and vehicle repair facilities) without coordination
with overlapping or adjacent jurisdictions. Additionally, the county governmentieratg<ds

regional activiteewith town facilitied if for no other reason than for lack of space.

1 A countywide survey of local government space needs, periodically updated, would
allow the identification of areas for potential collaboration and etocation, easing
the financing and development of needed new facilities, reducing overall capitol
costs, and potentially creating regional 0
facilitate one-stop citizen access to governmental services.
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Appendix A - Achieving Collaborationd Some Guiding Principles

A review of early experience under the New York S
conditions under which intergovernmental collaboration was most likely to occur, and identifiedahe princip
barriers to déaboratiort® It found that achieving collaboration requires:

Local Leadershical government elected officials and administrative staff must take initiative in
identifying opportunities and pursuing alternatives fodactdrcooperation if it te occur. Without this
initiative and action, opportunities remain unexplored

Encouraging EngageRmamonents must foster an environment in which the need for change is
embraced by and ideas for change are rooted in the community/communitiesngocaidéoration or
consolidation. In most instances the community will have the final say, either sooner (referenda) or later
(future elections of local leaders). This engagement can help local leaders link proposed action to the
underlying problemd eervice delivery, cost and taxation for community members. Engagement can also
help to address the common responses from citizen
is not a problemdéd or thattoobbseyswvi hgygiatd awmarce
services delivered. o

Create a Venue Where Collaboration is a (dre ¥@uus may be a regular meeting of officials from
several governments to discuss common problems and seek shared solutionsatidheofa formal
organization- a Council of Governments or collaboration council. Even when there are not immediate
collaboration opportunities, such a venue provides the opportunity to build relationships and understand the
needs and capabilitiegpotential local partners. These kinds of linkages, and regular communication over
time, make it possible to take advantage of opportunities that may arise from as a key retirement or a joint
need for new equipment or facilities.

Experts Third party exgrts are important in pursuing intergovernmental collaboration. Properly
used, consultants may disarm the argument that one or another of the officials involved in seeking change is
pursuing a personal agenda (or vendetta). A key potential role Hidlee iouthese efforts, and one that
has been less specified, is as a neutral stipulator of facts. It is also important to insist that consultants report
in a manner that is not peenptive of local choice.

I tds About C o | Uargebjarisdactioms tiave theMesdurceS t teadr lroskeveral cases,
school districts and counties were far bigger in budget size and staff than the localities with which they sought
to collaborate. But disparities in size and capacity may raise fears gbsuhdreiimated. Larger
governments must be mindful that successful collaborations can only result if the process is neither actually
nor apparently controlled by the larger partners. In several cases larger partners yesramatngf
enlightenedelf interesto spend their own resources to help create and launch a collaborative structure.
Whether larger or smaller, the failure to consult and gain agreement can be a fatal blow for working together,
even when action is urgent. It is importantifose interested in change to make time their &iesel it to
prepare, plan, act incrementally and mitigate potential opposition to change from those most affected.

109 This summary draws extensively from and paraphrases an essay by Gerald Benjamin, Michael Hattery and Rachel John on
OLessons on sharing services from the first two years of the
Journal 9.22007): 692.
http://www.nysba.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Government_Law_and_Policy_Journal&TEMPLATE=/CM/Cdsfsaylxf
M&CONTENTID=15050
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Constituencies for Cl@oigghoration can be legitimized through the suppory @iokemunity
players. Chambers of Commerce and local media, for example, are usually enthusiasts of consolidation or
collaboration because of what they regard as its self evident economic logic. There are no examples of media
opposition to consolidation cooperation in the SMSI cases revidarethe 2007 repart The positive
effects of a collaboration may reach far beyond the jurisdictions actually entering into a formal agreement, e.g.
other county or state units that will benefit from using a meéviugling facility. Consider who those other
beneficiaries might be and draw them into a supportive role.

Pick Low Hanging Frumok for winwin opportunities that minimize change and conflict, and have
a demonstrable impact or benefit. Use swscesthese areas to build trust and understanding for bigger
and more difficult to achieve opportunities in the future.

Get Started: Avoid Veto SitudRiegsiring that all potential partners sign on before collaboration
begins gives any single mynaikify a veto. If the most committed jurisdictions get started, others may join
later. As we will see below, two party agreements are most common; multiparty actions are most difficult.

This previous work also showed that it is important to identifydsorallaboration early, so as to
avoid pitfalls or develop plans to overcome them. For example:

Ethical Behavior is Essedgidiinterested behavior by decision makers, or even its appearance, will
likely sink collaborative efforts.

Be Aware of Requirements in State Constitutonasiehawf state requirements can serve as a
barrier to local collaboration. For example, state law requires a referendum to shift an office from elective to
appointed. In a number of instanteis has frustrated town and village attempts to share or jointly appoint
municipal officials.

Deal With Lack oftgaminality of Local Boun&ahes! district boundaries are often not
coterminous with those of general purpose governments. Villadaries may cross county or town lines.
A collaboration with a few municipalities within a school district might be seen as undertaken without
benefiting other parts of the district, but calling upon them to share costs. In such instancesaittis impor
to make the anticipated costs and benefits of collaborative efforts clear and fair. Communicating them early
and clearly to all affected parties is also essential.

Understand that Those Potentially Disadvantagebh\thidl Baesestunder syuthe most vigorous
resistance came from leaders and employees who feared the loss oftthei jotgmnizations that
represented them (e.g. employee unions). This opposition must be anticipated, and a plan developed to
address concerns and minimieedften shorterm costs of change to achieve the laieger benefits. (See
the above discussionltf About Collaboration, Not Gomtrplarticular, remember that local employees find
protections in Civil Service law and collective bargainingegiee

Know that Local History and Experience CourRsdfeaslyfor collaboration or consolidation
occur in historic context; they do not arise in a vacuum. Many local leaders are long serving, and from
families that have been in their commuitegenerations. They know local history; many have made it.
Moreover, local experience is the experience most important to them.

Respect the Community and the Idea of@@mremanitg. structures whose overt purpose is to
deliver public service @ismay be at the center of the social and cultural life of a place; for many residents
these structures are at the core of community identity. Faced with the economy/community tradeoff, people
will rarely opt for the former over the latter. That is whyopeays for change are wise to clearly distinguish
an idea of collaborating on delivery of a service or consolidating a single function from a threat to the
continued existence of a general purpose government or school disfrittystnoftend to disavav the
later.
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