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Ron Moore, Chairperson 
Charles Whitson Jr., Vice-Chairperson 
 
 
Chairman Moore called this Personnel Committee Meeting to order at 10:25 a.m. with the 
following Supervisors in attendance: Bill Ferebee, Shaun Gillilland, Joe Giordano, Charlie 
Harrington, Mike Marnell, Steve McNally, Noel Merrihew, Ron Moore, Jerry Morrow, Roby Politi, 
Randy Preston, Tom Scozzafava, and Charlie Whitson. Ed Gardner was absent. Archie Depo, 
Wes Miga, Jim Monty and Michael Tyler had been previously excused.  

 
Department Heads present were: Monica Feeley, Daniel Palmer and Judy Garrison. Dan 
Manning had been previously excused 

 
Also Present: Wendy Sayward, Sharon Boisen and Margaret Bartley 
 
News Media: - Denise Raymo - Press Republican and Pete DeMola - Sun Times. 

 
 

Moore: I would like to call the Personnel Committee meeting to order, first up is Personnel.  
 
FEELEY: Good morning, we have like surveys, they go around from different towns and cities 
and counties and all that within in New York State and one of the surveys was in regards to 
seniority points. So, we took the opportunity and reviewed our seniority points and they have not 
changed since I’ve been here, almost 30 years. They have always been .2 added to a score, up 
to a maximum of 4 points that you could have added to a promotion exam. So, we kind of 
reviewed that looked and if you have 20 years, you have to have 20 years of service with the 
County in order to get 4 points added to a score on exam; which at one time that was fine, 
because if you got say a 70 and you got .2 points on your exam, you at least had that .2 over 
the others. Now they’re added on to zone scoring, so there’s like a span of 5, between each 
score. So, giving a .2 doesn’t change your score any. I mean unless you’re right at the very 
edge of it. So, we kind of revamped that and thought we would raise it slightly and see how it 
went, but we would like to raise it from .2 to .4 for each year of service, up to a maximum of 8. 
So, instead of the 4 points that you would have for your 20 service, now you would have 8 
points added. So, that may help your grade for one zone to another zone. So, we thought it 
would be a benefit to our long term employees that have been here awhile and it would be kind 
of a boost for them to take a promotion rather than not. That’s what we’ve got in store. We’re 
going to implement that hopefully with our next promotion exams coming out, because it does 
have to be advertised on our actual announcements.  
 
PALMER: So, just you understand that would be a revision to the Civil Service rules which.  
 
FEELEY: It’s not rules.  
 
PALMER: It’s not in the rules?  
 
FEELEY: No, not in our rules.  
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PALMER: So, then we would need a resolution.  
 
FEELEY: No, it’s a policy that we followed from the State for years, it’s our exams policies. So, 
every jurisdiction sets your own.  
 
PALMER: Well, alright.  
 
MOORE: Any questions?  
 
GIORDANO: So, this is in regards to the actual examination for a particular position or is it, 
you’re talking about a person who’s been in a position for say 20 years, are they retaking that 
test for in the position that they’re already in?  
 
FEELEY: No, this is any promotion. If I am in an exam, let’s say I’m in a title right now that is a 
lower level and I want a promotion, I am going to take that promotion exam for that. So, the one 
I’m in is not already taken for the promotion. It’s a higher level than what I’m at.  
 
GIORDANO: So, the promotion is in the same position, but just moving you up a grade level; is 
that what you mean?  
 
PALMER: No, what would happen is say you were a clerk for 20 years in the department and 
you took a promotion test for account clerk.  
 
GIORDANO: Okay 
 
PALMER: So, then you would receive the seniority credits towards your score based upon that.  
 
GIORDANO: So, you would move from clerk to account clerk?  
 
PALMER: Right 
 
GIORDANO: One position to another?  
 
PALMER: Right 
 
GIORDANO: So, you are taking a Civil Service exam.  
 
PALMER: Yeah, you would take an exam for promotion.  
 
GIORDANO: So, you would have seniority from… 
 
PALMER: From holding the lower level title for a long period of time.  
 
MOORE: Any other questions for Monica?  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: Yes, I did discuss this with Monica. It really caught me by surprise, the 
dissolution of the Village of Port Henry, I called a few weeks ago on the certified payroll and 
found that they have not been certified since 2011.  
 
FEELEY: That’s correct.  
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SCOZZAFAVA: Now, can that happen? I just don’t understand it.  
 
FEELEY: We don’t have the payrolls. They haven’t been sent to us.  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: Well isn’t it our job to oversee that they are?  
 
FEELEY: Yes it is, yes it is and we are trying to catch up on those as well, we’re constantly 
playing catch up here, so we do have, we have the Village of Lake Placid up to date. We are 
working on the others.   
 
SCOZZAFAVA: But, 2011? 
 
FEELEY: We’ve called the office and all that, so we’re waiting for them to send the information.  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: What are the consequences if someone doesn’t send it? 
 
FEELEY: Well we would have to send them notice. We’re required by law to certify their 
payrolls.  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: Thank you, that’s my whole point, 2011. When I spoke to the Comptroller they 
were shocked. They couldn’t believe it and I had said well you know the Village should have 
sent the payroll and they said no, no it’s up to the County, that’s supposed to be the enforcer.  
 
FEELEY: Yes and we will be sending another notice. I called and I am waiting for follow-up. I’m 
hoping that they will send it without me having to send the notice.  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: I’m not trying to reprimand you, but I just think that is, that is not a good thing. 
That’s one of the key functions of the Personnel Office, to certify payrolls.  
 
GIORDANO: I would just say that we just went through this and ours hadn’t been certified since 
2014 and we had some issues regarding duality in positions and as a new supervisor I am 
learning a lot and that was a problem.  
 
SCOZZAFAVA: I think it is critical, because when the day comes that we get an audit at the 
town level we’re the ones out there hanging, or the village, or the school, or any municipality. 
So, you’ve got to do some more oversight there.  
 
MORROW: When you say they’re the enforcer, you notify them, they don’t send it, you notify 
them by writing, they don’t send it, what’s the enforcement? What can we do?  
 
FEELEY: Well they can end up being, like you said fined, as well as they’re responsible for their 
own payroll, if I don’t certify their payroll and they have paid somebody incorrectly and all that, 
they’re responsible for that payroll, because it falls back.  
 
MORROW: That’s what I’m saying.  
 
PALMER: It’s actually, there’s actually a provision of Civil Service Law that provides that it’s a 
misdemeanor charge if you fail to turn in certified payrolls. I actually sent a superintendent of 
schools a letter when I was Personnel Office that said you potentially could be charged with a 
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misdemeanor if you fail to provide certified payroll. So, there is some bite to the law in terms of 
that.  
 
MORROW: Right, it comes back to Personnel, themselves. The Village of Keeseville just 
dissolved in 2015 and they’re in violation of that, plus the water violation of EPA, and DOT and 
DEC, where they were going to fine so much a day. They didn’t follow through with it, and we 
take care of it now. As far as the payroll goes we hired what we could hire and those people that 
we needed. We didn’t hire anybody that we didn’t need. We started them off with a pay salary of 
what we could justify with who we already have there. So, whether their payroll was certified 
had nothing to do with us. They’re dissolved now and that’s a different entity. We’ll hire and pay 
what we can afford and what goes along with what our people think. 
 
FEREBEE: Monica, just give me a quick picture; what are you certifying? Are you certifying that 
we’re not paying employees for more vacation then they’ve earned? I mean what kinds of things 
do you certify?  
 
FEELEY: What we look on for your payrolls is the titles to make sure that they are properly 
classified; that they are equal pay/equal work; those are the things that we look at. We have to 
make sure that any exams, if somebody is provisional is being scheduled and taking the exams 
and stuff.  
 
FEREBEE: Okay, thanks 
 
MOORE: Further questions for Monica? Is that all you have Monica? Alright thank you very 
much 
 
 

************************* 
 
The next item on the agenda was the Clerk of the Board with Judy Garrison, reporting as 
follows:  
 
GARRISON: I submitted a report to the Board, if anyone has any questions about it?  
 
MOORE: Any questions for Judy?  
 

************************ 
 
The next item on the agenda was the County Attorney, Dan Manning absent and no report 
given.  
 
MOORE: Dan Manning has no report from the County Attorney’s office.  
The other thing we have and I think you all received an email from Dan regarding what I’ll term 
as a pay grade equity; which we’ve been in discussion with Labor Management over the past 
couple of months. Dan has come up with a proposal and I’ll just ask Dan to explain that.  
 
PALMER: I put out a report essentially that talks about the proposed MOU between the CSEA 
and the County in reference to 40 rate adjustments. We currently and again I don’t know if you 
read the memo, but the history of this goes back to actually 1980’s, I believe it was, at one time 
the County used to hire employees based upon a yearly salary and some employees were 35 
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hours per week and some were 40 hours per week and at some point the Labor Department 
came in and said you’ve got to define a rate for these employees. So, the County at that time 
simply took whatever the salary was a year, divided it by 1,820 for 30 hour employees and 
divided by 2,080 for 40 hour employees, so what you essentially ended up with from that point 
forward was that the same graded positions made more per hour if they worked 5 hours per 
week less. I talk about it in the report, obviously, that’s an issue. It’s been agreed to in the 
contracts consistently, but the Union has brought it up as an issue for discussion at Labor 
Management, we are obligated to address it based upon their concerns. 
One of the things that we talked about was the within this MOU is a provision that would allow 
for a higher percentage of copay on our drug plan for specialty drugs. Under the plan, the plan 
would change to a 30% copay for specialty drugs, but what the manufactures have done under 
the specialty drug programs is they’ve offered copay assistance programs and the way our 
ProAct; our drug carrier; drug pharmacy benefit manager now has a way to work out where that 
copay amount literally can be handed in the background. The employee would go in to the 
drugstore or through mail service would be set up as a 30% charge for that specialty drug and 
the copay assistance program would then be leverage directly by either Noble Health Services 
or ProAct for the copay assistance program. The result would be the end user; the member 
themselves would still only pay their normal $35.00 copay for specialty drugs or $50.00 for 
specialty drugs, but in the meantime the drug company, either ProAct or Noble Health Service 
would access the actual reimbursement for the copay assistance.  
The reason I bring this up and the reason I ask for this at the same time as the MOU is because 
believe it or not the actual amount of money that we could leverage through the copay 
assistance program is somewhere between $250,000.00 and $300,000.00 a year. That’s the 
amount that’s available through the copay assistance programs for these specialty drugs. These 
specialty drugs are extremely expensive. One of the examples I gave you is that we’ve had one 
script over a 6 month period that cost $136,000.00 for one script. If we had a 30% copay we 
could have leveraged $36,000.00 in reimbursements from the drug company for that purpose.  
So if we can get the Union to agree that specialty drugs would be listed as 30% copay then we 
can take advantage of that copay assistance program.  
Now in terms of the, we have about 75 employees that are currently paid the lower amount 
under the 40 rate, if you adjusted those rates to the 35 amount we’re looking at a total between 
wage increases and FICA and retirement costs, based upon an estimate, I didn’t do each 
number individually, but based upon an estimate about $336,000.00 a year increase in cost to 
the County for this correction to the rate difference between the 35 hour and 40 hour people. If 
we leveraged the drug copay we would pick up about $250,000.00 to $300,000.00, so 
somewhere is that, worse-case scenario, probably it’s $250,000.00, so we’re probably looking at 
about an $80,000.00 difference a year that it would cost us to correct these hourly rates that are 
currently out there. Now, what I have said to the Union from the get-go is that I still view this 
issue as a two prong, two sides to the coin, so to speak, there’s two ways at looking at this, 
we’ve either been paying 40 hour employees, under paying the 40 hour employees or we’re 
overpaying the 35 year hour employees. So, if in fact we don’t get an MOU with the Union now 
in reference to this and somehow it goes to litigation then the County’s position that the 35 hour 
people were overpaid. Whether that stands up I can’t say that, I just know that if this process is 
outside of our control then we don’t know what the result of that will be. One way or another it 
be solved. The Union has brought it up, it is an obligation on our part to bargain in good faith. 
This MOU that I am proposing to you, that has been written, I wrote the most of it, Dan 
corrected it or added legal language to it. The Union is agreeable to it, so if you passed a 
resolution authorizing us to sign the MOU with the CSEA we would in fact have a rate 
adjustment for those positions. It only makes sense. Like I said one of the examples that I gave 
you within the report was if you look at a Grade 4 clerk position; which is a 35 hour position, 
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they’re $15.11 per hour, a Grade 4 building maintenance helper is paid $13.00 per hour. Both of 
them are Grade 4, both of them are the same graded positions. You have to understand under 
Civil Service we’re required to produce grade in which all position titles regardless of what they 
are, are categorized into a grade which is equal or as close as possible to equal in terms of job 
responsibilities and minimum qualifications and those things that go along with it.  
So, we have established by a grade study that I think was done in the ‘80’s that we have grade 
1 - grade 17 and those positions are in fact supposed to be equal. We are however not paying 
those positions equally.  
One of the issues and when Steve kind of mentioned here at the last meeting and I said we 
were going to have this discussion, one of the issues, especially in DPW where most of these 
employees are located is recruitment and retention. We’ve gotten into this situation where the 
rates paid to those 40 hour positions have lagged so far behind that we are having a very 
difficult time recruiting and retaining these employees based upon the hourly rates that have 
essentially fallen below the market value. An HEO that we pay $15.00 to or $16.00 to, I think 
most of you in your towns are paying well above that in terms the going rate of what an HEO is. 
It’s awful difficult to recruit CDLs and welders and those kinds of certified people based upon the 
rates were paying.  
The other issue that’s been, probably makes this a little palatable in terms of dealing with it right 
now is that we no longer have the nursing home. We as a County are at the lowest amount of 
employees that we have essentially had in years. At one time we were as high as 700 
employees. We’re now below 500, so I guess in terms of correction if we’re going to make 
correction it probably, this is probably the most opportune time to do that.  
So, that is essentially the proposal, I know it was fairly lengthy, the explanation that I provided, 
but I certainly can answer any questions.  
 
MOORE: Can I have a motion to accept the MOU that Dan is proposing with CSEA?  
 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF A MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN CSEA  AND ESSEX COUNTY MANAGEMENT REGARDING 
THE HOURLY RATES PAID TO THOSE EMPLOYEES HOLDING 40 HOUR POSITIONS.  
This resolution was moved by Mr.  Gillilland, seconded by Mr. Merrihew.  
  
MOORE: Discussion?  
 
FEREBEE: Dan, on the million dollars in the current budget is for specialty drugs?  
 
PALMER: There’s actually; our total drug plan is like $3.4 million. The specialty drugs; which are 
actually only utilized by about 24 members is driving like $1.4 million of that cost.  
 
FEREBEE: So, looking at your report shows through June we were at $700,000.00.  
 
PALMER: Yeah, we were running $786,000.00 for the specialty drug covers for 6 months of 
2016. 
 
FEREBEE: So, with the copay, what are we looking at budgeting for ‘17 for the specialty?  
 
PALMER: We probably would look to lower that number by about $200,000.00 - $250,000.00 
and again that’s going to be driven based upon what; the one drug that I specifically pointed out 
we think is a one-time shot that we don’t believe it will occur again, but if it does we’re still at the 
same ballpark. But, I think based upon, if we were able to get this 30% copay assistance 
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program that we could reduce the amount we budgeted for the self-insured drug plan by about 
$250,000.00. 
 
MOORE: Further questions?  
 
MERRIHEW: I wanted to mention that I think this is a very creative way to address the issue 
that’s out there. My question is down the road, like you said the copay assistance, provided that 
it doesn’t continues to be offered what are our plans in that event three years down the road, 
because that’s a substantial cost have we accepted making modifications, down the road, if that 
does go away?  
 
PALMER: I haven’t addressed that with the Union. What this MOU essentially talks about is 
through the end of this contract. We would be starting a new contract negotiation next year. So, 
anything we may potentially be looking would probably be addressed at that point.  
I have to tell you that in my opinion I don’t believe the copay assistance programs are likely to 
go away, right away. It really comes down to and what we’re really talking about under these 
specialty drugs are the biological drugs, the new drugs are being developed that are so costly, 
but the reality is and I think the manufacturers understanding that, that the reality is you can’t 
sell those drugs if the copays are cost prohibitive. I don’t care what drug manufacture you are; 
like for example that one drug that I talked about within this example, if that was a true and a lot 
of companies have a 20% or 30% copay on specialty drugs, if that was a true 30% copay on 
specialty drugs that individual would have had to pay $36,000 as a copay for his drugs. What 
that really comes down to is that individual would no longer be able to take the drugs, that would 
just end that drug in particular or any of those specialty drugs to be honest. Because even if you 
get down into some of the lower cost specialty drugs; which when I say lower costs I’m talking 
$1,000.00 or $1,500.00 a month if you’re at a 30% that’s $600.00 or $700.00 a month and 
nobody’s going to be able to, not likely be able to afford it. So, I’m not foreseeing a point where 
this copay assistance program goes away, but I will never sit here and tell that it will not, 
because the possibly always exists.  
 
MERRIHEW: Thank you Dan, I appreciate it.  
 
MOORE: Further comments? I would like to thank Dan. I know he’s put a lot of effort into this as 
well as CSEA, so hopefully we can get this straightened out and make things right.  
All in favor? Opposed? Motion carries. Any further discussion to come before Personnel?  
 
MARNELL: What do we do with what Monica asked for with the point system for 20 year 
employees?  
 
PALMER: I’ll have a discussion with Monica. I don’t know if she needs to a resolution, she 
doesn’t seem to think so, but we’ll see. I’ll talk to her and if we need to something I’ll get back to 
you.  
 
MOORE: Any further comments or discussion? Being none we are adjourned.  
 
 
 
AS THERE WAS NO FURTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THIS PERSONNEL 
COMMITTEE, IT WAS ADJOURNED AT 10:50 AM.  
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Respectively Submitted,  
 
 
Judy Garrison, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors  
 
 
 


