
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE 
Monday, March 21, 2016 

 
 
Ronald Moore, Chairperson 
Charles Whitson Jr., Vice-Chairperson 
 
 

Chairman Moore called this Personnel Committee Meeting to order at 10:14 a.m. with 
the following Supervisors in attendance:  Archie Depo, Edward Gardner, Shaun Gillilland, 
Joseph Giordano, Charles Harrington, Michael Marnell, Stephen McNally, Noel Merrihew, 
Wester Miga, James Monty, Ron Moore, Gerald Morrow, Roby Politi, Randy Preston, Thomas 
Scozzafava, Michael Tyler and Charles Whitson, Jr.    William Ferebee was previously excused.   

 
Department Heads present were:  Richard Cutting, Monica Feeley, Judy Garrison, Chris 

Garrow and Daniel Palmer.  
 
Also present were:  Michael Badger and Jim Dougan. 
 
News Media:  Pete DeMola – Sun Community News (Denton Publications) 
 
 

MOORE:  I’d like to call the Personnel Committee meeting to order.  The first up is Monica 
Feeley our Personnel Officer.  Come on up Monica. 
 
FEELEY:  Good morning.  I have my annual report and hopefully you had a chance to review it.  
I’d like to have it placed on file. 
 
MOORE:  Can I have motion to move a resolution placing Personnel’s annual report on file by 
Mr. Gillilland.  Do I have a second?  Mr. Giordano. 
 
RESOLUTION ACCEPTING AND PLACING ON FILE THE 2015 ANNUAL REPORT TO THE 
NEW YORK STATE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION. 
Moved by Mr. Gillilland, second by Mr. Giordano. 
 
MOORE: Discussion? 
 
MONTY:  Monica I have a question on I guess it’s page 3 where it lists the jobs and the 
appointment date and the exam required date. 
 
FEELEY:  Yes. 
 
MONTY:  So these people all have taken the exam? 
 
FEELEY:  No that is the requested date. 
 
MONTY:  Requested?  So they haven’t taken the exam? 
 
FEELEY:  No these are just our provisionals so that means that they have been appointed and 
there’s a test pending. 
PALMER:  And just so for your information this is the frustrating part for Personnel and for us as 
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a whole is we request these tests from the State and the State says you should not have a 
provisional for more than 90 days I think it is, we sometimes wait a year, year and a half to get a 
test from the State. 
 
MONTY:  Some of them are three years. 
 
PALMER:  Yes, yes I mean it’s crazy and we have no control over when the State puts that test 
out.  It’s strictly up to them. 
 
FEELEY: They have changed some of their State testing too so that some of them are odd 
years and some tests are even years so sometimes that’s a reason for three years. 
 
MOORE:  Further discussion? 
 
SCOZZAFAVA:  So some of these if I’m reading it correctly, go back to 2010?  They haven’t 
taken the exam?  They are on page 3 right? 
 
FEELEY:  Yes actually the head custodian was just held and it’s been ordered since 2010.  Well 
prior to that we didn’t know that there was an appointment made apparently that’s when the guy 
was appointed as a custodian.  I don’t think that reflects the correct date of his appointment to 
head custodian. 
 
SCOZZAFAVA: So somebody theoretically could be doing the job for four years, take the exam, 
not score in the top three and be out? 
 
FEELEY:  Exactly.  They just did a revamp of all the head custodians, the superintendents of 
buildings and grounds and justifications in the schools and that was a long thing where we had 
to supply various information and send out questionnaires to the school districts it was a big, 
huge thing that they did to review them. 
 
MOORE: Further discussion?  All in favor say aye, opposed – motion carries.  Did you have 
anything else Monica? 
 
FEELEY: No. 
 
MOORE: Any other questions for Monica? 
 
MONTY:  Monica I was going through some of the paperwork that I got when I became 
supervisor and I see our Personnel Policy hasn’t been updated since 2005? 
 
FEELEY:  No it hasn’t. 
 
MONTY:  So that’s eleven years. 
 
FEELEY:  We have had a few things that we have added to it and changed but it hasn’t actually 
been put in the book. 
 
MONTY: And also in there I did see  I know we went to the facial recognition program and that 
is not in the policy.  Is there no policy for that? 
FEELEY:  Not as of yet.  I’m hoping to work something out because we just recently got a 
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payroll, kind of an upgrade in our payroll system where it can do our benefits and that kind of 
thing and I was kind of hoping that we could tie that all in with part of that. 
 
MOORE: Further questions? 
 
MONTY:  I would like to see the county consider an internal employee’s systems program here.  
I recently before I left to become supervisor I worked with Franklin County to adopt a similar 
model that the State of New York runs and it’s a great program which is cost effective because 
you train your people and it costs you nothing to run the program.  It is an assessment referral 
service strictly and we need to take care of our employees because they are the ones taking 
care of us and I think it’s very important and I would be willing to help in any way possible like I 
said we worked with Franklin County for almost a year they approached us and Mr. Jones 
brought it to the legislators and they just adopted it and they have one that mirrors the State 
model and they are very excited and I think it’s something that we as a Board of Supervisors 
ought to consider. 
 
MOORE:  I would agree.  In another life I was what they call an EAP Coordinator, Co-
Coordinators there was two of us.  When there are hard times, tragedies that happen they can 
be very helpful so maybe there is something we can take a look at in the future. 
 
MANNING:  Jim do you think the Franklin County model is something we can just use? 
 
MONTY:  Absolutely. 
 
MANNING: So why don’t we get a copy of  that . 
 
PALMER:  Can you get that for us? 
 
MONTY:  Scott Hudson who really, he did the leg work and initially printed it for the legislators 
and again I would be more than happy to help assist in any way possible because I did that for 
six years before I came on board and I would be glad to get that. 
 
MANNING:  Okay and we can take a look at it and push it through. 
 
MOORE:  Further questions for Monica?  If not, thank you Monica. 
 
FEELEY:  Thank you. 
 
MOORE: Next up Clerk of the Board, Judy. 
 

****************** 
 
 The next item on the agenda was the Clerk of the Board, Judy Garrison reporting as 
follows: 
 
GARRISON:  I have submitted my monthly report.  I don’t know if anyone has any questions on 
that?  If not, I do have one resolution.  It is a renewal with our existing agreement with NEAMI 
just to authorize the County Chairman or County Manager to execute that agreement. 
 
MOORE:  Would somebody like to move that resolution?  Mr. Gillilland.  Do I have a second?  
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Mr. Marnell. 
 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZNG THE COUNTY CHAIRMAN OR COUNTY MANAGER TO 
RENEW THE EXISTING AGREEMENT WITH NORTHEAST ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT, 
INC. (NEAMI) RELATIVE TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF WORKERS COMPENSATION TAIL 
CLAIMS WHICH EXISITED PRIOR TO JANUARY 1, 1998, FOR THE YEAR 2016. 
Moved by Mr. Gillilland, second by Mr. Marnell. 
 
MOORE:  Discussion?  All in favor say aye, opposed – motion carries. Anything else Judy?   
 
GARRISON: That is all I have. 
 
MOORE:  Are there any questions for Judy?  Okay next up is our County Attorney, Dan 
Manning. 
 

******************** 
 
 The next item on the agenda was the County Attorney, Dan Manning reporting as 
follows: 
 
MANNING:  Thanks Ron.  In March I sent all of you a letter outlining a request for an additional 
County Attorney position and at this time I’d like to ask for an executive session to go in and 
discuss the employment history, promotion and qualifications of a specific person and to 
address this issue. 
 
MOORE:  Motion by Mr. Merrihew, seconded by Mr. Marnell. All in favor, opposed – we are in 
executive session. 
 

THE COMMITTEE MOVED INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION AT 10:20 A.M. TO DISCUSS AN 
ADDITIONAL COUNTY ATTORNEY POSITION AND EMPLOYMENT HISTORY, PROMOTION 

AND QUALIFICATIONS OF A SPECIFIC PERSON. 
 

THE COMMITTEE MOVED BACK INTO SESSION AT 11:03 A.M. 
 

MOORE:  There were no decisions make in executive session.  Can I have a motion to come 
out of executive session?  Mr. Gillilland, second by Mr. Giordano.  All in favor, opposed – thank 
you.  So we are back in the Personnel Committee session and we’ll move on. 
We’ve had a request by an employee to review our policy on health insurance contribution 
rates.  I think I briefed everyone.  You probably had an email regarding this issue as it stands 
now if we have a married couple who both work for the county they get a reduced rate and in 
this case say they go from 14% to 10%.  In this request it is a little bit different, this employee 
has a child who just started working for the county.  The child is under the age of 26 which 
means that according to the Affordable Care Act the parents pay for the insurance until age 26.  
This employee is requesting that we treat this in the same way that we treat a married couple 
whereas you have two employees in this case parent and child and be eligible for this reduced 
rate.  In this case again it would go from 14% to 10%.  Dan would you add some onto that? 
 
PALMER:  Again this is really as part of the Obama Care language that says that we are as 
employers over fifty required to provide coverage for 26 year olds, we have to offer coverage for 
this.  The interesting part of the Obama Care language is that it specifically says that that 26 
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year old can request coverage of their own so in order to avoid that cost what we do is we add 
that individual to the – if it turns out if that employee who is under 26 has a parent as an 
employee we put them on as a family plan coverage.  Unfortunately what that does for the 
employee that may have been eligible for a husband and wife plan now has to take a family plan 
therefore costs them more money because they are now forced to take a family plan to cover 
the 26 year old.  Technically what the Obama Care language says is that we must offer 95%, 
we must offer coverage to 95% of our employees so you could argue that we are not offering it 
to those 26 year olds although we’re going to cover them under their family plan as coverage to 
the employee.  What you are talking about here is a very limited number.  I think there were 
maybe two at the beginning of the year.  I think there is only one that this occurs to right now so 
it’s not something that is a big ticket item. What you’re talking about is one individual I think in 
the county right now that’s paying a 14% rate that if you move this resolution would be eligible to 
pay 10% instead of 14%.  It saves us because we don’t have to buy an individual plan for the 26 
year old at twelve or fourteen thousand dollars I think it’s twelve for an individual plan.  The 
difference in cost for that employee for the family plan going from 10% to 14% is about $1,000 a 
year so that’s what it would entail as far as county costs.  You would be reducing the 
employee’s contribution rate by a $1,000 a year going from 14% to 10%. 
 
MOORE:  What I’d like to do is move this resolution so we can further discuss this.  So I need a 
motion for a resolution authorizing an amendment to the Essex County Policy Manual as it 
relates to health insurance contribution rates by Mr. Giordano, second by Mr. Merrihew.   
 
 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO THE ESSEX COUNTY POLICY 
MANUAL AS IT RELATES TO HEALTH INSURANCE CONTRIBUTION RATES. 
Moved by Mr. Giordano, second by Mr. Merrihew. 
 
MOORE:  All in favor, opposed – thank you. Tom did you have a question? 
 
SCOZZAFAVA: Just that I did speak to the union employee about this and I think it makes 
absolute sense to me and it should be done.  There’s no buyout involved in any of this? 
 
PALMER:  No, no and let me just go back for the new supervisors here’s how we ended up for a 
10% for married couples.  The argument always and this argument goes all the way back to I 
think 1996.  The union always argued that if and fact there were two employees that worked at 
the county that were married the county had to buy only one family plan therefore the other 
employee should be eligible for a buyout and we said no, no, no it’s our obligation to provide 
you with coverage and we’re going to provide you with the coverage that best fits your needs 
and in this case it would have been a family plan because at that time we didn’t have a four tier 
we only had a three tier.  So what we said though is as a negotiation under the contract we said 
as a compromise we will, at the time when we first did it in 1998 I think it was we said, if you’re a 
married couple working for the county you won’t have to contribute to your health insurance.  
The language changed in 2009 and what we said was any married couple working for the 
county hired after 2009 or married after 2009 only had to contribute 10% instead of 14% or if 
they were newly hired after 2009 they would contribute 20% but that’s depending on the hire 
date so that’s really where we arrived at that compromise in terms of that whether it was fair to 
say because we didn’t have to buy this individual a plan we would then lower the contribution 
rate as a compromise to the negotiation. 
 
MOORE:  Further discussion? 
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MONTY:  First of all I agree.  I think it is something we need to do.  My question is the family 
plan it doesn’t matter if it’s two or ten it’s still a family plan? 
 
PALMER:  Well here’s where the change occurred this year was the first year that we actually 
changed from – we used to have single family, family and Medicare.  It was single, family and 
Medicare now we have single, husband and wife, family and Medicare so what happens is this 
couple may have been if they did not have a child, a 26 year old on their plan they would have 
been eligible for husband and wife coverage which is slightly less than a family plan coverage.  
That’s really where the change occurred as of this year prior to that it was always single, family 
or Medicare. 
 
GIORDANO:  The percentages for family is 10%?  Is that right? 
 
PALMER:  It is a 10% contribution if were hired prior to 1999.  It’s a 14% if you were hired after 
1999 and it’s 20% if you were hired after 2009.  So it’s a fairly significant chunk when you talk 
about a $25,000 contribution you are talking about – 
 
GIORDANO:  At a two person as well? 
 
PALMER:  Yes it is a flat percentage rate regardless whether it’s single, family or two person. 
 
GIORDANO:  2009? 
 
PALMER: 2009 was an interesting negotiation year that was the year we actually got the 10% 
reduction for the starting rate for every employee that got hired after 2009.  We are the only 
county in the State of New York that has that.  That says our labor rate is actually reduced by 
10% for any hire after 2009. 
 
MOORE: Further discussion?  Okay we have a motion on the floor.  Let’s vote.  All in favor say 
aye, opposed – motion carried. 
That’s all I have.  Is there anything else to come before this Personnel Committee?  If not, we 
are adjourned. 
 
 As there was no further discussion to come before this Personnel Committee it was 
adjourned at 11:12 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Judy Garrison, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 


