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County Manager Dan Palmer called this Public Hearing to order at 1:00 pm. With the following 
in attendance:  Dan Palmer, Judy Garrison and Darren Dickerson. 
 
 
PALMER: I’ll call this public hearing to order as it relates to the Shared Services Initiative and I 
would ask the clerk to read the call of the meeting. 
 
GARRISON: Notice is hereby given that a series of public hearings will be held by the Shared 
Services Panel of Essex County, in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 7551 Court Street, 
Elizabethtown, NY 12932 on the following dates and times; Thursday September 6, 2018 at 
1:00 P.M., Monday September 10, 2018 at 1:00 PM and Wednesday September 12, 2018 at 
1:00 PM.  Purpose of such Public Hearings is to receive comments, and answer questions 
related to Essex County’s proposed Shared Service Plan for 2019. 
The proposed draft Shared Services Plan of the Essex County Shared Services Panel will be 
available for review and for comment at this hearing or can be requested by emailing the County 
Manager at danp@co.essex.ny.us 
All interested parties shall have an opportunity to be heard at the time and place aforesaid. 
Additionally, please note the following; the Essex County Shared Services Panel shall convene 
a meeting of the Shared Service Panel in the Board of Supervisors Chambers, 7551 Court 
Street, Elizabethtown, NY 12932 on Tuesday, September 4, 2018 at 11:30 AM to review and 
discuss the Shared Service proposed draft.  On September 17, 2018 at 11:30 AM the Essex 
County Shared Services Panel will convene an additional meeting of the Shared Service Panel 
to conduct a final vote by the Panel on the proposed draft plan for 2019.  Dated:  August 28, 
2018 
 
PALMER:  Thank you.  For the record it’s myself as County Manager is here I’m Daniel Palmer, 
my Clerk of the Board, Judy Garrison and today out of the three public hearings we do have a 
member of the public hear.  Do you wish to address the record so to speak?  Or do you have 
questions? 
 
DICKERSON: I was here to receive a copy of the proposed shared services plan. 
 
PALMER:  Do you want your name on the record? 
 
DICKERSON:  Darren Dickerson. 
 
PALMER: I can certainly go over those with you because it is kind of nice that somebody 
showed up.  We’re actually looking to implement at least we’re proposing these five items that 
are on there; centralized emergency medical services which would be essentially a countywide 
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EMS service to address the need countywide for what is essentially the increased requirement 
for training that volunteers are looking at and to address the issues related to call volume and 
response time that is going on in the county in general.  We believe that if we implement a 
countywide system that we probably can provide 24/7 coverage over a period of time which 
would probably better serve our constituents in what is currently going on.  Most of the shared 
service part of this agreement is really based upon what was essentially looked at as cost 
avoidness so in other words it’s going to cost money for the county to become a countywide 
EMS district but at some point if you lose all of your volunteers and you end up on a town by 
town basis with paid individual, paid departments it’s going to add up too so one way or another 
you’re marching down that road for paid EMS service and we just believe that if we consolidated 
and put it under a countywide system that we can potentially save and we’ve proven that.  It’s 
interesting because what this shared services agreement says is that if we submit this to the 
State under the shared services that if there’s cost associated with it that they would may this is 
what the law says, may provide some funding to help us with this. The interesting part is that 
they’ve already agreed under a different grant path to provide us with $6.2 million towards the 
implementation of countywide EMS service so we are developing that plan based upon that. We 
are currently looking at a funding option which is rather than be based upon assessed value it 
would be based upon call volume per town so that the cost of these things are more equitably 
distributed among the eighteen towns and the village that may be looking for the service.  The 
problem with paying for anything on an assessed value is the assessed values are so skewed 
throughout the county that like a Minerva who has an assessed value of what is essentially the 
third largest in the county is one of the smallest towns in the county so in terms of call volumes 
they wouldn’t be getting an awful lot of service for their call volumes but if you paid for it with 
assessed value they become the third largest contribute towards it because of in large part 
because of the State land within the Town of Minerva and North Hudson and Newcomb all 
contain quite large sections of State land so their assessments are up there so what we’re 
looking at is to develop a plan where we look at it as a formula, we look at the total cost of the 
program less the revenues that would be drawn and then we would divide the total cost of the 
program based upon 50% as a percentage of call volumes.  So we would look at total call 
volumes, look at the call volumes in North Elba, look at the call volumes in Minerva 50% of the 
total cost of that program would be paid based upon that percentage of total call volume so in 
other words you are going to equitably share out the cost based upon how many calls that you 
would address in each municipality.  Then we are looking at 25% to go back to the county levy 
which essentially makes everybody a player within it in terms of 25% of the costs and then the 
final 25% would be allocated out based upon population so that you’re not asking somebody to 
pay you know, like a North Hudson that has 200 people shouldn’t have to pay the same as a 
North Elba that’s got 6,000 people so that’s really kind of what that medical services EMS plan 
is and that’s clearly the biggest part of that. It looks like at least a six year roll out in order to get 
to that point but that’s what we’re hoping to do. 
We also have proposed the centralized information technology.  Right now most of the towns 
are struggling with keeping up with IT expertise. They rely a great deal right now on the county’s 
so we are looking at ways to essentially organizing combining with those towns to provide techs 
to them at a reduced cost or again some of these savings are based upon cost avoidness rather 
than on what we’re currently spending because the problem especially in the IT, I’m also the 
Information Systems Director so I have some sense of this the problem is towns typically will 
buy a computer system or they will buy a software system and that’s pretty much it. They don’t 
look at service contracts and they don’t look at what is going to happen if somebody gets into 
their network and those kinds of things.  So we’ve been kind of providing that stuff for them and 
we believe that if we can do that with one or two techs that we could probably provide that at a 
better cost than if they did have to go out and pay for it because what they are doing now is 
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they’re going raw they are not having, they are waiting until they get hit and their computers are 
shut down and then they call us and say there’s a problem. So hopefully that will be a better 
answer in terms of not only delivering service but delivering more cost effectively. 
The other one is really a GIS data base system that we want to implement countywide. That’s 
really kind of a mutual thing that I think all of us are getting to that point where we just need that 
GIS data to be able to locate culverts and roads and bridges and structures and all those things 
so we’re looking to combine with towns to not only to be able to provide that as a data base for 
them to use but also be able to locate for them their assets which maybe on the ground that 
they are not aware of and those kinds of things. 
The collaborate highway and public works projects we’ve currently, we do a lot of sharing right 
now with the highway departments anyways but we do want to especially as it relates to GIS in 
using an employee for that purpose so that that’s part of what that is. We’re hoping the State will 
throw some money our way if we agree to do this and hopefully that will again provide enhanced 
service at the town levels for this kind of thing. 
And then the formalized community planning services honestly we do a huge amount of work for 
the towns anyways in terms of community planning from our community resources department.  
What that really is referring to is the grants the water, sewer and all those kinds of grants that 
we apply for and essentially help the towns in their process of getting those grants.  What we’re 
looking for here is to – what’s  happening is towns are in this process are they’ll look at a water 
project or sewer project or something in that nature and they’ll go out and they will hire an 
engineer and the fees start adding up really quickly because that’s the nature of the business so 
to speak. We have a certain amount of; we have an engineer in DPW who’s very, very familiar 
with water & sewer projects. We have an additional person that we hired as an assistant to him 
so we’re looking to increase one additional person over at community resources to be able to 
not necessarily take over all of the water and sewer projects so to speak but rather to provide 
them with the initial direction so that they’re not hiring engineer firms to tell them the very basic 
and simple things that need to get done.  I think in the long run that will produce a fair amount of 
savings too.  So that’s the five items that we’re currently hoping to well we will be submitting it 
depends, it is subject to a vote on Monday of the panel.  The panel is the eighteen members of 
this board plus the Village Mayor those are the mandatory members of our shared services 
panel.  That vote will occur 11:30 on Monday and then we are then required to submit the 
results of that vote to the State by October 15.   
So that’s essentially our shared services plan.  I don’t know if you have any questions? 
 
DICKERSON:  My question would be as far as the shared services you have five items listed 
here, is the vote on the inclusive of all five or is it individual? 
 
PALMER:  No they will be individual votes on each one.  Interesting enough you know the State 
put the County Manager’s and the County Administrators in charge of this shared services thing 
and my responsibility is to get not only a yes or no vote out of each one of these out of every 
item under there but I also, they are required to provide a written reason as to why they voted 
yes or no.  So it will be a little tricky getting eighteen of them to do that but they’ll do it.  You 
know I kind of have developed some forms that say, okay this is why I’m voting yes or no.  It’s in 
my view a little bit overly complicated process to get it to where we are but I do understand what 
they are looking for.  In terms of what we have to do in terms of any of them that are past we 
have to provide to the state what, we have to provide the total property taxes levied in 2018 by 
the counties, towns, cities, school districts and special improvements.  We then have to give a 
sum total of the property tax levied for every one of the participating entities so in other words if 
some of these and I don’t know if you’re aware but one of the interesting things that as 
members of the panel they have the ability to if I propose a savings plan so to speak, and all 



Public Hearing – Shared Services Panel 
Wednesday, September 12, 2018  4 
 
they have to do is put their hand up and say no, we’re out, we’re not interested so then I have to 
proceed under the plan with the idea that that taxing entity is out and I have to do my 
calculations based upon that. What I always found interesting about that was as a member they 
are allowed to do that without any authorization from their town board.  Typically that would not 
occur. Usually when these decisions are made by these members of the board that affects their 
whole town they have to go back to their town boards to do that not the case under the shared 
services law.  If a town supervisor for his own personal reasons doesn’t want to participate he 
can just say I’m out sorry.  So once we kind of determine that then we do have to produce 
what’s called anticipated savings from that particular item then we have to produce what’s called 
anticipated savings for each person, average tax payer in the county and for every average 
property owner in the county. They are slightly different. There are some that have vacant land 
and some that have properties with housing improvements on them. The other one that’s 
somewhat different, well it’s a l little strange because we have to produce also an average 
business cost savings and I’ve got to tell you if you wanted to take a county that had a diverse 
business average it would be this county.  If you are going to go up in Lake Placid and look at 
one of the motels and compare it to a general store in Minerva then you’re going to have a really 
different average but that’s part of what we have to do in order to produce and give this to the 
State. 
 
DICKERSON:  I guess one of my primary areas of concerns is some of these subject matters 
that you have listed here we have such a diverse county that in reality you’re going to be taxing 
some individuals rather largely than a few. 
 
PALMER: Yeah and like I say the biggest part of that is the EMS and that’s the biggest reason 
why I’m proposing to them that we go away from assessed value and we go to an equitable 
distribution based upon who uses it and that.  I really think honestly I don’t think you could a 
EMS plan passed countywide if you’re not able to break that down into equitable shares so in 
other words any town that’s going to participate in a countywide EMS wants to know how much 
is my share going to be based upon the service I’m going to get back?  So if I only have 1,000 
calls a year I want to know that I’m paying my share really based mostly on that 1,000 calls as 
opposed to North Elba who might have 10,000 a year.  The other ones they are at this point 
because in order to do a financing plan like that you have to do it through local law.  I couldn’t 
do that kind of a financing plan without passing a local law at the county level so for those other 
items those will ultimately fall back to the levy in one way or another somebody’s levy my levy, 
their levy, somebody’s levy. 
 
DICKERSON: The money has to come from somewhere. 
 
PALMER:  Absolutely. 
 
DICKERSON:  It’s a matter of making people aware factually of what their anticipated costs are 
and not just starting something off and saying it might be this. 
 
PALMER:  Absolutely.  My intent especially again on some of the smaller ones frankly I haven’t 
had time to sit down and figure that out to the specific dollar but on the EMS plan every town will 
know their exact participation cost in what’s essentially year six of the plan because year six of 
the plan is when there is no more grant funds available so in the first three years we have $2.8 
million of grant that’s going to go toward I actually think it’s $6.8 we’re getting from the State, in 
the first three years it’s $2.8 million is going to go towards what they call small scale 
implementation and that’s going to offset our budget obviously number one in order to provide 
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countywide EMS coverage you would need to have 70 to 80 employees anyways it is a big bear 
but it’s going to be a big bear regardless of whether it occurs at the county level or at the towns 
so I think our point is that I think if you do it and you do it on an equitable basis based upon calls 
by the sixth year they will know each member of this board including the Village will know what 
their participation share will be based upon that. 
Surprising it’s not, I’m not saying it’s not a lot because but just to give you some sense if you 
didn’t even, if you disregarded the call volume issue and let’s say that if you had to hire 70 
employees or 80 employees you’re going to be looking at a net budget of anywhere to six to 
seven million a year that’s essentially what’s going to happen.  It’s going to take, to hire 70 
employees it’s going to be $7 million anyways so but you do, there is revenue. There’s revenue 
from the insurance companies for the rides and for the billing and those kinds of things and the 
reduction in terms of what it’s costing now is a number of towns and the Village currently have 
paid staff now so their paid staff would ultimately in my view become county staff so those costs 
in the towns would go away because they would not have to pay that they would be within the 
plan at the county level.  Just to get a sense if you had to put $6 million, I think I ran the number 
on six.  If you put $6 million on the levy irrespective of this participation plan you just said, look 
we’re stuck we’ve got to put it on the levy that represents about 88 cents per thousand based 
upon we currently have in assessed value in our current tax rate so I’m not saying it’s cheap.   
You know our current tax rate is around $3.22 so if you put that all on the county level it would 
raise that county levy up to about $4.00.  I’m not trying to kid anybody it’s like I say to people; 
it’s not possible to deliver service without costing money so ultimately it’s kind of my 
responsibility to see where we can do this at the most cost effective way. 
 
DICKERSON:  Thank you very much.  So the vote is scheduled for Monday? 
 
PALMER:  Vote for the shared services plan itself is scheduled for Monday but I have to tell you 
that the EMS plan is kind of on a track all by itself anyways.  Irrespective, I mean ultimately you 
know the problem with the shared services law and the language within it kind of leaves all of 
the counties in the position of I don’t know what you mean by may.  Okay?  Whenever you put 
something in the law that says may we may provide funding, I don’t know what that means?  But 
I think the EMS thing has been an ongoing issue for the last two or three years you know we 
paid to have some studies done, there’s been a number of reports given to the board as it 
relates to it.  The problem is there’s never been a real finance plan put in front of the board 
that’s the part that basically I decided about a month ago that look guys, this thing is going no 
where’s until people know what it is going to cost them. 
DICKERSON:  So the major factor for the public today is just to factually be aware of what’s 
going on. Recognize the fact that not everything is known right now but what is known now to 
please be aware of that and make proper decisions. 
 
PALMER:  Yeah, absolutely and again you know it’s funny I try to be assessable if anybody 
wanted to ever walk into my office and ask me these questions I would certainly answer them 
but it is sometimes hard to get communication out now you can see it yourself.  We have a 
public hearing here and we advertised in – how many papers did we advertise in? 
 
GARRISON:  Four. 
 
PALMER:  We advertised in four papers and the press hasn’t shown up for a single one of 
them. 
 
DICKERSON: I appreciate your time.  Thank you very much. 
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PALMER: Thank you for coming honestly you’re one out of three public hearings so far.  There 
is a requirement after the vote to hold one additional public hearing before October 15 to explain 
to the public the supervisor’s votes that one will be occurring before October 15. 
 
DICKERSON:  Thank you for your time and explanation.  I appreciate it greatly. 
 
PALMER:  Thank you.  We are adjourned.   
 
 As there was no further discussion to come before the public hearing it was adjourned at 
1:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Judy Garrison, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors  
 


