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Executive Summary

Background

In an era of declining municipal revenues and rising fixed costs, the importance of effectively managing
the delivery of any municipal service cannot be overstated. This is especially true of highway services,
which encompass both significant human capital resources and a vast array of costly specialty equipment,
all requiring skilled management in order to effectively serve a designated population.

Located in New York State’s Southern Tier Region, Chemung County is comprised of 410 square miles,
housing seventeen municipalities ranging in population size from several hundred in the more rural
reaches of the county, to nearly thirty thousand in the City of Elmira. Over eleven hundred miles of
roadways traverse the county spanned by 154 bridges; all maintained by county, town, and village,
highway service or public works departments. According to New York State Comptroller data, between
2004 and 2008, all Chemung County municipalities cumulatively expended an annual average of
approximately $23.76 million on highway services, representing an average annual per capita of $153 and
$16,187 per mile.

Chemung County has been actively pursuing shared highway services opportunities for a number of
years. Efforts have been underway since the early 1990’s to grapple with the myriad of issues arising
from the need to manage so many miles of roads throughout a large number of communities. In
November 2006, the Chemung County Legislature passed a resolution authorizing the formation of the
Municipal Highway Services Board (HSB). The purpose of the HSB was to institute a collaborative
environment for exploring the potential for shared highway services among all municipalities.
Recognizing the importance of keeping momentum in these efforts, Chemung County, in partnership with
the City of Elmira and the local towns and villages in the county, applied for and received a Shared
Municipal Services Incentive (SMSI) grant in 2008 to further research opportunities for increased sharing
of highway services, maintenance, and equipment. In early 2009, a consulting team composed of the
Laberge Group, Hunt Engineering, and the University at Buffalo Regional Institute was engaged to
develop the Chemung County Highway Services Study (hereafter referred to as the Study).

Obijectives

The primary objective of this Study was to identify potential areas of cost savings and efficiencies while
increasing the quality of common highway services and activities for all municipalities. The residents of
Chemung County currently receive high quality highway services that are provided by a network of
dedicated municipal highway employees. Historically, the majority of municipalities share highway
resources on an as needed basis. Cooperative efforts have resulted in many improvements in recent years,
and this Study sought to build upon those efforts and deliver a model able to increase the sharing of
highway services amongst the municipalities of the county, while simultaneously preserving or improving
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Executive Summary

upon service levels and lowering delivery costs. These objectives have been achieved by exhaustive
research, at the heart of which has been the participation of all of the stakeholders, namely the members
of the HSB, and the department heads. Achieving the levels of detail encompassed within this report
would not have been possible without the leadership and participation of the county, and each
municipality.

Plan Contents

Section | of the Study contains a summary the project groundwork, including a brief overview of the
planning process and a description of shared services agreements already in place across the county. The
section also discusses the benefits of shared services and raises awareness of common barriers to shared
services. Section Il provides a brief summary of municipal characteristics, including countywide growth
trends, total highway mileage within each community, and road conditions. Section IIl provides an
overview of highway services currently provided by the highway and DPW departments in Chemung
County. A collective summary of highway department assets, including equipment, personnel, and
facilities, is also contained in this section. The Recommended Model, Implementation Plan, and Projected
Savings are discussed in Sections IV, V and VI, respectively. The descriptive profiles for individual
departments, as well as the detailed analyses and technical memos supporting the Recommended Model,
are contained in the Appendices.

Study Methodology

Coordination with Stakeholders

To ensure that this Study was founded upon common goals and objectives, it was imperative that
feedback be obtained from municipal leaders and public works/highway department heads. The
Municipal Highway Services Board (HSB) met regularly to discuss key issues with the consultant team,
assisted with data gathering and reviewed draft documents. Members of the HSB were instrumental in
assisting the consultant team in identifying areas of focus as well as identifying additional stakeholders.
Four outreach methods were used to solicit stakeholder input throughout the planning process: 1)
coordination meetings with the Highway Services Board; 2) department head questionnaires; 3)
stakeholder interviews; and 4) roundtable discussions. The feedback obtained through these outreach
efforts formed the basis for the recommended service delivery model developed as part of this planning
process.

Inventory of Existing Highway Services

An inventory of existing highway services was developed for Chemung County and its municipalities in
order to create an accurate picture of the collective resources. The inventory includes a review of standard
duties and functions, highway personnel, facilities, equipment, existing collective bargaining agreements,
and intermunicipal agreements. Utilizing written questionnaires and one-on-one interviews of department
heads and their staff, further detail was obtained on special staff skills and equipment needs. Department
heads also identified shared services opportunities for the future. The inventory also included a review of
each existing highway facility to get a general impression of the condition lifespan, capacity, safety, and
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Executive Summary

expansion opportunities. Finally, a financial analyst obtained and analyzed fiscal information submitted
by Chemung County municipalities to the New York State Comptroller’s Office. The fiscal profile
compares revenues, debt and the operating and capital costs of each municipal highway department,
including a detailed comparison of expenditures per capita and expenditures per mile within each
jurisdiction. (See Section 111 for a summary, and Appendix D for the Detailed Fiscal Analysis)

Identification of Preliminary Opportunities for Shared Highway Services

As highway services are widely accepted as a key ingredient in the measurement of a community’s
quality of life, it was very important that the planning process included outreach to the stakeholders to
obtain their ideas, opinions and feedback on the potential opportunities for shared highway services. As
previously mentioned, the outreach process included HSB meetings, department head questionnaires,
stakeholder interviews and roundtable meetings, providing ample opportunity to discuss the project and
any potential issues. The results of this process provided invaluable information regarding the current
highway service needs and desires of the involved municipalities to share highway services. Throughout
the process, preliminary opportunities for shared highway services, facility needs and equipment needs
were identified and evaluated. A number of potential highway services delivery models were reviewed
and determined to be unfeasible by the consultant team and the HSB. Ultimately, a general consensus was
reached on a Recommended Model, which articulates how the county and its municipalities can most
efficiently work together to meet the current and future challenges of highway service delivery.

Development of the Recommended Model for Highway Service Delivery

Culling all the feedback from the stakeholder outreach process, the consultant team compiled a
Recommended Model for providing highway services in Chemung County that will improve efficiencies
and maintain quality services on the county and local road networks. The consultant team reviewed a
number of different approaches to the delivery of highway services and concluded that a hybrid model,
combining aspects of functional consolidation, centralization, and decentralization has potential for the
greatest success in the county. A detailed discussion of the recommended model is contained in Section
(AVA

Although it is understood that all Chemung County municipalities have good working relationships with
one another, sharing and trading highway services, equipment and personnel quite often, the
Recommended Model of highway services will enable services to be performed in a more coordinated,
planned and organized fashion which will lead to widespread efficiencies across the county. Coordination
of certain specialized services, facility rehabilitation, and large equipment purchases will allow the county
and local governments to provide highway services to all tax-payers both equitably, and in a more cost
effective manner. The Recommended Model includes three main components. It is suggested that each of
the three components be implemented gradually in phases; however, the greatest efficiencies will
ultimately be realized through the implementation of all three components:

= Component 1 - Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area: The integration of highway
services between Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira Heights and
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Executive Summary

Horseheads, and the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira, working toward a long term goal of
forming a unified Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area (CUHSA).

= Component 2 - Centralized Services: The centralization of certain common and specialized
highway services to realize economies of scale. Chemung County will take the lead in organizing
and deploying certain specialized highway services to all participating municipalities. There will
be an initial focus on expanding technical engineering services, bridge and large culvert
maintenance, sign fabrication and installation, tree removal, guiderail installation, pavement
marking, pesticide application, and safety training. The Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council
(ECTC) will provide valuable technical assistance and play an active role in implementing this
component. In December 2009, the ECTC adopted its 2030 Long-Range Plan (LRP) which
“emphasizes maintaining, optimizing and integrating a transportation system that includes roads,
bridges, rail, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and the regional airport”. * The ECTC’s
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) reinforces the MPO’s desire to work with local
communities on transportation planning. Task 1 of the UPWP states that “the ECTC will work
with local municipalities to develop and maintain a comprehensive Asset Management System
that combines an inventory of the structural and operational characteristics of all federal-aid
roadways in Chemung County and identifies potential preferred treatments that maximize the
safety and efficiency of the transportation system in the most cost-effective manner. Work
includes: a Traffic Count Program, a Local Bridge Assessment, Highway System Scoring, and
updates to the Local Highway System GIS database.’

= Component 3 - Decentralized Services: The transfer of certain highway services from the
county to the localities to improve coordination of local road maintenance. The county will
negotiate contracts with local highway departments for routine winter and/or summer
maintenance and repair of county roads within the respective boundaries of each locality.
Decentralized services may include, but may not be limited to, snow and ice removal, roadside
mowing, brush cutting, pothole patching, and ditching.

Projected Cost Savings

It is anticipated that implementing the recommended model will be an effective means of reducing
municipal spending and lowering property taxes. It is also important to recognize that certain
recommendations and action steps identified in this Study may result in direct cost savings, while others
will result in overall efficiencies. In other words, certain actions have the potential to create economies of
scale by eliminating duplicative or overlapping functions, but may not always result in obvious cost
savings. Conversely, joint purchases of equipment, shared operations and maintenance costs of joint
facilities, actual staff reductions, and/or joint positions will directly result in cost savings. A complete
analysis of projected cost savings is included in Section VI.

! Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council (ECTC) 2010-2011 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), page 7.
2 Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council (ECTC) 2010-2011 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), pgs 14.
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Executive Summary

Upon full implementation of Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area, it is estimated
that potential personnel cost savings could be approximately $951,000. An analysis of the potential
facilities cost savings shows the savings to be $3,671,000, and for equipment the savings could reach
$9,622,000. In total, facilities savings, equipment savings, and personnel savings from functional
consolidation are estimated to save the proposed CUHSA municipalities approximately $14.2 million;
$2.72 million in Year 1, $2.79 million in Year 2, $2.85 million in Year 3, $2.91 million in Year 4, and
$2.97 million in Year 5. While these savings are certainly significant, it is important to note that the
critical imperative is to achieve improved service delivery.

Table EX 1: Projected Cost Savings Attributable to Implementing Component 1

‘ Year 1 ‘ Year 2 ‘ Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total
Equipment $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,000 $9,622,000
Facilities $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $3,671,000
Personnel $65,925 $130,535 $192,545 $252,262 $309,970 $951,000
Total | $2,724,525 $2,789,135 $2,851,145 $2,910,862 $2,968,570 $14,200,000

Source: Laberge Group. A complete analysis of projected cost savings is included in Section VI

Implementing Component 1 of the Recommended Model is estimated to reduce highway spending for
Chemung County, theoretically, reducing the overall tax burden for all municipalities in the county. The
outcome of the Tax Impact Analysis (see Section V1) estimated that in Year 1, the range for property tax
savings on a $100,000 assessed value home spanned from a low of approximately $17 in the Village of
Van Etten to a high of approximately $575 in the Town of Horseheads.

In order to estimate the potential cost savings for implementing Component 2: Centralized Services, the
consultant team surveyed department heads to compile an itemized cost of typical highway services
expenditures that were targeted for centralization. By obtaining data on average annual expenditures for
these targeted services, a figure could be extracted to estimate the percentage municipalities would save
by having such services performed by the county. From the quantitative data supplied by the
municipalities, a figure of 5 to 10% cost savings qualitatively appeared to be a conducive and accurate
representative percentage from the sample. This 5 to 10% cost savings figure was then applied to the
average total highway expenditures for each municipality between 2004-2008 to yield the estimated
dollar amount of potential cost savings for each municipality; one calculation was performed using 5%
expenditure savings to yield the lower limit of the estimation, and one calculation was performed using
10% expenditure savings to yield the upper limit of the estimation. Using this figure as a starting point for
the year 2009, the total savings were then forecast over five years.

The results of this analysis illustrated that all municipalities including the county are expected to save
approximately $1.2 million in Year 1, increasing to $1.25 million by Year 5. Under a 10% savings
calculation, savings to all municipalities would be twice as much, totaling approximately $2.4 million in
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Executive Summary

Year 1 and growing to approximately $2.5 million in Year 5. Chemung County will accrue the most
savings, followed by the City of Elmira, the Town of Southport and the Town of Big Flats.

Municipalities can also economically benefit from the implementation of Component 3: Decentralized
Services. Decentralization is an ideal strategy where municipalities can perform services more
inexpensively than the county, where the county’s total expenditures under negotiated service level
agreements with the municipalities would be less than their total expenditures to provide the service, and
where the negotiated price for the services exceeds the cost to the municipalities. Under these conditions,
the municipalities would benefit from both a reduction in the county tax levy, because the county would
be spending less on highway services, as well as a profit by delivering the services for less than what is
charged to the county.

To illustrate potential tax savings for implementing Component 3, snow removal was selected as the
service to be analyzed because of the availability of data on the typical price per centerline mile charged
between governments for inter-municipal provision of the service, which ranges between $4,000-5,500.
For purposes of this analysis, $4,000 was used as the price per centerline mile that all municipalities
would charge the county for removing snow from county roads, although it is understood that the certain
municipalities may wish to negotiate agreements that involve an exchange of services, rather than dollars.
It was also assumed that all municipalities could accommodate the added scale of servicing county roads
without additional capital investments and at the same marginal cost as servicing local roads.

The analysis revealed that decentralization of snow removal will likely reduce overall spending on
highway services and thereby reduce property tax burdens. Under decentralized snow removal in
Chemung County, it is estimated that all municipalities combined will save approximately $270,000 per
year on snow removal. Savings will be more precisely determined by the negotiation of individual
contractual agreements between the localities and the county

Project Status Update

Embracing the findings and the Recommended Model for highway service delivery, in February 2010,
Chemung County, the City of Elmira, towns of Horseheads and Elmira, and the villages of Horseheads
and Elmira Heights applied for an Efficiency Implementation grant from the Local Government
Efficiency Grant (LGEG) Program, available through the NYS Department of State. The county, along
with their local government partners, intends to move forward immediately with many of the initial
implementation steps outlined within this Study if awarded.
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|. Introduction

Purpose

In order for Chemung County to remain socially and economically sustainable, municipal leaders must
respond and adapt to changing economic conditions. As population and capital continue to leak out of
Upstate New York, highway services are provided at an ever-increasing cost to Chemung County
residents and business owners. In order to counteract potential inefficiencies and higher costs of
delivering highway services, in 2008, Chemung County, in partnership with the City of Elmira and the
towns and villages, cooperatively agreed to develop the Chemung County Highway Services Study
(hereafter referred to as the Study).

Chemung County has been actively pursuing shared highway services opportunities for a number of years
and this Study is the culmination of those efforts to date. From the outset, the focus of this Study was to
analyze the current highway service delivery model in order to determine methods for improving service
delivery, efficiency, and decreasing costs. Alternative highway service delivery models identified through
this process are built upon the strong working relationship that exists between Chemung County and the
involved municipalities.

Project Partners

Project Partners included Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Towns of Ashland, Baldwin, Big
Flats, Catlin, Chemung, Elmira, Erin, Horseheads, Veteran, Southport and Van Etten, the Villages of
Horseheads and Elmira Heights. Highway services in the Villages of Millport, Wellsburg, and Van Etten
are provided by the Towns of Veteran, Ashland, and Van Etten respectively, as such, their highway needs
are also represented in this Study. The Towns of Van Etten, Baldwin, and Erin did not choose to join the
Study until later in the process. Where available, the highway resources of these towns were included in
the report in order to ensure that this Study was as comprehensive as possible. The project consultant team
was comprised of the Laberge Group, Hunt Engineering, and the University at Buffalo Regional Institute.

Overview of the Planning Process

To expand upon previous shared services efforts, the consultant team researched, identified, and reviewed
local and countywide highway service delivery operations provided by all municipalities. From this
research, an informative analysis was completed describing areas where expanding highway services,
sharing services between municipal highway departments, and/or consolidating highway services may
result in positive outcomes including a cost savings and enhanced services delivery for all Chemung
County municipalities. The planning process consisted of the following project components:

= Inventory & Analysis of Existing Highway Services and Resources;
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I. Introduction

= Stakeholder Participation Process;

= Development of Preliminary Shared Services Opportunities and Alternatives;
= Development of Cost Analysis of the Recommended Alternatives;

= Development of Implementation Strategies;

= Preparation of Draft Study;

= Public Hearings;

= Preparation of Final Study.

Project Background and Groundwork

Chronology of Shared Services in Chemung County

Chemung County’s commitment to shared highway services began in the early 1990’s with the formation
of the Chemung County Blue-Ribbon Task Force on Shared Services. In October 1992, the Final Report
of the Chemung County Blue-Ribbon Task Force on Shared Services was submitted to the Chemung
County Executive and members of the Chemung County Legislature. The report sought to gradually
integrate various county and municipal services in the coming decades. Recommendations of the task
force related to shared highway services included the establishment of highway and bridge maintenance
districts within Chemung County; the establishment of a centralized information exchange service to
receive and disseminate current inventories of public property, equipment, equipment maintenance
services, and specialized employee skills available on a reciprocal basis among Chemung County’s
various local government units; the establishment of stormwater management districts; and the expansion
of existing joint purchasing practices.®

Since 1992, significant progress has been made towards reaching the recommendations outlined in the
Blue-Ribbon Task Force Final Report. In March 2008, Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Towns
of Ashland, Baldwin, Big Flats, Catlin, Chemung, Elmira, Erin, Horseheads, Southport, Van Etten, and
Veteran, the Villages of Elmira Heights, Horseheads, Millport, Van Etten, and Wellsburg, and the
Chemung County Soil and Water Conservation District signed an intermunicipal agreement to establish a
Chemung County Stormwater Team. The Stormwater Team, formed by the Chemung County Soil and
Water Conservation District, was created to assist Chemung County MS4* municipalities with the review
of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans and to conduct required inspections. Eleven (11) of the
participants were MS4 municipalities and six (6) were non-MS4 municipalities. The agreement represents

® Final Report of the Chemung County Blue-Ribbon Task Force on Shared Services.

* According to the federal law commonly known as Stormwater Phase 11, permits will be required for stormwater discharges from
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) in urbanized areas and for construction activities disturbing one or more acres.
http://Amww.dec.ny.gov/chemical/9007.html
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I. Introduction

a cooperative effort to protect and improve the quality of local waterways.® Also in accordance with
recommendations from the Blue-Ribbon Task Force Final Report, Chemung County municipalities have
also made substantial efforts towards centralized information exchange services and joint purchasing
practices.

In 2003, the Chemung County Council of Governments (COG) established the Chemung County Shared
Services Task Force. The Task Force, comprised of representatives from all Chemung County
municipalities and several private businesses, was formed to revisit local opportunities for shared
services. Highway maintenance was identified by the Task Force as one of the key service areas to be
examined and a separate committee was formed to specifically address shared highway services.

In August 2004, the Task Force commissioned an assessment of Chemung County winter road
maintenance, resulting in the development of two reports, the Chemung County Winter Road
Maintenance Assessment and the Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report.® Completed
in 2005, the Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance Assessment, made recommendations in five
areas: contracting out to town highway departments for winter snow maintenance, increased storm alert
and callout coordination, consideration of one-person plowing operations, improving the consistency of
budgeting and financial recordkeeping for cost accounting in highway services, and the development and
coordination of winter maintenance standards and policy.’

In fall 2006, the Shared Services Task Force proposed the institution of a Municipal Highway Services
Board (HSB), comprised of representatives from all Chemung County municipalities. The purpose of the
HSB was to institute a collaborative environment for exploring the potential for shared highway services
among all municipalities. In November 2006, the Chemung County Legislature passed a resolution
authorizing the formation of the HSB, and in March 2007, the county and seven other municipalities
officially announced the formation of the HSB, including Chemung County, the towns of Big Flats,
Catlin, Elmira, Horseheads, Southport, and Veteran and the Village of Horseheads.® The City of Elmira
joined the HSB later in 2007 and the Village of Elmira Heights joined soon after.

To build upon cooperative efforts, Chemung County and the City of Elmira signed a formal agreement in
March 2008 to consolidate the positions of the City Department of Public Works Director and the County
Public Works Commissioner. According to the agreement, the City DPW Director would serve as the
County DPW Commissioner. While the administration of the two departments merged, the department
staffs did not. Therefore, the new Director remained a city employee under contract with the county.
Responsibilities of the Director included supervision of all highway and civil engineering operations of
both municipal entities. Through the agreement, Chemung County and the City of Elmira hoped to reduce

® Intermunicipal Agreement Regarding Services to be Provided Relating to Stormwater Management and Erosion and Sediment
Control. March 28, 2008.

® Hattery, Michael. Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report (Cornell University, June 2005).

" Hattery, Michael. Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report.

8 Hattery, Michael. Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report.
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personnel costs as well as equipment and materials purchasing costs in addition to providing more
efficient highway services to their constituencies.®

By forming the HSB and formally consolidating the positions of City Public Works Director and County
Public Works Commissioner, sixteen municipalities within Chemung County have shown their
commitment to shared highway services. The county applied for and received a Shared Municipal
Services Incentive (SMSI) grant in 2008 to further research opportunities for increased sharing of
highway services, maintenance, and equipment. The funds received from this grant were used to
commission this Study.

Summary of Shared Highway Services

Chemung County municipalities have vigorously pursued opportunities for shared highway services over
the past decade. Highway departments within the county collaborate extensively, sharing personnel,
equipment, and facilities. Intermunicipal sharing occurs on both a formal and informal basis in Chemung
County. Formal agreements are often drafted when intermunicipal sharing involves the joint purchase of a
piece of equipment, the extensive use of a facility or the long-term utilization of a staff person. In most
cases, however, municipal highway departments in Chemung County work together informally, or “as
needed”. For example, Chemung County has an informal agreement with the Towns of Chemung,
Baldwin, and Van Etten for winter maintenance of county road mileage within their respective town
boundaries. In addition, Chemung County and the City of Elmira share specialty equipment and highway
services on a seasonal basis with other surrounding municipalities, including but not limited to, sign
repair, tree trimming, trucking, and creek restoration. Sharing services has helped many municipalities
across the county realize cost savings, improve efficiency, and strengthen neighbor relations.

In order to address liability and responsibility issues, many of the Chemung County municipalities have
signed umbrella agreements, or general service and equipment sharing agreements, which allow these
municipalities to work together on a semi-regular basis. The following list represents a snapshot of
existing shared services agreements across the county, and should not be considered exhaustive. A
summary of existing intermunicipal agreements can be found in Appendix A.

= Chemung County & City of Elmira: Adopted an agreement to consolidate the positions of City
Public Services Director and County Public Works Commissioner. Although the rest of the DPW
workforce remain employees of the city or county, with their own separate pay rates, benefit
packages and union contracts, the two work seamlessly together on highway projects.

= Chemung County & Village of Horseheads: Adopted an agreement to share salt storage space
at the county facility.

= Chemung County, Village of Horseheads & Town of Horseheads: Adopted an agreement for
the joint purchase of a grader.

® The LGE Guide to Developing Intermunicipal Arrangements for Highway Services

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 15



I. Introduction

= City of Elmira & Village of Elmira Heights: Adopted an agreement for the city to provide
sanitation services and traffic signal maintenance to the village.

= Village of Horseheads & Horseheads Central School District: Adopted an agreement to share
the School District’s new gas and diesel fueling facility and the School District’s equipment
maintenance shop.

= Town of Horseheads & Village of Horseheads: Adopted an agreement to share a street
sweeper.

= Towns of Ashland, Big Flats, Catlin, Horseheads, Southport & Veteran: Adopted umbrella
agreements with neighboring municipalities authorizing the highway superintendent to share
services, equipment, and personnel.

Summary of Stakeholder Participation Process

The intent of the stakeholder participation process was to inform participants about the planning process
and its findings, as well as to solicit their views and suggestions for items to be included within the Study.
Members of the HSB were instrumental in assisting the consultant team in identifying areas of focus as
well as identifying additional stakeholders. It was considered imperative that feedback be obtained from
public works/highway department heads, to ensure that the Study was founded upon common goals and
objectives. Four methods were used to solicit stakeholder input throughout the planning process: 1)
coordination meetings with the Highway Services Board; 2) department head questionnaires; 3)
stakeholder interviews; and 4) roundtable discussions. The feedback obtained through these outreach
efforts formed the basis for the development of preliminary and final alternative models for highway
services delivery.

Highway Services Board Coordination Meetings

As part of the planning process, regular coordination meetings were held between the consultant team and
the HSB. Coordination meetings were generally attended by the chief executives of the participating
municipalities and other local and regional leaders. Initially, these meetings focused on gathering
information pertaining to current highway operations including budgets, capital improvement plans,
intermunicipal agreements, collective bargaining agreements, and inventories of equipment, facilities, and
personnel. Later meetings focused on the review of findings from research efforts and discussing
alternative highway service delivery models.

Department Head Questionnaires

All highway department heads from the communities originally participating in the Study were provided
with a questionnaire at the beginning of the planning process. The Department Head Questionnaire asked
for information on the range of services their department provides; their equipment inventory including
age, condition and value; and the organizational makeup of the workforce, including: job title, duties, full
time or part time, salary or average wage, years of service, and specialized skills of certain laborers. The
information collected from this portion of the questionnaire helped to build the personnel and equipment
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inventories. The questionnaire also inquired about each municipality’s current system of sharing
resources and how additional services and equipment could be better coordinated in the future. The
sharing opportunities identified by department heads in the questionnaire provided a solid foundation on
which to base the Study ’s final recommendations.

Stakeholder Interviews

Two rounds of one-on-one stakeholder interviews were conducted with the highway department heads
from each of the communities’*. The first round of interviews occurred on March 25 and March 26, 2009.
These interview sessions were intended to supplement the responses to the Department Head
Questionnaire and gather further detail regarding each department’s personnel, equipment, and facilities.
During the interviews, each department head also provided important information regarding the perceived
needs and key issues confronting their department and gave advice regarding possible alternative service
delivery. This process helped to develop a preliminary list of concerns and potential areas where sharing
services, equipment, staff, and facilities could improve service delivery and efficiency in the future. The
results of this process culminated in the development of preliminary shared services opportunities and
alternatives that would be the basis for the recommended alternative model.

The second round of interviews was conducted on June 22 and June 23, 2009. During these interviews,
more specific questions were asked regarding employee specialization and the percentage of time
dedicated to specialized tasks. Specific questions were also asked about the utilization of equipment and
equipment sharing, and items that would be appropriate for a shared equipment motor pool. These
focused questions helped to identify what services would be more efficiently and effectively provided in a
centralized manner and what personnel and equipment might be best suited for providing these
centralized services.

Opportunities for Cooperation

The coordination meetings with the HSB, department head questionnaires, and stakeholder interviews
were crucial for identifying potential opportunities for further sharing and intermunicipal cooperation.
Through interaction with the department heads and public officials, many common themes were
indentified for potential shared highway services. The following list is a summary of the potential service
sharing opportunities for centralized or shared highway services commonly identified by the involved
stakeholders:

= Engineering: Technical assistance and standardized road permitting.

= Special Roadwork: Tree removal and trimming; pesticide application; roadside mowing; street
sweeping; guiderail installation; large culvert maintenance; pavement marking.

= Signs and Signals: Traffic signal repair; sign fabrication and installation.

10 Interviews were not conducted with the Towns of Baldwin, Erin, or Van Etten because they had yet to join the Study at this
phase of the process.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 17



I. Introduction

Equipment: Fleet and equipment maintenance; standardized equipment and vehicles
countywide; shared skilled mechanics for specialty equipment maintenance; specialty equipment
motor pool.

Facilities: Tire warehouse; wash bay for big machines and trucks; paint and sand blasting bay;
shared sand and salt storage areas.

Safety: Safety training; radio communication system.

Administrative: Shared insurance; grant writing and administration; standardized record keeping
of daily activities; standardized record keeping of equipment sharing; purchasing and bidding for
equipment and materials; coordination of plow routes.

The Barriers of Sharing Services

The coordination meetings with the Highway Services Board and communication with the department
heads revealed a number of limitations or barriers to sharing highway services. Despite the significant
advantages of intermunicipal cooperation, a number of real and perceived barriers exist that prevent
communities from collaborating'. Some examples of barriers to sharing services include the following:

Loss of Control and Community Identity: In order to cooperatively provide a service, some
level of control must often be relinquished. However, shared service agreements can be structured
to mitigate cost allocation, accountability and control issues.

Degradation of Service Provision: The degradation of quality of a service can be both real and
perceived. Service benchmarks that are monitored on a regular basis can mitigate service quality
ambiguity. Some highway superintendents indicated that the county engineering staff could take
on a larger role in providing technical assistance on town highway projects. Assigning
appropriate staff to the function and maintaining continuity of those serving in this expanded
capacity can improve the level of service.

Cost Tradeoff: Although overall efficiency may improve, cost savings are not always realized
with service sharing, even when forecasted over the long-term. Sometimes, despite overall cost
savings, one party may realize cost savings while another may see costs increase. The absence of
cost savings and the perception of what is ‘lost” and what is ‘gained’ by one municipality over
another can be the largest barrier to working together.

Compatibility of Capital Assets: Joint service provision depends upon compatibility of capital
assets, including information systems and machinery. Intermunicipal cooperation will be difficult
if capital assets used for service provision are incompatible.

1 Ruggini, John. An Elected Officials Guide to Intergovernmental Service Sharing (Chicago: Government Finance
Officers Association, 2007) & Michigan Government Finance Officers Association. Selling Stakeholders on
Interlocal Cooperation.
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Changes to Personnel Structure: Employees are directly responsible for service provision and
therefore are directly impacted by changes to service delivery structures. There are a variety of
concerns relating to job loss, accountability, pay scale, and location of place of employment that
must be addressed when negotiating cooperative agreements. Employee and union issues often
limit abilities to formally share staff and programs.

Fear of the Unknown: Fear can be driven by inexperience in building partnerships or a lack of
understanding of legal issues. Trust and respect are very important factors in the willingness of
highway managers to work cooperatively and share equipment. Many highway managers express
hesitancy in jointly equipment purchases because of potential problems with scheduling and
assigning the costs for repairs among joint owners.

The Benefits of Shared Services

Despite the barriers, there are many reasons shared services or intermunicipal cooperation may prove to
be advantageous to the provision of highway services. The following are some example benefits provided
in an article produced by the Cornell Local Roads Program: 2

Cost savings: Cooperation can save money by increasing efficiency and avoiding unnecessary
duplication. Cooperation can enable some communities to provide their residents with services
that would otherwise be too costly. Cost savings must be considered over time, not just as a one-
time event. Sharing equipment among municipalities which they could not afford alone; sharing
the latest technology, or sharing technical expertise from a partner highway department can lead
to the cost savings as well. Cost savings must be considered over time, not just as a one-time
event.

Address regional issues: By communicating and coordinating their actions, and working with
local and state jurisdictions, local communities are able to address and resolve transportation
issues which are regional in nature.

Early identification of issues: Cooperation enables local municipalities to identify and resolve
potential conflicts at an early stage, before affected interests have established rigid positions,
before the political stakes have been raised, and before issues have become conflicts or crises.

Reduced litigation: Communities that cooperate may be able to resolve issues before they
become mired in litigation. Reducing the possibility of costly litigation can save a municipality
money, as well as the disappointment and frustration of unwanted outcomes.

Consistency: Cooperation can lead to consistency of the goals, objectives, plans, policies, and
actions of neighboring communities and other jurisdictions.

12 Rosenbaum, Toni. Breaking the Cycle (Cornell Local Roads Program,
http://www.cdtoolbox.net/government _policies/000206.html)
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* Predictability: Municipalities that cooperate provide greater predictability to residents,
developers, businesses, and others. Lack of predictability can result in lost time, money, and
opportunity.

= Understanding: As municipalities communicate and collaborate on issues of mutual interest,
they become more aware of one another’s needs and priorities. They can better anticipate
problems and work to avoid them.

= Trust: Cooperation can lead to positive experiences and results that build trust between
municipalities.

= History of success: When municipalities cooperate successfully in one area, the success creates
positive feelings and an expectation that other intergovernmental issues can be resolved as well.

= Service to citizens: The biggest beneficiaries of intergovernmental cooperation are citizens for
whom government was created in the first place. Residents may not understand, or even care
about the intricacies of highway services; however, all residents can appreciate the benefits, such
as costs savings and the increased quality of services provided.

The involved communities must join together to promote the idea that there is opportunity for a win-win
situation in order to encourage local government employees and local residents to open up to the
possibilities of efficiencies and cost savings. * It is imperative that alternative highway service delivery
models include ongoing service gquality assessment and communication and address concerns or inequities
identified by stakeholders. Successful intermunicipal cooperation accentuates the benefits of service
sharing and mitigates, to the extent feasible and desirable, the barriers to cooperation. Acknowledging
both the benefits and barriers of highway service delivery models is essential for success.

1% Rosenbaum, Toni. Breaking the Cycle
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1. Municipal Characteristics Summary

Regional Setting

Chemung County is located in New York State’s
Southern  Tier Region, contiguous to the
Pennsylvania border. Adjacent New York counties
include Schuyler and Tompkins to the north, Tioga
. to the east, and Steuben to the west. Adjacent
Pennsylvania counties include Bradford and Tioga
Counties to the south. See Map 1: Regional
Location Map.

According to the US 2000 Census, Chemung
County is approximately 408.2 square miles and has
a population of 91,070 people, with 35,049
households, and 23,272 families in residence. The county is predominately rural and comprised of 11
towns, 5 villages, and one city. The county seat is the City of Elmira with 30,940 residents, which
accounts for over one third of the county’s total population.

A number of major roadways traverse Chemung County. Interstate 86, also known as the Southern Tier
Expressway, runs from Suffern, New York (where it connects to New Jersey 17) to the Pennsylvania
border in western New York. Between the Pennsylvania/New York border and the Town of Horseheads,
Route 17 is concurrent with 1-86. The New York State Department of Transportation completed the
“Horseheads Bypass” project in July 2007, upgrading Route 17 to interstate highway standards. NYS
Route 14 is a state highway that transects the State in a north-south direction between Lake Ontario and
the Pennsylvania border. From the Pennsylvania border, the highway continues south as PA Route 14.
Route 14 crosses 1-86 in the western portion of the Village of Horseheads. Other major highways include
New York State Routes 13, 328, and 352.

The Chemung River is the most dominate natural water feature in the county, entering the west-central
part of Chemung County in the Town of Big Flats, and flowing southeast to the extreme southeastern
corner of the county in the Town of Chemung. The Chemung River and its tributaries are prone to
flooding, impacting the transportation network. The most devastating flooding event occurred in 1972 due
to heavy rainfall from Hurricane Agnes. Flood protection is currently provided by four upstream dams
which reduce peak flows during flood events. Since 1972, other less intense flood events have occurred
due to localized drainage problems, flash flooding, ponding, shallow water table, overland flooding and
erosion of stream banks. Roads constructed in low lying areas such as the Lowman Crossover (CR 8) are
subject to periodic flooding and subsequent to temporary road closures.
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I1. Municipal Characteristics Summary

Population Trends

Local population growth or decline is often dependent upon
several factors, including economic expansion, environmental
capacity, housing suitability, varying generational needs, and
overall regional desirability. Examining the population trends of
Chemung County provides the necessary context required to
assimilate an understanding of past and future growth patterns, and
the future need for expanding, sharing, and/or consolidating
highway services in Chemung County. The following information
has been compiled utilizing data from the 1990 United States
Census, the 2000 Census, and the 2007 Annual Population
Estimates. The data presented is the most up to date available at

the time of printing and sources have been documented under each table and chart.

Chemung County Growth Patterns

As a whole, Chemung County’s
population has been  steadily
decreasing since 1960%, with major
population losses in the Villages of
Millport and the City of Elmira.
According to U.S. Census population
estimates, Chemung County will
continue to experience population
decline. Table 1 indicates that the
populations in Chemung County and
the City of Elmira have decreased by
7.54% and 12.71%, respectively,
between 1990 and 2007. All five of

100,000 ~
90,000 -
80,000 -
70,000 -
60,000 - W 1990
50,000 - = 2000
40,000 - 2007
30,000 -
20,000 -
10,000 -
0

City of Elmira Chemung County

the Villages and seven of the Towns within Chemung County

endured significant population losses between 1990 and 2007. The Village of Millport experienced the

greatest population loss with a 16.67%

rate of decline. The Towns of Baldwin, Catlin, Chemung, and Erin

are the only communities that have had population gains. Chemung County’s experience with population
losses is consistent with population trends in other Upstate New York counties.

14 chemung County Data Book, 2004.

Chemung County Highway Services Study

Page 23



I1. Municipal Characteristics Summary

Table 1: Population Growth

% Change (1990-2007)

Chemung County 95,195 91,070 88,015 -7.54%

City of Elmira 33,724 30,940 29,437 -12.71%
New York State 17,990,455 18,976,457 19,297,729 7.27%

Towns: ‘ ‘ ‘

Town of Ashland 1,966 1,951 1,880 -4.37%

Town of Baldwin 829 853 835 0.72%

Town of Big Flats 7,596 7,224 7,534 -0.82%
Town of Catlin 2,626 2,649 2,662 1.37%

Town of Chemung 2,540 2,665 2,602 2.44%

Town of Elmira 7,440 7,199 6,856 -7.85%
Town of Erin 2,002 2,054 2,010 0.40%

Town of Horseheads 19,926 19,561 18,982 -4.74%
Town of Southport 11,571 11,185 10,574 -8.62%
Town of Van Etten 1,507 1,518 1,455 -3.45%
Town of Veteran 3,468 3,271 3,188 -8.07%
Villages:

Village of Elmira Heights 4,359 4,170 3,915 -10.19%
Village of Horseheads 6,802 6,452 6,245 -8.19%
Village of Millport 342 297 285 -16.67%
Village of Van Etten 552 581 551 -0.18%
Village of Wellsburg 617 631 604 -2.11%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1999, 2000, 2007 Estimates.

Highway Mileage

The transportation network within Chemung County is comprised of 1129.8 miles of state, county, and
local roads. Approximately 10.5 percent (118.7 miles) of the total miles are state-owned roads, 21.6
percent (243.7 miles) are county-roads, and 67.9 percent (767.4 miles) are locally-owned roads. Table 2
shows the total local, county, and state centerline miles located within Chemung County borders.*
Approximately 73 percent of the Chemung County road network (including state-owned, county-owned
and locally-owned) is paved. Of all Chemung County municipalities, only the City of Elmira, the Town of
Horseheads, and all of the villages have paved all local roads. The towns of Baldwin, Chemung, Erin, and
Van Etten have less than 50 percent of their roads paved.

5 According to NYS DOT, highway mileage under the jurisdiction of each town, village, or city within the county is measured
along the centerline of the highway (in one direction) regardless of the number of lanes or whether the highway is divided or
undivided. Source: NYS Highway Mileage Summary Reference Material, 2010, https://www.nysdot.gov.
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I1. Municipal Characteristics Summary

Eight of the sixteen towns have greater than 15 miles of county-owned roads within their boundaries.
These towns include Big Flats (31.1 miles), Chemung (35.5 miles), Elmira (15.9 miles), Erin (20.1 miles),

Horseheads (31.3 miles), Southport (32.5 miles), Van Etten (15.5 miles), and Veteran (27.0 miles).

Table 2: Road Mileage

Centerline Road Mileage (2008)

Land Area Local %
Municipality (sg. miles) Total State County Local Paved '
Chemung County 408.2 1129.8 118.7 243.7 767.4 73%
City of EImira 7.3 131.2 3.2 0.8 127.2 100%
Town of Ashland 14.1 24.9 7.8 2.2 14.9 94%
Town of Baldwin 25.8 49.5 0.0 14.5 35.0 17%
Town of Big Flats 44.5 120.2 14.6 31.1 74.5 90%
Town of Catlin 38.0 78.7 55 14.2 59.0 94%
Town of Chemung 49.5 102.1 13.9 355 52.7 22%
Town of Elmira 22.3 66.7 5.9 15.9 44.9 93%
Town of Erin 44.3 82.8 7.3 20.1 554 23%
Town of Horseheads 35.9 107.8 13.0 313 63.5 100%
Town of Southport 46.5 128.9 15.9 325 80.5 86%
Town of Van Etten 41.6 72.1 9.0 15.5 47.6 10%
Town of Veteran 38.4 88.9 10.9 27.0 51.0 59%
Town Subtotal: 400.9 922.6 103.8 239.8 579.0 65%
Village of Elmira Heights 1.1 22.3 0.9 0.0 214 100%
Village of Horseheads 3.9 36.8 5.3 0.2 31.3 100%
Village of Millport 0.4 3.8 1.4 0.2 2.2 100%
Village of Van Etten 0.9 7.3 1.9 1.8 3.6 100%
Village of Wellsburg 0.6 5.8 2.2 0.9 2.7 100%
Village Subtotal: 6.9 76.0 11.7 3.1 61.2 100%

Source: New York State Department of Transportation Highway Mileage Database 2008.
https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/divisions/engineering/technical-services/highway-data-services/highway-mileage-summary.
Note 1: Local Percent paved is the percentage of locally-owned (city, town, village) paved roads within the respective municipal boundary.

Bridges & Culverts

According to the inventory of New York State Bridges, there are a total of 154 bridges in Chemung
County. Chemung County and the City of Elmira own and maintain 146 and 8 bridges, respectively. A
bridge is defined by the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) as a crossing structure
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I1. Municipal Characteristics Summary

with a span equal to or greater than 20 feet; culverts are less than 20 feet. The Chemung County DPW has
an experienced crew specializing in bridge maintenance.

All Chemung County municipalities currently maintain their own large and small culverts. NYSDOT
defines large culverts as having a diameter of 5 feet to 20 feet. Large
culverts have many of the same physical and structural characteristics
as bridges. Small culverts are defined as having a diameter of less
than 5 feet. The county, with assistance from the Elmira-Chemung
Transportation Council (ECTC), is in the process of completing a
comprehensive inventory of small and large culverts maintained by
the Chemung County and City of Elmira DPWSs, documenting
location, size, age and condition.

Road Conditions

In 2009, the Chemung County Department of Public Works, in cooperation with the Elmira-Chemung
Transportation Council (ECTC), conducted a field survey of the pavement conditions of the transportation
network of the county. The survey included all county-owned roads, all city-owned roads, and all other
roads that are Functionally Classified as:

= Principal Arterial (FC 14)
= Minor Arterial (FC 16)

= Major Collector (FC 17)
= Minor Collector (FC 18)

In order to use a consistent methodology, the county applied the New York State Department of
Transportation (NYSDOT) pavement condition rating system, were a rating of 9 to 10 is considered
excellent, 8 to 7 is considered good, 6 is considered fair, and 5 and below is considered poor. There were
no county-owned roads rated higher than 8. The Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council entered the
pavement score into a GIS database. Table 3 illustrates the pavement condition rating for surveyed roads.

Table 3: Pavement Conditions

Pavement Rating Chemung County City of Elmira Other
Poor (1-5) 6.2% 43.9% 9.3%
Fair (6) 48.9% 34.7% 33.7%
Good (7-8) 45.0% 21.4% 57.1%

Source: Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council, Chemung County Road Layer, Geo-database, February 2010.
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[11. Existing Highway Services and
Resources Overview Summary

In order to gather local knowledge on the governmental priorities of Chemung County communities and
the areas that could have potential for intergovernmental cooperation to improve highway service delivery
and performance, Highway/Public Works department heads were provided an opportunity to fill out a
hand-written questionnaire. The initial written questionnaire asked the department heads to identify the
standard duties and functions, staffing, and the key issues facing their respective department. The written
guestionnaire was followed up with one-on-one interviews with each department head. The interviewees,
as officials and taxpaying residents sharing a strong concern for the community, provided invaluable
information regarding the function, duties and issues confronting each department. In addition, many of
the department heads offered advice regarding possible future shared services alternatives. Much of the
information contained in this section is based upon the direct feedback from these interviews and from
informative sources provided to the consultant team by the department heads and staff. The detailed
highway department profiles for each municipality can be found in Appendix B.

Existing Highway Services

The participating highway departments provide similar
highway services within their respective municipalities. The

Key Issues & Opportunities
e Public service standards may vary

primary services provided across the board by local highway across municipalities.

departments include: snow and ice control, road construction e  There is no official system in place
and maintenance, street sweeping, roadside mowing, sign to determine the types of shared
maintenance, and equipment repair. Highway departments in highway services informally
Chemung County are also responsible for performing tasks requested and delivered by

outside of the realm of typical highway related functions, neighboring municipalities and their
such as leaf collection, limb and brush removal, and garbage associated costs.

e Highway departments in the
urbanized areas provide a similar set
of services. Opportunities may arise
to provide these services

removal. In many cases, highway department staff persons
are the “catch all” for municipal services. They are the most
visible and versatile municipal employees and are called
upon routinely for a variety of work, such as light cooperatively.

construction and trail and field work in municipal parks, as e Chemung County, the City of
well as other in-kind services. Elmira, and other municipalities
possess specialized services and
equipment that could be expanded
countywide.

Highway functions in Chemung County, the City of Elmira,
the Town of Big Flats, and the Villages of Elmira Heights
and Horseheads differ slightly from the typical highway
functions provided by other highway departments because
they fall under a Department of Public Works. Highway staff in these communities may be responsible
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

for water, sewer, buildings and grounds maintenance, and parks maintenance in addition to their usual
highway duties. Public Works personnel responsible for water, sewer, and buildings and grounds may
also be deployed to assist with winter maintenance when staff demand is at its peak.

Where convenient and cost effective, a locality will also provide or receive services from another locality
through a formal or informal agreement. These services can be provided “as needed” or on a regular
basis. For example, Chemung County possesses an experienced crew for bridge maintenance and
provides bridge maintenance services on bridges with a 20 foot span or larger to all municipalities within
the county, except the City of Elmira. While some highway services are provided countywide, sharing
services often occurs on a smaller scale. Examples include snow and ice removal, trucking, and pesticide
application.

Although all of the involved departments provide similar highway services to local residents, public
service standards may vary across municipalities due to the lack of a uniform written policy on general
service standards.’® Variations in service may also occur due to differences in the road network each
municipality maintains. For example, unpaved roads require different maintenance than paved roads and
maintenance of urban streets with curbs and sidewalks require different equipment and skills than
maintenance of rural roads.

Table 4 provides an overview of the highway services provided by each of the municipalities. The
information is based upon the response to the initial Department Head Questionnaire, as well as one-on-
one interviews with the local highway/public works department heads.

16 Hattery, Michael. Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report.
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111. Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Table 4: Standard Duties and Functions of DPW/Highway Departments

Standard Duties & Functions ngrt?nutr;/g El(rgi)ra Ast(wT;nd Bal(;lj-\)/vin Big(-ll;)lats Cglt-l)in Che(r-:;)ung i i Horsgw)eads Sougl)port Van(-ll-E)tten Ve(t-la;)ran EImira(\I{I)eights Horsg\Qeads
Street sweeping x x x x x x X x X X x X
Snow & ice control x x X x x x X X X X x x
;t(())rrrr: V\?aet\év?r, culverts, ditches, y y y 9 . . » » " « N
Road construction & maintenance x x X X x x x X X X x x
Guiderail X X x x x x x x X

Equipment repair x x X X X X x x X X X
Traffic signals, signs, street lighting X X X x X X X x x x x X
Bridge maintenance X X x x x x

Mowing X X X X X X X x X X X
Storm damage repair X X x x x X x x x
Engineering X X x

33;/:/]?:9& catch basin repair & y y » 9 9 9 9 9 " " « N
Sanitary sewers x

Ditching x x x x X x x

Driveway permits X X x x x x X X x
Road grading X x x x X x x x x
Oil & stone surface treating X x x x X x X x

Pumping station maintenance X x

Road kill pickup X « x X X X X X x X X
Fall leaf collection x X X x x
EI\J/Ir?r:r;ﬁgance of brush site/brush y y . 9 " N
Christmas tree collection x X X X x x
Garbage pickup X X X
Brush collection/cleanup x X X X X x X
Snow removal from parking lots X X X X X X x X x X
Tub grinding X x X X
Parking garage maintenance X

Municipal sidewalk maintenance X X X X
Litter pickup, tire cleanup X X X x x x X X

Cleaning of creek beds X X x x x x X x X x

Water department functions x x
Municipal buildings, grounds,

cemeteries & parks maintenance * * * * * X X X x x % x
Pesticide application X x

Notes:

The Towns of Van Etten, Baldwin, and Erin did not choose to join the Study until later in the process. Where available, the highway resources of these towns were included in the report in order to ensure that the Study was as comprehensive as possible. However, for these three towns, certain sections may lack some of the detail
included for the municipalities that were involved from the beginning.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Highway Facilities Inventory & Assessment

As a part of the inventory of existing highway services, a
NYS Licensed Architect and NYS Professional Engineer
toured each existing highway facility along with the
department heads. The overall purpose of the facility tours
was to get a general impression of the condition, lifespan,
capacity, safety, and expansion opportunities. Each facility
(including support facilities) was photographed and a
preliminary conditions analysis was prepared (See Appendix
C: Building/Site Assessments). The results of the tours and
discussions led to the identification of opportunities for
sharing existing facilities that are geographically convenient
to each other. In some cases, opportunities may exist for the
rehabilitation and/or expansion of an existing facility while
other facilities may be retired or adapted for another use.

Table 5 provides a summary of each highway facility’s
location, size, capacity, age, condition, useful life, expansion
opportunities and an estimated budget for improvements. The
budget figures shown in Table 5 are estimates of the cost for
expanding and/or rehabilitating an existing highway facility
if each municipality continues to operate independently
without consolidation.'’

The estimated cost of building new facility space was
calculated at $85 per square foot, assuming that the new
space was to be added to the existing highway facility. This
assumption is important because if added onto an existing
building, the new structure would have one or more sides
already in place and access to existing utility feeds and
equipment, significantly lowering the estimated square
footage cost. It was further assumed that existing utility feeds
were of adequate capacity to support expansion since detailed
existing utility information was not available. Department
heads identified any existing problems with the utility
systems if a specific issue needed to be addressed in the
budgeting. The square footage cost was based on bid pricing

Key Issues & Opportunities

Nine highway departments are
located within a six-mile radius of
one another.

Eleven (11) of the sixteen (16) total
highway garages located in
Chemung County are in “good”
condition or better.

Two (2) of the sixteen (16) total
highway garages located in
Chemung County are in “poor”
condition.

Most Chemung County highway
departments require general
accessibility, fire, ventilation, and
energy upgrades to bring their
facilities up to code.

The City of Elmira, the Town of
Baldwin, and the Town of Catlin
facilities have the greatest capacity
for future expansion.

The Town of Chemung, Town of
Ashland, Town of Elmira East and
West, Town of Van Etten, Town of
Veteran, and Village of Elmira
Heights facilities have limited
opportunities for expansion due to
the size of their sites.

It will cost an estimated
$10,200,000 to make necessary
improvements to highway garages
in Chemung County.

The potential for savings through
shared facility space are significant
and opportune since the majority of
highway facilities require
rehabilitation and expansion.

7 The facility reviews and budgetary information provided should be considered preliminary in nature, performed for planning
purposes to identify the potential cost savings through consolidation. It is recommended that a more detailed site specific review
of each facility be completed in the future. The budgetary figures are built upon the assumption that the necessary improvements
would not be deferred, regardless of current or future economic influences.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

obtained over the last five years from similar facilities that were constructed. The figure was crosschecked
with Means Construction Data. The cost of renovated space was budgeted at the cost of providing the
necessary upgrades. Renovated space was calculated at a range of $25 per square foot to $45 per square
foot depending on the subjective complexity of the renovation or upgrade. Assumptions were made that
the necessary infrastructure is readily available or easily accessible and that extensions or relatively
simple conversions were possible. The cost is also based on bid pricing obtained over the last five years
of facilities that have been renovated. As with construction costs, this figure was also crosschecked with
the Means Construction Data.

No site improvement provisions for basic existing infrastructure were included in the budget calculations
because it was determined to be either available or easily accessible. Site improvements such as paving
and grading were factored into the SF budgets as previously described. The cost of any equipment
necessary for improving a facility was budgeted at the current average procurement cost unless such
equipment would normally be found in the building (i.e. vehicle lifts). For equipment of this type,
historical data crosschecked with Means Construction Data was utilized to determine cost.

Map 2 illustrates the locations of all highway facilities in Chemung County. The map also shows the
locations of the Chemung County Landfill and the New York State Department of Transportation
facilities. These facilities were included to highlight potential partnering opportunities.

As shown on Map 3, there are nine highway garages located within a six-mile radius of one another. The
facilities within this central urban core include the Chemung County DPW, the City of Elmira DPW, the
Town of Big Flats DPW, the Town of Horseheads Highway Department, the Town of Elmira’s East and
West Highway Garages, the Village of Elmira Heights DPW, the Village of Horseheads DPW, and the
NYSDOT. The map also illustrates that the highway garages for the Towns of Ashland, Catlin, Chemung,
Van Etten, and Veteran are more remotely located.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Table 5: Countywide DPW/Highway Department Facilities Inventory

Building

Description

Location

Acreage

Size
(sp*

Capacity

Age

Condition

As is

Useful Life

Improved

_Asis Improved  Budget®

Replacement/Expansion Needs W

Other Significant Issues

DPW garage/admin.

31 vehicle bays, 3,000 T salt

Rehab cold storage bldg (5,500 sf); vehicle
repair needs fire, accessibility & energy

Needs site paving, warm
storage for trucks,

department yard

installation; new salt shed; new 25 T lift.

Chemung Co. offices and highway ngr(s::fgzgg,\?\t(” 15 60,800° | shed, repair facility, fuel island, | Varies Good 10 yrs 40 yrs $914,500 upgrades (13,700 sf); covered truck engineering and
department yard ' cold storage, material bins storage needs roof extensions (10,200 sf), administration building
record storage, administration building improvements, security fence
DPW garage/admin. 840 Linden Place 35 vehicle bays, repair facility, Accessibility, fire, & energy upgrades; new
(C) Elmira offices and highway Elmira. NY ' 10.8 63,300" fuel island, 2,000 T salt shed, 40 yrs Good 25 yrs 40 yrs $2,145,000 1 50())/’sf re’cords st%)rla F;:gbld '
department yard ' cold storage ' 9 9:
Highway garage/admin. . . . - . . .
(T) Ashland offices and highway 159 Terrace St., 35 6.000' 4 vehicle bays; fuel |_sland, 500 20 yrs Good 10 yrs 40 yrs $384,000% 3) addltlone}l h_eated bays; .flre, energy & Very tight site area for
department yard Wellsburg, NY T salt, 500 T cinder accessibility upgrades; 25 T lift improvements
) Highway garage/admin. 622 Breesport/N. . . (1) additional bay; fire and accessibility
(T) Baldwin offices and highway Chemung Rd. 5 4,000’ 3 vehicle baysérfgel island and 3yrs Good 50 yrs 50 yrs $313,000 upgrades; 1,500 T salt shed; emergency
department yard Lowman, NY y generator; 15 T lift; site paving
. DPW garage/admin. 22 vehicle bays, fuel island, This facility is brand new and
(T) Big Flats offices and highway 47.6 Maple St., 5 26,400¢ 2,500 T salt and support 5yrs Excellent | 40 yrs 40 yrs $0" requires no improvements at
department yard Big Flats, NY buildings this time
Highway garage/admin (4) additional heated vehicle bays;
(T) Catlin offices and highway BChamllgers RdNY 17 6,600 8 veglcle b_?_ys,lfuerll |séland, 10yrs Good 15 yrs 40 yrs $1.133,000 com_pl)JI_?te existing concérete floo(;; flr.e,
department yard eaver Dams, ,000 T salt she accessibility & energy code upgrades; new
2,000 T salt shed.
Highway garage/admin. 48 Rotary Rd. Ext 5 vehicle bays, 2,400 T salt Renovate Town Hall space if ever vacated; | Could gain approx. 5,000 sf if
(T) Chemung offices and highway y Rd. " 10 8,100 shed ®; fuel island; cold storage | 35yrs Good 15yrs 40 yrs $308,000 add (1) truck bay; emergency generator; the Town were to vacate their
Chemung, NY : A . . -
department yard bldg.; and yard 15 T lift; site paving portion of the building
Highway garage/admin. . . - . _—
. : . 1890 W. Water St., N 5 vehicle bays, fuel island, 500 (4) additional heated bays; accessibility
(T) Elmira West ofgggzr?;dem%g\%ay Elmira, NY 5 6,000 T salt shed 6 yrs Good 25 yrs 40 yrs $392,000 upgrades; 25 T lift.
: : 4) additional heated bays; fire, ventilation, - .
Highway garage/admin. . . ( P R Existing site to be reduced
(T) Elmira East offices and highway Jerusaler_n Hill 15 4,250° 3 vehicle bays, 2,500 T salt 50 yrs Poor 5yrs 40 yrs $730.800 aqce_SS|b|I|ty & energy upgra_des,. widening with DOT improvements
Road, Elmira, NY shed and fuel island existing overhead door openings; complete
department yard . o : scheduled for Rte 17/186
concrete slab installation; new 25 T lift.
Highway garage/admin (1) additional heated bay; fire, ventilation,
(T) Erin offices and highway 1F123(;8 Iért_aessgrt 7 6,400° 4 vehicle bays; f(ljjel island and 35 yrs Good 10yrs 40 yrs $475,000 access & t(ejr(;(_argy-upgrades; 1,600 sf coIFi C]Ereate Iseparatedentrance
department yard ., Erin, yar s;oSrggeTa Ilttlohn,c;enigr_gl]_el_rfltcy %enera_tor, rom playground access
, salt shed,; ift; site paving
. . . . Accessibility & energy upgrades; new
Highway garage/admin. 12 vehicle bays, fuel island, . 4 ! .
() Horseheads offices and highway lHSO W%/ ga(r;t R,\?Y 6 7,500° 2,400 T salt shed, cold storage 30 yrs Good 10 yrs 40 yrs $740,000 . wash bay; ngw repzi;rhbay, floor dr_al_n
department yard orseheads, bldg. improvements; extend heat to remaining
bays; and increase salt storage by 50%.
Highway garage/admin. . 10 vehicle bays, fuel island, . o )
() Southport offices and highway 6|73i'r\1"é' (\:/i'teWND;" 4 7.216R 2,400 T salt shed, 2 cold 50 yrs Fair | 15yrs | 40yrs | $490,000 F'rer’of)rf‘_e;?gsi‘n"’;c‘:r‘zsst;:’r!'_t{]g\f’vgzrgdfﬁh“ew
department yard Y storage buildings ' y repars, )
Highway garage/admin. . 5 vehicle bays, fuel island, Needs (3) additional heated bays; wash
() van Etten offices and highway 3 Hickory Grove 3.75 5,400° 2,000 T salt shed ©; cold 3yrs Good 20 yrs 40 yrs $419,000 bay, cold storage building; emergency
Rd., Van Etten, NY . . ) )
department yard storage and yard generator; 15 T lift; and site paving
Highway garage/admin (2) additional heated bays; fire, energy &
(T) Veteran : . : 1011 Ridge Rd., T 5 vehicle bays, fuel island, 500 . accessibility upgrades; new roof, new
ofggezr?rr:](lmggvr\aay Horseheads, NY 6.78 4,500 T salt shed/cold storage 40yrs Fair 10yrs 40 yrs $662,500 2,000 T salt shed; new oil/water separator;
P y enlarge existing overhead door openings
Highway garage/admin (2) additional heated bays; major fire,
(V) Elmira Heights offices and highway E 9_th St 0.6 5800V 7 vehicle bays, fuel island, 25 T 80 yrs Poor 5 yrs 40 yrs $623,000 ventllatlor], accessibility & energy E?(tremely limited site
Elmira, NY salt shed upgrades; complete concrete slab improvement area
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

idi P : Size . o Useful Life : o -
Building Description Location Acreage Capacity Age Condition Replacement/Expansion Needs Other Significant Issues

Improved  Budget °

Fire, ventilation, accessibility & energy
upgrades; new 2,400 sf covered vehicle
storage; enlarge existing overhead door

openings.

Highway garage/admin.
offices and highway
department yard

(V) Horseheads 400 Thorne St.,

Horseheads, NY

11 vehicle bays, cold storage

\%
2 8,000 building

50 yrs Fair 10 yrs 40 yrs $487,000

Notes

A: Facility sizes (sf) are approximate building calculations using the measurement tool in Google Earth since no “as built” information was available.

B: Shared with Chemung County (50/50)

C: Shared with Chemung County (1/3 County, 2/3 Town)

D: Assumptions were made that each facility, based on the premise that they would continue to exist and serve their current functions, would be brought up to current code compliance and be expanded to meet their current needs.
New space was budgeted at current unit prices per square foot. Renovated space was budgeted at the relative complexity of providing the upgrades listed. No site improvement provisions for basic existing infrastructure are included in
these calculations. Building equipment was budgeted at current individual prices to procure (i.e. lift). The cost is based on bid pricing obtained over the last five years of facilities that have been renovated. This figure was also crosschecked with the Means Construction Data.

E: Additional land needed for proposed improvements.

F: Must maintain a planned and preventative maintenance program to assure facilities reach their maximum useful life.

G: Includes all facilities on-site, including salts shed.

H: Includes all facilities on-site except 7,500sf salt shed.

I: Includes all facilities on-site except 2,700sf salt shed.

J: Includes all facilities on-site; no salt shed on-site.

K: Includes all facilities on-site except 5,525sf salt shed.

L: Includes all facilities on-site except 7,000sf salt shed.

M: Includes all facilities on-site except 2,750sf Town Hall, 2,275sf cold storage and 4,400sf salt shed.

N: Includes all facilities on-site except 1,050sf salt shed.

O: Includes all facilities on-site except 700sf polling place and 5,2500sf salt shed.

P: Includes all facilities on-site; no salt shed on-site.

Q: Includes all facilities on-site except 3,300sf cold storage and 6,000sf salt shed.

R: Includes all facilities on-site except 6,700sf cold storage and 4,000sf salt shed.

S: Includes all facilities on-site except 1,200sf cold storage and 4,800sf salt shed.

T: Includes all facilities on-site except 2,450sf cold storage and 750sf salt shed.

U: Includes all facilities on-site including salt shed.

V: Includes all facilities on-site; no salt shed on-site.

W: These changes will need to be made if consolidation does not occur.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Equipment Inventory

Chemung County municipalities own and maintain a sizeable
fleet of wvehicles, road construction and maintenance
equipment, and specialized equipment required to provide
highway services. In some communities, the fleet of vehicles
and specialized equipment is also utilized to maintain public
drinking water, waste water systems, and buildings and
grounds. Specialized equipment for the aforementioned
functions is not included in the inventory unless the
equipment is regularly used to complete highway functions.
The communities were asked to provide a detailed list of
their existing highway related equipment, the equipment
condition, and their future planned purchases. The data
collected from the communities was compiled into a
countywide list of equipment that further identified the
average age, age range, life expectancy, and the estimated
replacement cost of a particular piece of equipment. The data
will prove helpful for identifying areas of overlap among
municipal equipment needs, and potential opportunities for
shared equipment purchasing or sharing of equipment on a
countywide level.

Key Issues & Opportunities

e  Personnel movers and primary work
trucks (day-to-day equipment) make
up 30% of the total equipment
inventory.

e  Specialty trucks, construction
equipment, environmental
equipment, and other specialty
equipment make up 70% of the total
equipment inventory.

e These pieces of equipment are used
less frequently, often on a seasonal
basis, to complete specialized
highway functions.

e This equipment could be easily
coordinated and shared because the
cost of ownership is high, utilization
is sporadic, and purchasing is better
justified with multiple users.

As illustrated in Table 6, Chemung County and the municipalities own and maintain a combined fleet of
611 vehicles and specialized highway equipment. Types of equipment include personnel movers, primary
work trucks, specialty trucks, trailers, construction equipment, environmental equipment, and specialty
equipment. Equipment types such as personnel movers, primary work trucks, and trailers are used by
highway departments frequently to complete basic highway functions. Specialty trucks, construction
equipment, environmental equipment, and specialty equipment are used less frequently, often on a
seasonal basis, to complete specialized highway functions. However, specialty or seasonal equipment can
become more versatile if employed creatively by highway departments. For example, the Village of
Horseheads uses their grader for plowing operations. Utilizing the grader in the winter months expands its
use from seasonal to year-round, which increases its versatility.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Table 6: Countywide Equipment Inventory Categories

% of
Type Equipment Total Total
Personnel Movers Automobiles, Vans, Pickup Trucks 58 10%
Primary Work Trucks Dump Trucks, Truck Tractors, Stake Trucks 119 20%
. Sweepers, Water Tankers, Vac Con Flushers, Aerial Lift Trucks, 0
Specialty Trucks Roll Back Trucks, Service Truck 26 4%
Trailers Small, Flow Boy, Flat Bed, Box, Dump, Low Boy 23 4%
Loaders, Backhoes, Dozers, Excavators, Graders, Rollers, Gravel
Construction Crushers, Athey Loaders, Screening Plants, Air Compressors, 155 2506
Equipment Pavers, Ditch Witches, Skid Steer Loaders, Stone Rakes, Asphalt
Curb Machines, Road Wideners, Drag Boxes, Maintainers
Environmental Snow Blowers, Tub Grinders, Mowers, Pull Brooms, Brush 63 10%
Equipment Chippers, Leaf Collectors 0
Sewer Pumps, Sewer Cleaners, Blacktop Saws, Welders, Forklifts,
Specialty Equipment Grinders, Generators, Chain Saws, Trash Pumps, Vibratory 167 27%
Compactors, Concrete Mixers, Demolition Saws
Total Equipment | 611 100%

Source: Laberge Group and Hunt Engineering

Table 7 provides a compiled countywide list of equipment including its overall condition, average age,
age range, life expectancy, and the estimated replacement cost. The total equipment replacement cost was
based on 2009-2010 NYSOGS contracts, vendor pricing, and recent purchases. Insurance forms, which
were provided by the municipalities, helped to verify estimated replacement costs. Assumptions,
however, were made for equipment that is no longer available, limiting the accuracy of the total
replacement cost. Accuracy is also limited by equipment whose value cannot realistically be determined
until the time of replacement. The compiled fleet is valued at approximately $43 million.
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111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Table 7: Countywide Equipment Inventory Condition Summary
|

%‘ Estimated Total

Quality |Excellent Good | Fair Poor Average Age Age Range Life Expectancy Replacement Cost
Vehicles | ‘
Automobiles 6 0 4 2 0 8 4-13 8 $150,000
Vans 1 9 7-11 8 $105,000
Pickups 49 15 13 11 10 7 1-14 10 $1,372,000
Dump Trucks — Small 27 9 10 4 4 7 1-17 10 $1,296,000
Dump Trucks 6 Wheel 42 9 14 9 10 10 1-19 10 $6,090,000
Dump Trucks 10 Wheel 41 16 15 4 6 55 1-23 10 $7,175,000
Truck Tractors 4 0 3 1 0 5-16 15 $270,000
Stake Trucks 1 0 0 2 2-19 10 $250,000
Sweepers 11 1 8 1 1 6.5 4-18 12 $1,650,000
Water Tankers 0 4 1 1 23 5-38 20 $325,000
Vac Con Flushers 4 0 4 0 0 9 3-15 20 $700,000
Aerial Lift Trucks 0 1 1 0 8.5 3-14 20 $600,000
Roll Back Trucks 1 0 0 1 0 13 13 15 $75,000
Trailers — Small 16 2 8 3 3 12 3-23 20 $240,000
Trailers - Flow Boy 2 0 0 1 1 115 8-15 10 $175,000
Trailers - Flat Bed 1 0 0 1 0 20 20 20 $30,000
Trailer — Box 1 0 0 1 0 43 20 20 $35,000
Trailer — Dump 1 0 0 0 1 20 20 20 $40,000
Trailer - Low Boy 2 1 1 0 0 3.5 1-7 20 $110,000
Service Truck 2 0 0 0 2 22 21-23 20 $240,000
Equipment | “ |
Loaders — Wheel 30 4 11 14 1 14 1-33 12 $5,100,000
Loaders — Track 1 0 0 1 0 21 21 20 $100,000
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Condition ‘

\ Estimated Total

Quality |Excellent Good | Fair  Poor * Average Age |  AgeRange | Life Expectancy | Replacement Cost
Backhoes 17 2 8 5 2 16 2-37 20 $1,275,000
Dozers 7 0 4 3 0 22 12-31 20 $875,000
Excavators — Wheel 11 0 6 3 2 10.5 5-19 20 $1,760,000
Excavators — Track 3 2 1 0 0 10.5 2-16 20 $750,000
Graders 21 2 11 3 5 32 1-56 20 $4,725,000
Rollers 24 2 16 4 2 17 1-32 20 $2,160,000
Gravel Crushers 0 0 2 1 36 30-42 20 $450,000
Snowblowers 0 2 1 0 36 30-42 20 $400,000
Athey Loaders 0 1 0 0 15 15 20 $175,000
Screening Plants 3 0 2 0 1 14 8-19 20 $525,000
Air Compressors 11 0 6 4 0 15 8-22 20 $132,000
Tub Grinders 1 0 0 0 1 17 17 20 $300,000
Pavers 2 0 0 1 1 33 20-35 12 $700,000
Stone Rakes 6 0 4 0 2 NA Old NA $42,000
Ditch Witch Trenchers 1 0 0 0 0 31 31 20 $10,000
Skid Steer Loaders 1 1 0 0 0 3 3 15 $70,000
Asphalt Curb Machines 5 0 4 1 0 11 NA 25 $125,000
Sewer Pumps 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA $600
Sewer Cleaners 1 0 1 0 0 NA NA NA $3,000
Blacktop Saws 7 0 1 0 0 NA NA NA $52,500
Mowers — Tractor 18 2 8 2 5 175 1-32 20 $1,080,000
Mowers — Lawn 15 1 4 0 0 NA NA NA $112,500
Broom — Pull 7 2 2 0 1 NA NA NA $70,000
Welders 21 1 1 1 0 NA NA NA $42,000
Chippers — Brush 14 2 10 0 1 14 6-20 20 $490,000
Fork Lifts 2 0 0 2 0 215 8-35 20 $40,000

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 39



111, Existing Highway Services & Resources Overview

Condition i :
T \ T il | | | Estimated Total
Quality {Excellent Good { Fair Poor | Average Age Age Range Life Expectancy Replacement Cost

Grinders 1 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA $500
Generators 9 1 2 0 0 NA NA NA $27,000
Chain Saws 86 2 7 0 1 NA NA NA $43,000
Trash Pumps 7 0 2 0 0 NA NA NA $21,000
Vib. Compactors 24 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA $48,000
Road Wideners 2 0 0 2 0 NA NA NA $150,000
Drag Boxes 3 1 0 2 0 NA NA NA $60,000
Maintainers 3 0 1 0 1 NA NA NA $225,000
Concrete Mixers 2 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA $12,000
Leaf Collectors 4 0 2 2 0 18 15-21 20 $200,000
Demolition Saws 6 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA $12,000

Total: 611
Source: Source: Laberge Group and Hunt Engineering. Equipment lists provided in Department Head Questionnaire.
Note: Total replacement cost was based on 2009-2010 NYSOGS contracts, vendor pricing, and recent purchases. Insurance forms, provided by the municipalities, helped to verify estimated replacement
costs. Broad assumptions were made for equipment that is no longer available, limiting the accuracy of the total replacement cost. Accuracy is also limited by equipment whose value cannot be
determined until the time of replacement.
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Personnel Resources

Information pertaining to municipal highway staff was
collected from the Department Head Questionnaire and
followed up with one-on-one and telephone interviews. The
department heads were asked to list all existing job titles in
the highway department, the number of employees with that
title, the position’s full-time or part-time designation, salary
or hourly wage, years of service, and union membership.
Department heads were also asked to identify the duties
assigned to each staff person and any specialized skills or
licenses possessed by individuals. The information obtained
from this research effort is compiled within this section.

Collectively, the Chemung County highway departments
have 173.5 full-time employees (factoring in shared
positions).’® In an effort to compare the highway/public
works positions across Chemung County, the Civil Service
titles of the staff were used. Certain titles may differ in the
labor agreements, or in some cases, an individual may be
referenced locally with a different title.

In order to make general comparisons of the types of
employees, the consultant team grouped the workers under
similar titles based on the following methodology:

= Department Head/Director: Directors of Public
Works, Commissioners of Public Works and
Highway Superintendents.

= Deputy Director:
Superintendents

Deputy Directors,

Key Issues & Opportunities

Certain titles may differ in the labor
agreements, or in some cases, an
individual may be referenced locally
with a different title.

13% of highway personnel
countywide are in supervisory or
upper management positions.

11% of the total countywide
highway staff is cross-trained to
help out with a variety of tasks and
projects involving street
maintenance, traffic, buildings and
grounds, water and sewers.
Municipalities with DPW’s
commonly provide services with a
system of shared employee labor
hours with “cross-over” from one
function to another depending on the
season or community needs.

A labor force utilization analysis
would help to determine the
percentage of time workers are
dedicated to water, sewer, and other
public works operations versus
highway operations.

Deputy Commissioners

and Deputy Highway

= Field Supervisor: Highways/Streets Working Supervisors, General Highway Supervisors,
Electrical Supervisors, Working Forepersons and Labor Forepersons.

= Engineer: Engineers, with the civil service title of “Construction & Utilities Inspectors”.

=  Administrative Staff: Administrative Assistants and Account Clerks.

Equipment Maintenance: Fleet Maintenance Supervisors, Fleet Managers, Garage Mechanics,
Maintenance Mechanics and Welders.

18 Seasonal employees were not included as the number of employees varies depending upon how many are hired for the summer
and winter seasons and allocated budgets; however, total seasonal employees may amount to a high of an additional 50 temporary
workers in any given year.
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= Highway Field Operations: Public Services Specialists Il, Equipment Operators (Level | and I1)
and Laborers.

= Miscellaneous

o Building and Grounds: Supervisors of Building & Grounds, Cemetery Supervisor,
Custodian/Caretaker, Garage Attendants & DPW Grounds Workers.

o Water/Sewer/Drainage: Water Supervisors, Sewer Supervisors, Stormwater Supervisors &
Water Operators.

o Solid Waste: Solid Waste Supervisors & Solid Waste Specialists II.

As illustrated in Table 8, the first seven categories represent those personnel who provide the majority of
highway and transportation related services. Those grouped in the “miscellaneous” category may perform
some highway related duties, but are primarily employed as specialists in water, sewer, drainage, solid
waste, and buildings and grounds. Approximately 73% of the total staff inventory is involved in active
highway operations, e.g., working supervisors, equipment maintenance and operations, driving, plowing,
road construction and other field operations and manual labor, while 13% are in supervisory or upper
management positions. Out of the total staff, only 1% provides technical support, and only 2% provide
administrative support. The other 11% of the total countywide highway staff inventory primarily provide
other specialized services, but are often cross-trained to help out with a variety of tasks and projects
involving street maintenance, traffic, buildings and grounds, water and sewers. For a full listing of
personnel countywide, see Table 9.

Table 8: Summary of Countywide Full-time Highway Workforce

|

% of Total

Title id
Department Director/Superintendent 14" 8.1%
Deputy Director 8 4.6%
Field Supervisor 13 7.5%
Engineer 2 1.2%
Administrative Staff 3.5° 2.0%
Equipment Maintenance 14 8.1%
Highway Field Operations 100 57.6%
Miscellaneous

Buildings, Grounds, Cemeteries, Parks 7 4.0%

Water/Sewer/Drainage 3 1.7%

Solid Waste 9 5.2%

Total 173.5 100%

Source: Laberge Group and Hunt Engineering. Notes: 1. Although there are technically 15 Department Director/Superintendent
positions across the County, the City’s DPW Director serves as the County’s DPW Commissioner through a shared services agreement.
Therefore this position has been split equally between the two municipalities. 2. The Account Clerk position of the City of Elmira is
shared between the DPW and the City Office of the Chamberlain.
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Table 9: Detailed Countywide Full-time Highway Workforce

Job Title Co. Elmira Ashland Baldwin Catlin Elmira Erin Horseheads Veteran Van Etten Horseheads Total

Department Head/Deputy
Director of Public Works

0.5

0.5

Chemung

Southport

Elmira Heights

Chemung (®) (T ‘ (T) . ('T:)I , ‘ (M ‘ (M ‘ () (T) (M (M ‘ () (T ‘ V) )
ig Flats

4

Highway Superintendent

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

10

Administrative Assistant

1

Deput 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8
Administrative Staff ‘

2

Account Clerk
Engineer

1

1.5

egrcer . -/ . ! ' . ./ ./ [/ /| | | 2|

Field Supervision

Welder

Working Supervisor (Hwy/Streets) 1 1 1 3
General Highway Supervisor 1 1
Electrical Supervisor 1 1
Working Foreperson 3 1 2 6
Labor Foreperson 2 2
Fleet Maintenance Supervisor 1 1
Fleet Manager 1 1
Garage Mechanic 3 4 1 8
Maintenance Mechanic 1 1

wegsr .o« | o | | . . /' . ! | /| | | 3|

Highway Field Operations

Public Services Specialist 11 22 22
EOQ I 5 7 1 4 3 5 9 2 36
EO | 10 1 2 1 6 1 1 4 3 2 31
Laborer 7 2 1 1 11
Working Supervisor (B&G) 2 1 3
Working Supervisor (Solid Waste) 1 1
Working Supervisor

(Water/Sewer/Stormwater) 1 1 2
Water Operator 1 1
Solid Waste Specialist Il 8 8
Custodian/Caretaker/Garage Attendant 1 1 2
DPW Groundworker 1 1
Parks Specialist 1 1
Seasonal Help 0-14 15-20 2 5 2 3 3

Total Full time Employees 39.5 49 3 3 10 5 7 9 5 9 12 5 1 5 11 1735

Notes:

1. Shared position between Chemung County and the City of Elmira.
2. Shared Position with the Office of the City Chamberlain.
3. The Town of Van Etten did not provide a complete personnel list.
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Collective Bargaining Agreements

The consultant team requested that each municipality forward
relevant Collective Bargaining Agreements (CBA) for || Keylssues & Opportunities
summary and preliminary analysis. According to information
provided by the participating municipalities, ten have
negotiated Collective Bargaining Agreements with their
highway employees, including Chemung County, the City of
Elmira, Town of Big Flats, Town of Chemung, Town of

e Ten Chemung County
municipalities have negotiated
collective bargaining agreements
(CBASs) with their highway
employees.

e Eight agreements will expire before

Elmira, Town of Horseheads, Town of Southport, Town of 2011 and will be renegotiated.
Veteran, Village of Elmira Heights, and the Village of e  Significant variation in salaries and
Horseheads.” The collective bargaining units are as follows: benefits exist among the CBASs.

) e Job security is specifically

1. Chemung County: All Highway Department mentioned in two out of eight
employees, except for the Commissioner and Deputy CBAs.
Commissioner of Public Works, are represented by
the Civil Service Employees Agency Local 1000 AFSCME. AFL-CIO, Unit 6350.%

2. City of Elmira: Aside from the Public Works Director, Work Center Coordinator, Engineers and
other supervisory positions, all other employees are represented by the Civil Service Employees
Agency Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-CIO Unit 6351.

3. Town of Big Flats: The Town of Big Flats DPW employees are represented by the Civil Service
Employees Agency Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Unit 6361.

4. Town of Chemung: All Highway Department employees, except for the Superintendent, are
represented by the Communication Workers of America.

5. Town of Elmira: Town of Elmira Highway Department employees, excluding the
Superintendent, are represented by the Teamsters Union Local # 529.

6. Town of Horseheads: All Highway Department employees, except for the Superintendent and
Deputy Superintendent, are represented by the Teamsters Local Union #529.

7. Town of Southport: The Southport Highway Department employees are not represented by a
union, but have a Highway Employees Employment Agreement.

8. Town of Veteran: All Highway Department employees, except for the Superintendent, are

represented by the Teamsters Local Union #529.

1% Information was not received by the Towns of Baldwin, Erin, or Van Etten.

% The County union titles of Working Supervisor and Lead Mechanic will be replaced with (non-union) titles of General
Highway Supervisor and Equipment Services Manager in May 2010.

2L A copy of the Town of Chemung CBA was not provided.
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9. Village of Horseheads: All Highway Department employees, except for the Director of Public

Works, the Working Supervisor of Water, and the Working Supervisor of Streets, are represented
by the Civil Service Employees Agency Local 1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO Unit 6359.

10. Village of Elmira Heights: The Village of Elmira DPW employees, excluding the

Superintendent, are represented by the Teamsters Union Local # 529.%

A closer look at the existing CBAs was undertaken in order to determine the similarities and differences
between the CBAs submitted by Study participants, focusing on the clauses contained in the CBAs that
could potentially complicate efficient and effective service delivery, and the clauses contained in the
CBAs that are the most relevant for intermunicipal service sharing and/or consolidation. Significant
variation emerges as a theme when examining the following five key areas of the CBAs:

Bargaining Unit. Each of the agreements has been negotiated with different bargaining units,
some of which are affiliated with national and/or state-wide unions.

Union Membership. Union membership is varied among the agreements, and ranges from
inclusion of most municipal employees (e.g., Chemung County and the City of Elmira) to solely
highway employees (e.g., Town of Veteran).

Term. Two of the agreements have expired (Town of Big Flats and Town of Horseheads) and
presumably are in the process of renegotiation; two agreements expire in 2009 (Town of
Southport and Town of Veteran); and three expire in 2010 (City of Elmira, Town of Elmira and
Village of Horseheads).

Salary and Benefits. Significant variation exists among the CBAs in terms of salaries and
benefits.

Job Security. Job security is specifically mentioned in two out of eight CBAs. In Chemung
County, “no Permanent county employees shall lose their positions or be displaced due to
contracting out of service by the highway department.” In the City of Elmira, the CBA states that
the “City will make every effort to retain employees.”

22 A copy of the Village of Elmira Heights CBA was not provided.
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Cost of Highway Services Summary

According to New York State Comptroller data, from 2004 to Key lssues & Opportunities
2008, Chemung County municipalities expended an annual o  Between 2004 and 2008 Chemung

average of approximately $23.76 million on highway County municipalities expended an
services, representing an average annual per capita of $153 annual average of $153 per capita
and $16,187 per local centerline mile (See Appendix D — on highway services.

Detailed Fiscal Profile). During this period, the top five e Road and street maintenance is the
expenditure categories were highway administration; street largest expenditure-by-service
maintenance; permanent improvements; snow removal; and category (41.3%).

e Highway machinery is the second
largest expenditure-by-service
category (17.1%).

e Contractual expenditures comprise
the most significant type of
expenditure-by-item at a median

machinery®, making up an average of 87.5% of total
expenditures  for all  municipalities.  Participating
municipalities leverage all the local revenue sources
(including borrowing) available to them to fund highway
services. Similar to other municipalities throughout New

York State and the nation, municipalities in Chemung County share of 46.4% between 2004 and
leverage state and federal aid for highway services, but to a 2008.

lesser extent than local revenue sources. All municipalities e There is cause to investigate
received annual aid from the New York State Consolidated whether certain services rendered
Highway Improvement (CHIPS) program to support highway privately could be more cost
expenditures. Although state and federal aid for highway effectively delivered in-house.

services is beneficial, local revenue sources support the | ¢ Basedondata collected from the

majority of highway expenditures.? municipalities on expenditures per
centerline mile, notwithstanding

Table 10 presents 2004-2008 annual average highway certain qualitative factors such as
expenditures in sum for individual municipalities, by service service level, the local -
category and expenditure type (personnel, equipment and m”n_'c'pal'“es_de“ver h_'ghway

. services more inexpensively than
capital, and contractual) for all Chemung County

L . Chemung County.
municipalities along with the percentage of those
expenditures supported by state CHIPS aid.® It also presents
highway expenditures per local centerline mile, per capita and annual average full value of taxable
property per centerline mile from 2004 through 2008.

2 Other highway expenditure categories include highway engineering, maintenance of bridges, garage, brush and weed removal
and street cleaning.

24 CHIPS funding assists localities in financing the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of local highways, bridges,
highway-railroad crossings, and/or other local facilities; apportionments to municipalities are calculated annually by the New
York State Department of Transportation based on centerline, lane miles and vehicle registrations
(https://www.nysdot.gov/programs/chips).

% Based on annual financial reports collected by and the New York State’s Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by the New
York State Comptroller’s Office.
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Table 10: Chemung County Highway Services Financial Profiles - 2004 through 2008

Annual Average Highway Expenditures by Service Expenditures by Item* Annual Annual Average
_ Annual Average Average State
Municipality Highway Expenditures Full Value CHIPS Aid as
Per Local Highway Street Permanent Snow Highway Other Equipment per Centerline % of
Total * Centerline Mile?  Per Capita® Administration Maintenance Improvements ~ Removal = Machinery  Services® | Personnel & Capital  Contractual Mile>? Expenditures®

Chemung County $9,171,805 $37,636 $104 $183,436 $2,797,401 $1,183,163 $843,806 $935,524 $3,228,475 $2,421,357 | $2,742,370 $4,017,251 $12,956,157 12.1%
City of Elmira $5,558,884 $43,702 $188 $100,060 $4,191,399 - $88,942 $0 $1,178,483 $1,022,835 | $3,846,748 $689,302 $4,397,826 9.9%
Town of Ashland $249,945 $16,775 $132 - $127,222 $27,744 $56,238 $29,743 $8,998 $91,980 $29,494 $128,472 $3,154,988 8.4%
Town of Baldwin " NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Town of Big Flats $1,265,822 $16,991 $168 $50,633 $312,658 $491,139 $167,089 $216,456 $27,848 $420,253 $103,797 $741,772 $7,465,034 8.2%
Town of Catlin $648,396 $10,990 $243 $44,091 $184,144 $188,683 $121,250 $82,346 $27,881 $181,551 $234,071 $232,774 $2,014,194 13.5%
Town of Chemung $748,516 $14,203 $287 $44,162 $327,101 $59,881 $101,798 $198,357 $17,216 $257,490 $181,889 $309,137 $2,106,769 10.0%
Town of Elmira $945,283 $21,053 $160 $86,021 $259,008 $285,475 $196,619 $108,708 $9,453 $429,158 $148,409 $366,770 $7,413,664 6.6%
Town of Erin* $410,080 $7,402 $203 $37,727 $118,513 $83,656 $81,606 $88,167 $410 $164,442 $102,930 $142,708 $1,217,346 19.3%
Town of Horseheads $1,180,027 $18,583 $120 $51,921 $126,263 $499,151 $171,104 $266,686 $64,901 $371,709 $260,786 $547,533 $13,090,922 5.7%
Town of Southport $1,422,336 $17,669 $134 $49,782 $770,906 $112,365 $211,928 $250,331 $27,024 $550,444 $211,928 $659,964 $4,022,238 8.0%
Town of Van Etten* $627,176 $13,176 $429 $40,139 $164,947 $48,293 $151,149 $120,418 $102,230 $182,508 $78,397 $366,898 $1,141,218 11.3%
Town of Veteran $587,266 $11,515 $184 $42,283 $242,541 $66,948 $68,123 $139,769 $27,602 $178,529 $163,260 $245,477 $2,602,994 11.3%
Village of Elmira
Heights $448,910 $20,977 $114 $52,971 $183,604 $68,683 $31,873 - $111,779 $196,174 $90,231 $162,057 $4,823,609 14.7%
Village of Horseheads $475,115 $15,179 $76 - $402,898 $950 $32,783 $31,833 $6,652 $131,607 $71,267 $272,241 $8,365,494 13.2%
Village of Millport** $8,592 $3,905 $30 - $8,180 - $412 - - $258 - $8,334 $2,814,569 67.8%
Village of Van Etten** $2,271 $631 $4 - $2,269 - - - - - - $2,271 $3,153,897 -
Village of Wellsburg** $12,917 $4,784 $21 - $12,917 - - - - - - $12,917 $4,941,205 42.5%
Total $23,763,341
Average $1,397,844 $16,187 $153 $65,269 $601,880 $239,702 $145,295 $189,872 $345,639 $440,020 $590,398 $523,875
Source: New York State Comptroller's Office, Financial Data for Local Governments, 2004-2008.
Notes:
1. Includes all expenditures reported as transportation or highway-related in annual financial reports filed by municipalities with the New York State Comptroller's Office according to the Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by that office. Excludes employee benefits reported in municipal highway funds or directly in highway
service expenditures for comparative purposes. Instances where fields are left blank for particular municipalities only indicates that either financial data was not available, or that the municipality did not report highway expenditures under the same accounting code as others in Chemung County.
2. Measurement based on 2004 through 2008 local centerline miles as reported in the New York State Department of Transportation "Local Road Listing."
3. Municipal population estimates for 2008 as prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau's Federal-State Cooperative Program for Population Estimates, which prepares annual estimates for states, counties and sub-county areas.
4. Other services include highway engineering (de minimus), maintenance of bridges (0 to 0.6 percent), garage (0 to 22.8 percent), brush and weed removal (0 to 3.6 percent) and street cleaning (0 to 6.9 percent).
5. Full value as reported for the County and towns on the “Schedule of Real Property Taxes Levied by the County Board of Legislators"; City and Village valuation data is from the “Constitutional Tax Limit" form.
6. State CHIPS aid as reported in annual financial reports filed by municipalities with the New York State Comptroller's Office.
7. The New York State Comptroller's Office does not have comparable financial data for the Town of Baldwin.
* Denotes communities not formally participating in the Study.
** Highway services in the Villages of Millport, Van Etten, and Wellsburg are provided by the Towns of Veteran, Van Etten, and Ashland respectively.
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From 2004 to 2008, participating municipalities expended an annual average of approximately $23.76
million on highway services. From 2004 to 2008, the median annual average highway expenditures per
centerline mile of municipalities in Chemung County, including the county, was $15,228. The average
median expenditures by type of expenditure and type of service are shown in Table 11.

Table 11: 2004-2008 Annual Average Expenditure Summary Data for All Municipalities

Median Percentage Weighted Average

of Overall Percentage of Overall
Type of Expenditure Expenditures Expenditures

Personnel $6,600,292 31.5% 27.8%
Equipment & Capital $8,265,577 21.1% 34.8%
Contractual $8,905,875 46.4% 37.5%
Type of Service

Highway Administration $783,227 5.9% 3.30%
Road/Street Maintenance $10,231,970 41.3% 43.06%
Permanent Improvements $3,116,132 12.2% 13.11%
Snow Removal $2,324,722 13.4% 9.78%
Highway Machinery $2,468,338 17.1% 10.39%
Other Services $4,838,952 4.0% 20.36%

Source: New York State Comptroller's Office, Financial Data for Local Governments, 2004-2008. Includes all expenditures reported as
transportation or highway-related in annual financial reports filed by municipalities with the New York State Comptroller's Office according to
the Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by that office. Excludes employee benefits.

It is important to keep in mind that types of highway services and levels of service vary between
municipalities. The pavement type (asphalt, oil and stone, gravel) impacts maintenance expenditures,
equipment and personnel required. By far, road/street maintenance is the largest expenditure category
among the municipalities with the median share of highway expenditures attributable to 41.3%. Highway
machinery at a median share of highway expenditures of 17.13% is a distant second. This indicates the
potential for economies of scale through an alternative services delivery model where highway machinery
and highway maintenance are shared to achieve cost savings and ultimately tax savings for residents.
Furthermore, with contractual expenditures comprising the most significant type of expenditure at a
median share of highway expenditure of 46.4% between 2004 and 2008, there is cause to investigate the
extent that such contractual expenditures are allocated to external or private service providers and whether
the services rendered could be more cost effectively delivered in-house under the added scale and
leverage of a new model of service delivery.
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After a thorough review of all aspects of the local highway departments in Chemung County, the
consultant team presented the Highway Services Board (HSB) with a list of preliminary alternative
models of service delivery for consideration. The preliminary alternatives were built upon case studies of
highway service models that had proven effective in other municipalities across the state, as well as
consultant expertise. A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the preliminary alternatives is
provided in Appendix E. The following is a brief summary of the eight preliminary alternative models of
highway service delivery:

Alternative 1: Null or Status Quo: Individual municipal highway departments would continue
to provide highway services separately and informal sharing would continue as needed.

Alternative 2: Decentralization: The city, towns and villages would maintain all local and
county roads within their boundaries and the county would provide technical assistance to the
municipalities. This model was considered to be similar to the highway service delivery models
utilized in Jefferson County and Monroe County, New York.

Alternative 3: Full Consolidation: All highway departments would merge into a countywide
agency and all local staff would become county employees. Strategically located satellite
facilities would be maintained throughout Chemung County. All highway services would be
provided countywide in a coordinated fashion.

Alternative 4: Centralization: Chemung County would provide common, specialized services to
all municipalities within the county.

Alternative 5: Centralization/Decentralization: Chemung County would provide common,
specialized services to all municipalities within the county. Municipalities would hire the county
to provide additional specialized services on a contract basis, similar to the St. Lawrence County,
New York model. The localities would provide day-to-day maintenance services on local and
county roads.

Alternative 6: Central Core Consolidation: Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Town of
Elmira, the Village of Elmira Heights, the Town of Horseheads, and the Village of Horseheads
would consolidate all highway services. All other municipalities within Chemung County would
maintain the status quo.

Alternative 7: Centralization/Decentralization with Rural Districts: This is the same basic
concept as Alternative 5, except that neighboring communities would functionally consolidate to
provide highway services in a more coordinated fashion to larger/regional districts.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 49



1V. Recommended Model

Following the presentation of the preliminary alternative models, the HSB discussed the pros and cons of
each alternative, and unanimously agreed that the taxpayers would not benefit from maintaining the status
guo. Both the Full Consolidation and Full Decentralization alternatives were also met with scepticism by
the majority of rural municipality representatives. However, some HSB members pointed out the benefits
of a scaled down version of the Decentralized model, citing some issues with the potential need for
additional trained equipment operators and equipment, but noting the merits of allowing the county to
specialize in technical matters, while delegating certain highway services to the localities. Representatives
of Chemung County, the Town of Horseheads, Town of Elmira, Village of Horseheads, and Village of
Elmira Heights expressed interest in working together to develop an alternative scenario that was
beneficial to all involved parties. In sum, the HSB was more supportive of a hybrid model which would
retain some components of the Central Core Consolidation, Centralization and Decentralization models.
HSB members believed that significant progress had already been made towards making this type of
model a reality given that certain specialized services and equipment are already shared countywide on a
semi-regular basis.

Based on discussions with stakeholders on a number of occasions, the consultant team reviewed
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, and further developed a hybrid by blending certain elements of Alternatives 4
through 7 which had received the most positive feedback. The advantages and disadvantages of the
alternative models were further identified through consultation with highway superintendents and the
examination of case studies from other communities where available. (See Appendix E) Additional HSB
meetings revealed that the hybrid model was the most favorable alternative, forming the basis for the
Recommended Model. The following pages provide a description of the Recommended Model, including
a discussion of legal considerations, institutional arrangements, and funding mechanisms. The
implementation steps and projected fiscal impacts of the model are contained in Sections V and VI.

Overview of the Recommended Alternative Model

The fundamental purpose of the Chemung County Highway Services Study is to identify how the
municipal highway departments in Chemung County can work together to improve efficiencies, and meet
the current and future challenges of the economic climate, without reducing highway services and quality
of life. In order to increase the efficiency of service delivery, expand and improve highway services, and
lower or maintain the cost of providing services, it is recommended that Chemung County and the local
municipalities adopt a new model for highway service delivery. The recommended model includes three
main components. Each of the three components can be implemented gradually in phases; however, the
greatest efficiencies will ultimately be realized through the implementation of all three components:

= Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area: The integration of highway
services between Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira Heights and
Horseheads, and the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira, working toward a long term goal of
forming a unified Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area (CUHSA). See Map 4.
Consolidated Urban Highway Service Area Map.
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= Component 2: Centralized Services: A means of providing certain common and specialized
highway services at the county level to separate municipalities, capitalizing on the benefits of a
larger scale service delivery.

= Component 3: Decentralized Services: The transfer of routine winter and/or summer
maintenance and repair duties from Chemung County to the localities to improve coordination of
local road maintenance.

It is important to recognize that the full implementation of each of these components is a long term goal.
The phased approach will be crucial for developing trust between partners and establishing a solid
foundation for later phases. Once the participating municipalities witness a history of success in
implementing the preliminary steps, there will be a greater expectation of future success in further inter-
municipal ventures to reach the long-term goals of the recommended model.

Recommended Institutional Arrangement

The consultant team determined that the creation of a new political entity was unnecessary for
implementing the three components of the Recommended Model. Highway services consolidation,
centralization, and decentralization can be provided by general purpose governments through
intermunicipal agreements or the enactment of a local law in the case of a transfer of functions.

Before reaching this conclusion, the consultant team researched the advantages and disadvantages of
special-purpose governments and general-purpose governments. A detailed discussion of Institutional
Arrangements can be found in Appendix F. The team determined that a general purpose government was
the more appropriate alternative because it is more agreeable to the coordination of planning, financing,
and delivery of services in a metropolitan area. In addition, general purpose governments are highly
visible and transparent to the public, which make them more responsive to the public and more amenable
to accountability standards than special districts.

Studies have shown that those localities who rely on special districts for service delivery spend more tax
dollars per capita, causing New York State Attorney General Andrew Cuomo to characterize them as “too
big, too expensive.” * The Nassau County Comptroller has also identified disparities in the cost of
services delivered by special districts that are not justified by heightened service level.?” The increase in
spending associated with special districts can be attributed to a lack of oversight, which has lead to
overinvestment in capital assets, such as employee vehicles and pay for unskilled workers at rates
significantly greater than the market rate. ?® This increase in spending does not mesh with the Study’s goal
of reducing local and county tax burdens.

% Cuomo, Andrew. The Empire State Strikes Back: A Plan to Reform Local Government (Accessed 5 January 2010 at
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZWAZTtTYC9M)

21 Commission on Local Government Efficiency & Competitiveness. Special Purpose Districts/Entities/Units (Accessed 5
January 2010 at http://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/Special_Purpose_Govts.pdf)

%8 The Nassau County Government Efficiency Project.
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1V. Recommended Model

Legal Process

The following is an overview of the legal processes that Legal Considerations
apply to implementing the Recommended Model of highway e Intermunicipal agreements must
service delivery. The overview includes the necessary steps adequately address liability
for drafting intermunicipal agreements and enactments of concerns and assign each involved
local law for establishing the CUHSA, centralized services, government to provide appropriate
and decentralized services. When drafting intermunicipal insurance. .
. e Towns are required by law to have

agreements, many local and state laws must be taken into ) .

. . . an appointed or elected highway
account. Legal considerations related to these laws include

. ] . . . superintendent. After contracting for
liability, collective bargaining issues, and the legality of highway services with another

eliminating the position of highway superintendent. A jurisdiction for a period of at least 5
memorandum  outlining relevant laws and legal years, a town may abolish the
considerations in detail is contained in Appendix G. elected office, subject to permissive
referendum, and re-establish the
Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services position as an appointive office.
Area e Itis recommended that the towns

maintain their highway

The complete transfer of highway services can be superintendent positions at some

accomplished through the enactment of a charter law or local level under the new model to ensure
law by the county. The consent of affected municipalities is adequate representation at the NYS
not needed. However, once enacted, the law must be Association of Town

approved at a special or general election occurring not less Superintendents of Highways.

than 60 days after adoption by the County Legislature, and * Villages and cities are not

subject to a special majority requirement. The special specifically required by state statute

to have a highway superintendent.
e Under the Taylor Law, there is a
duty to bargain, upon demand, the
impact or effects of a new model of
service delivery upon the terms and
conditions of employment.

majority requirements entails approval by the majority of
votes cast county-wide, the majority of city dwellers and the
majority of non-city dwellers within the county. Model and
sample intermunicipal agreements for the CUHSA are
contained in Appendix H.

Component 2: Centralized Services

Although Chemung County and participating municipalities can proceed to centralize highway service
delivery without a written agreement, it is recommended that ratifying the centralized arrangement with a
written agreement will ensure that mutual obligations and expectations are clear and allows for protection
against liability and other disputes. Chemung County and interested local municipalities should develop
and adopt an Intermunicipal Agreement (IMA) that best suits all involved parties. Model and sample
intermunicipal agreements for Centralization are contained in Appendix H. The steps that will need to be
taken to negotiate centralized shared service agreements are contained in the callout box below.
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1V. Recommended Model

Component 3: Decentralized Services

The county will also need to negotiate individual Intermunicipal Agreements (IMA) with interested
municipalities for the potential transfer of routine winter and/or summer maintenance duties and
responsibilities on county centerline miles within their municipal boundaries. Model and sample IMAs
for Decentralization are contained in Appendix H. The following steps will need to be taken to negotiate
decentralized shared service agreements.

Steps to Developing Intermunicipal Agreements

e |dentify services to be shared through centralization/decentralization.

e Identify parties to agreement.

o Determine whether to draft a single agreement or separate agreements with each municipality.

e Determine duration of agreement.

o Determine a method or formula for equitably allocating revenues and costs.

e  Determine the manner of employing and compensating personnel.

o Determine the acquisition, ownership, operation, maintenance, and lease and sale of property.

e Determine the manner of handling any liabilities that might be incurred in the operation of the joint service
and obtaining adequate insurance coverage.

e Determine custody by the fiscal officer of one of the participants of any or all moneys made available for
expenditure for the joint service, and authorization for that fiscal officer to make payments on audit of the
auditing official or body of his or her municipal corporation or district.

o Determine periodic review of the agreement, including terms relating to its duration, extension or
termination.

e Determine adjudication of disputes or disagreements.

e Determine collective bargaining issues, if any.

e Determine highway superintendent issues, if any.

e Determine town taxation issues, if any.

e Draft agreement.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 54



1V. Recommended Model

Recommended Funding Mechanism

Highway services are a core municipal service; as a result, most local governments use all the
revenue streams available to them to finance the construction and maintenance of their local
highways. Similar to other municipalities throughout New York State and the nation,
municipalities in Chemung County fund highway services primarily through local revenue
sources including property, sales and use taxes and fees for the delivery of highway services to
individuals and other governments. Most of those municipalities also leverage intergovernmental
transfer from the state and federal government to fund highway services, but to a lesser extent
than local revenue sources. The following outlines the recommended funding mechanisms for
each component of the Recommended Model. A full discussion of financing options for the
Recommended Model is included in Appendix I.

Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area

It is recommended that a funding paradigm be adopted that includes a mix of local property taxes and
sales taxes, to be supplemented by general state highway aid and project-specific federal funding.
Services that are only available to certain users are recommended to have a user fee system structured to
ensure that residents do not pay for services that they do not receive. User fee services would include any
specialized DPW functions that are currently not provided to all municipalities in the CUHSA. The
involved municipalities could feasibly negotiate individual contractual agreements with Chemung County
to ensure that the operations and maintenance of these specialized services are provided.

Component 2: Centralized Services

Under centralization, Chemung County will provide certain services to all municipalities on an “as-
needed” basis and the recipients of the services may be viewed as “customers”. For this reason, it is
recommended that centralized services be funded primarily through charges and user fees. Charges and
fees from other governments for highway services are measurable; therefore, they are a promising source
of funding for highway services provided by one government to another government. There are generally
four ways that Chemung County could allocate cost among municipalities to provide centralized highway
services:

= Equal allocation: Best for arrangements where service integration is minimal, and costs and
benefits of the shared service are evenly spread across partners.

= Proportional allocation: Well suited for shared services where municipalities are of similar
size and have a relatively equal cost structure and demand for services.

= Usage-based allocation: Billing for services at agreed upon rates; the most common way
costs are apportioned in inter-governmental shared services agreements.
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1V. Recommended Model

= Weighted allocation: Similar to the proportional allocation, but uses multiple variables to
compute a score which provides a more accurate estimation of benefits accruing to each
municipality.

Component 3: Decentralized Services

It is recommended that funding to the localities for decentralized services be based upon a per mile cost to
be negotiated individually between the county and the locality. The county could potentially provide
materials or equipment for county road maintenance projects, depending on local needs. Successful
models of funding decentralization that can be duplicated to fit the needs of Chemung County exist
elsewhere in New York State, including Oneida, Monroe, Jefferson, St. Lawrence, and Ulster counties.
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V. Implementation Plan

The recommended model should be implemented in phases. Phase 1 can be viewed as a transitional phase
in which plans and policies will be developed and trust is fostered between the partners to ensure that
future changes will be built upon a solid foundation. Once the municipalities witness a history of success
in implementing the preliminary steps in Phase 1, there will be a greater expectation of future success in
further inter-municipal ventures to reach the long-term goals of the recommended model. Phase 2
includes 1) the re-deployment of staff and resources to centralized services and, 2) the negotiation of the
transfer of highway service functions within the Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area between
Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira Heights and Horseheads and the Towns of
Horseheads and Elmira, including actual consolidation of staff, facilities, and equipment.

It is important to recognize that certain recommendations and action steps identified in this Study may
result in direct cost savings, while others will result in efficiencies. In other words, certain actions have
the potential to create efficiencies by eliminating duplicative or overlapping functions, but may not
always result in significant cost savings. Conversely, joint purchases of equipment, shared operations and
maintenance costs on joint facilities, actual staff reductions, and/or a joint position will directly result in
cost savings.

Phase 1: Transitional Period

Component 1: Integrate Highway Services within the Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area

Implementation Steps: Service Delivery

= Integrate highway operations of Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira
Heights and Horseheads, and the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira (CUHSA).

= Create a sub-committee of the Municipal Highway Services Board, known as the Consolidated
Urban Highway Services Board (CUHSB) with a representative of each participating
municipality. Meetings of the CUHSB will provide opportunities for discussion of local issues
and brainstorming solutions with the Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works. This
council will be advisory in nature, not supervisory.

= Ensure that the needs of the represented municipalities are met by instructing the Commissioner
of Public Works to work with the local DPW/Highway Superintendents to develop a coordinated
Operations Plan detailing how the public works and highway services that are currently provided
separately will be provided in an integrated fashion. The plan should include a set of goals to be
reached within a fiscal year, as well as, policies and standards of service that will be provided.
The plan should be approved by each municipality.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 57



V. Implementation

Implementation Steps: Personnel

= The City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira Heights and Horseheads, and the Towns of
Horseheads and Elmira will appoint the Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works to
oversee the integration of CUHSA highway operations. The Chemung County Commissioner of
Public Works will coordinate deployment of personnel, equipment and other resources to various
tasks throughout all six municipalities.

= During the transitional phase, the local governments will retain a local DPW/Highway
Superintendent on staff as a point of local contact that will coordinate with the Chemung County
Commissioner of Public Works. Existing personnel will remain employed by their respective
city/town/village, with their own separate pay rates and benefit packages.

= Chemung County will appoint a temporary Shared Services Coordinator responsible for
managing the integration of the highway services within the CUHSA and initiating the
implementation of various streamlining efforts that the county will be undertaking, including, but
not limited to the following:

o Complete a Labor Force Utilization Analysis to determine the percentage of time currently
allocated to various highway services by current employees of all departments. To
accomplish this task a uniform work activity accounting system will need to be created that
permits tracking of employees' work activity by category of highway service. Some
adjustments will need to be incorporated in the system to deal with seasonal workload
variations. The results of this analysis will help the CUHSA determine the baseline personnel
requirements to maintain existing services and to identify where future hiring may be
necessary, how staff resources can be reassigned, and where staffing reductions can be made
through attrition, early retirement, or negotiation of severance packages.

o Analyze the various job classifications, employee titles, compensation rates, work
qualifications, and labor management policies. To the greatest extent possible, job
classifications should be defined to allow flexibility within job titles to ensure that the county
can maintain and promote work day efficiencies that include a variety of tasks. The results of
this analysis will be applied to a standardized salary and wage rate plan for the consolidated
departments, and will be utilized as a stepping stone to development of a single union
contract. New employees hired in the CUHSA will be signed on to the new contract as
positions are backfilled. Because the county will create the new contract, new hires will
become county employees.

o Work with the Chemung County Budget Office to understand the opportunities and
limitations of the existing financial budgeting and reporting system and develop more
detailed system of tracking personnel, equipment and contractual service expenditures.

o ldentify deicing material and other supply needs and adopt a uniform purchasing plan for the
CUHSA.
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V. Implementation

O

Develop a Comprehensive Asset Management and Conditions Assessment System that will
provide for and enable the most efficient use of resources and help determine optimum levels
of service within available resources. A detailed inventory of assets maintained by
participating agencies and an assessment of the conditions of those assets will both need to be
completed to enable subsequent development of priorities for future funding. In addition, the
results of this assessment will provide guidance for the scheduling of work assignments to be
performed by the consolidated department's workforce. The Elmira-Chemung Transportation
Council (ECTC) will provide valuable technical assistance and play an active role in
implementing this task to “promote consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth and economic development patterns”. ** In December 20009,
the ECTC adopted its 2030 Long-Range Plan (LRP) which “emphasizes maintaining,
optimizing and integrating a transportation system that includes roads, bridges, rail, transit,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and the regional airport”. The ECTC’s Unified Planning
Work Program (UPWP), an annual document that coordinates the overall comprehensive
transportation planning in the urban region and includes specific information on which
planning activities will be undertaken by the ECTC and its partner agencies during the
upcoming year, reinforces the MPQO’s desire to continue to work with local communities on
transportation planning. Task 1 and 5 of the UPWP include: a Traffic Count Program, a Local
Bridge Assessment, Highway System Scoring, updates to the Local Highway System GIS
database, as well as other important “activities related to transportation planning and
enhancement that focus on bicycle and pedestrian needs and contribute to sustainability,

97 30

livability and quality of life within the county”.

Implementation Steps: Equipment

Use surplus equipment to offset purchases listed on individual purchasing plans and delay other
planned equipment purchases until the CUHSA municipalities can better determine what types of
equipment will best suit the needs of the proposed model. Once future equipment needs are
identified, a 5-year joint purchasing plan can be developed, eliminating duplicate equipment
purchases.

Identify opportunities for selling surplus equipment or redeploy it to a limited Central Motor Pool
of specialized equipment that can be shared by all municipalities in the county. Sharing spare
equipment and vehicles can save all municipalities the cost of purchasing and maintaining
expensive specialized equipment that might be idle for most of its life cycle. The Central Motor
Pool can also offer a cost savings alternative to renting equipment in emergency breakdown

situations.

% Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council (ECTC) 2010-2011 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), page 3.

% Elmira-Chemung Transportation Council (ECTC) 2010-2011 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), pages 7, 14, 20.
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V. Implementation

Implementation Steps: Facilities

In order to provide consolidated services to the CUHSA, the consultant team recommends that
Chemung County coordinate improvements to certain municipally owned facilities that have the
capacity and capability to accommodate expanded office space, equipment storage, equipment
maintenance, and materials storage. The rehabilitation of existing facilities will be less expensive
than constructing a new facility because it will allow for the efficient use of existing buildings,
land and storage space, while minimizing capital investments and achieving cost savings: The
following implementation steps will be necessary to determine the most feasible and economical
solution for highway facilities:

o Initially deploy highway services for the CUHSA from the existing facilities currently owned
and operated by Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira Heights and
Horseheads, and the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira.

o Develop a detailed long-term plan for utilization of existing facilities to be implemented in
Phase 2. Complete a detailed site specific review of each facility to determine the highest and
best use and evaluate space and environmental constraints of each site. This analysis will
likely require a close look at the potential traffic impacts of increased vehicular trips to
certain highway facilities.

Component 2: Countywide Centralization of Common and Specialized Services

Implementation Steps: Service Delivery

Chemung County will take the lead in organizing, deploying, and providing certain specialized,
centralized highway services to all municipalities.

Centralize those services that are common and specialized, to be available countywide with an
initial focus on expanding engineering services, bridge and large culvert maintenance, sign
fabrication and installation, tree removal, guiderail installation, pavement marking, pesticide
application, and safety training (See Appendix J — Rationale for Centralized Services).

Future expansion of countywide equipment services, traffic services, special roadwork, and
certain administrative services should also be considered.

Establish a Centralized Highway Services Advisory Committee (CHSAC) comprised of Highway
Superintendents to coordinate how best to expand countywide highway services to better service
the county as a whole. The CHSAC meetings are intended to provide a forum for brainstorming
and positive feedback.

Manage the maintenance needs of county and local roads with a standardized Pavement
Management System. The implementation of a more formal, computerized pavement
management system will assist the county in a variety of ways; including, prioritizing segment
needs, determining repair and constriction strategies, and developing multi-year plans for capital
improvements. A standardized Pavement Management System for all municipal highway
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V. Implementation

departments can also improve cost accounting, and coordination of paving projects throughout
the county, promoting economies of scale. According to the Elmira-Chemung Transportation
Council (ECTC) Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), the ECTC has the desire and
technical expertise to assist with this task, building upon the existing comprehensive databases of
the ECTC that include information on road pavement scoring, traffic counts, signalization,
functional classification, work history capacity and bridge information. The information will be
incorporated into a Geographic Information System (GIS) that can be used for both long and
short range planning.

Work with the ECTC to inventory all large culverts countywide and identify location, size, age
and condition.

Utilize the statewide standard general accounting code of 5120 to track expenditures (personnel,
equipment and contractual services), related to bridges and large culverts.

Implementation Steps: Personnel

Establish the organizational framework for centralized services. This will include identifying the
necessary positions and developing standard operating procedures for delivering centralized
Services.

Implementation Steps: Equipment

Develop a uniform, user-friendly system for tracking shared services and equipment between
municipalities across Chemung County.

Create a database of capital improvement plans, equipment needs, and purchasing plans to
facilitate future motor pool purchases.

Create an equipment inventory for the delivery of central services. The equipment inventory for
certain specialized services could be purchased from the surplus supply of the CUHSA or from
the municipalities that currently provide a particular service (i.e. pesticide application equipment
from the Town of Southport). Additional specialized equipment for services not currently
provided in Chemung County may need to be purchased from an outside source with costs shared
or allocated based on use.

Create a limited specialized equipment central motor pool to be available to all participating
municipalities. The central motor pool could be stocked through the purchase of surplus
equipment from the CUHSA and/or through future joint purchases. The central motor pool is
intended to provide items that are needed on a limited basis for specialized purposes.

Develop and adopt a shared equipment agreement between the county and the localities which
allows for flexibility in determining whether such machinery is made available for renting,
exchanging or lending. The value of the equipment loaned to the towns could be returned to the
county in the form of similar types and amounts of materials or supplies, by the use of town-
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V. Implementation

owned equipment, or receipt of services of equal value to be determined by the respective
superintendents.

Implementation Steps: Facilities

= Deploy centralized services from the existing Chemung County and City of Elmira DPW
facilities. Each facility will require renovation and expansion; however, certain specialized
services could be deployed from other municipal locations.

Component 3: Decentralization of County Road Maintenance to the Rural Towns

Implementation Steps: Service Delivery

= The county will contract with interested local highway departments (i.e., Towns of Ashland,
Baldwin, Big Flats, Catlin, Chemung, Erin, Southport, Van Etten, and Veteran) for routine winter
and/or summer maintenance and repair of county roads within the respective boundaries of each
locality. Decentralized services could include snow and ice removal, roadside mowing, brush
cutting, pothole patching, and ditching.

= More comparable and useful cost data on winter snow and ice control could be achieved with
preliminary agreement on standardized cost accounting practices. An initial effort should focus
on actual versus seasonal reporting of personnel time. This can be accomplished by summarizing
daily/weekly time card data and charging established highway expenditure categories. This could
be established by joint agreement of a set of categories by highway managers, municipal
governing boards and municipal accounting/bookkeeping staff. Having comparable data would be
valuable in helping highway managers and governing board members identify areas where
different practices may lead to cost savings or service improvements. *

Implementation Steps: Personnel

= The localities will provide all personnel necessary to take on the maintenance of additional
county road mileage.

= Conduct a Labor Force Utilization Analysis to determine the percentage of time currently
allocated to various highway services by current employees of all departments. It is imperative
for all municipalities to fully understand what each and every staff person does throughout his/her
day. Duties and services should be tracked in order to identify additional areas of services that
may benefit from expansion of the centralized highway services provided through Chemung
County. In addition, this information may provide further insight for additional regional
consolidation efforts.

s Hattery, Michael. Chemung County Winter Road Maintenance: Final Report.
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Implementation Steps: Equipment

= The localities will provide all equipment and vehicles necessary to take on the maintenance of
additional county road mileage. Additional equipment can be borrowed, rented or leased from the
county through the central motor pool to support services if necessary. These details should be
negotiated prior to the drafting of the intermunicipal agreement.

= Organize an annual meeting of local highway superintendents to discuss the coordination of
annual work plans and create a combined/shared work plan that maximizes all available resources
through sharing. The goal would be to jointly accomplish everyone’s work in the most efficient
manner. Through this process additional sharing opportunities could be identified and
opportunities for joint equipment purchases will be identified.

Implementation Steps: Facilities

= The localities will operate decentralized services out of their existing facilities. The impact of
assigning county highway responsibilities to localities will be assessed on an individual basis to
determine the needs to meet the expanded services.

= Improve the existing facilities to meet codes and regulations to assure a limited possibility of a
liability claim, improve the energy performance of the facilities, and to provide a safe and
functional work environment for the employees. A Facility Conditions Summary was prepared as
a part of the Inventory of Existing Highway Services. (See Appendix C) The condition, lifespan,
capacity, safety, and expansion opportunities were identified for each facility (including support
facilities) along with estimates for the cost of expanding and/or rehabilitating the existing
highway facilities.

= Develop snow and ice material storage at the towns of Veteran, Erin, and Baldwin and improve
storage at the towns of Catlin and Southport. Improved individual material storage facilities are
dramatically needed to meet current delivery and regulatory requirements of these facilities.
These sites are critical as potential shared storage/reload facilities for snow and ice operations on
county roads.

= Explore opportunities for the rehabilitation and/or expansion of an existing facility while other
facilities may be retired or adapted for another use more efficiently. Based on geography, budget
and/or service needs, it may be more efficient to provide the localized road services in a more
coordinated fashion.

Phase 2: Deployment of Centralized Services & Consolidated Services

Phase 2 involves the realignment and deployment of staff and resources within the Consolidated Urban
Highway Services Area (Component 1) and the deployment of Centralized Services (Component 2). It is
recommended that the implementation steps for these components be conducted in concert with one
another.
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Component 1: Deployment of Consolidated Urban Highway Services (CUHSA)

Implementation Steps: Service Delivery

Initiate a study to devise a plan for coordination of the plowing routes for county and local road
centerline miles within the CUHSA. Proper snow and ice dispatch could significantly reduce the
fleet of 6 and 10-wheel dump trucks. Prioritization of routes, establishing levels of service by
type of road, equipment setups consistent with the types of road and the level of service, training
for proactive delivery of service, and consistency of dispatch is necessary.

Perform a risk analysis to identify the positives and negatives of one-person plowing versus two-
person plowing.

Explore opportunities for improved efficiencies with consolidation of water districts within the
CUHSA.

Implementation Steps: Personnel

Negotiate a single collective bargaining agreement for all new employees of the CUHSA. The
negotiation process should allow ample time for consideration of all pertinent issues that will
need to be discussed and agreed upon for a smooth transition.

Over time, the highway service employees from each local participating municipality will
become county employees, through negotiation of a consolidated union contract at the time of
turnover. In other words, as positions are backfilled, new employees will be signed on to a new
collective bargaining agreement.

The Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works will begin re-deploying the consolidated
workforce to deliver the day-to-day highway services within the CUHSA.

Following the Labor Force Utilization Analysis, opportunities for crossover between the CUHSA
personnel and centralized services personnel may be identified. Reassign certain personnel from
the CUHSA to operate centralized services.

Explore opportunities for the creation of separate divisions, i.e., a Division of Building and
Grounds, or a Division of Solid Waste.

Implementation Steps: Equipment

Inventory equipment utilization by service for at least one year to get a better sense of what
equipment is necessary to service the CUHSA.

Research the cost of operation (Life Cycle Cost) for each type of equipment. This will allow for
more informed decision making as it relates to ownership, leasing, rental, repair and/ or
replacement. Presently, the age and condition of the fleet suggests that soon decisions will be
necessary for major repairs, major replacements, and a concentrated effort to develop the right
mix of equipment to provide the expected services efficiently and effectively.
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All equipment currently owned individually by Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Towns
of Elmira and Horseheads, and the Villages of Horseheads and Elmira Heights will be
consolidated and organized under the Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works. The
joint equipment assets will be utilized to provide highway and other public works services to the
CUHSA. The CUHSA will have access to other equipment in a Central Motor Pool. It is
understood that the appropriate method for transferring the existing equipment assets and settling
any unpaid debt equitably will have to be determined in the future.

Determine what equipment may be considered duplicative and unnecessary to provide
countywide highway services and consolidated urban highway services. Duplicate assets, or
spares, can be made available in a shared motor pool, or sold off for profit. Gently used
equipment could be sold to specialty auctioneers rather taking the traditional “wear it out before
selling” approach to achieve better returns. This allows the municipalities to take advantage of
lower maintenance costs during the early years of ownership.

Standardize the equipment and vehicle fleet overtime, creating opportunities for parts purchasing,
maintenance and repair and training efficiencies in the future.

Implementation Steps: Facilities

As previously discussed in Phase I, it will be necessary to complete a detailed site specific review
of each existing CUHSA facility and an analysis of potential impacts and cost of expanding
facility usage. Following the completion of these tasks, the CUHSA will have a clear plan
outlining the highest and best use of the existing buildings and land.

Consider the closure of the Village of Elmira Heights and the Village of Horseheads facilities
given that neither is strategically located or adequately equipped to support consolidated services.

Consider utilizing certain existing highway facilities in a limited capacity to support the CUHSA.
The Town of Elmira West facility is valuable as a salt re-load site during winter months and the
existing fuel island should be maintained for seasonal refueling needs. The Town of Elmira East
and the Town of Horseheads facilities should be considered for closure; however, the sites should
be further evaluated for sand/salt mix storage sites for the reloading of trucks that will service the
rural roads of these towns and other rural county roads.

Component 2: Deployment of Centralized Services

Implementation Steps: Service Delivery

The CHSAC will work with the Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works to determine
the type of shared services available; coordinate the standardized reporting of shared services and
equipment for tracking and further review, and provide input on the equipment that could be
transferred to and/or purchased for the Limited Central Motor Pool.
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Implementation Steps: Personnel

= Chemung County can begin re-deploying the workforce to expanded Centralized Highway
Services tasks.

= These tasks will be overseen by the Commissioner of Public Works and coordinated with the
Centralized Highway Services Advisory Committee (CHSAC).

= Presently, it is unclear how many staff persons will be required to carry out centralized highway
services. Following the completion of the components outlined in Phase 1, highway personnel
from the CUHSA will become county employees available to assist with providing local and
expanded countywide centralized services. Following the Labor Force Utilization Analysis,
opportunities for crossover between the CUHSA personnel and centralized services personnel
may be identified.

Implementation Steps: Equipment

= Chemung County will coordinate a Limited Central Motor Pool of specialized equipment that can
be shared by all municipalities in the county.

= Provide limited equipment and vehicle maintenance services. Such services will be available by
appointment, and will be provided according to available resources and as time permits. Vehicle
maintenance services could be modeled against the Cayuga County Vehicle Maintenance Pool,
where services are provided on a fee for standard service based on industry book rates. The
Cayuga County Vehicle Maintenance Pool is managed with a computerized maintenance
recordkeeping system that provides detailed billing information and maintenance history on any
vehicle that it services. This type of record keeping is important for management and budgeting
purposes.

Implementation Steps: Facilities

= The provision of Centralized Highway Services for the benefit of all Chemung County
municipalities cannot be housed out of the existing Chemung County DPW/Highway facility
alone. In order to provide the expanded centralized services, rather than building a new larger
central facility, it is recommended that the county coordinate improvements to certain existing
facilities that would have the capacity and capability to house the service needs for expanded
office space, equipment storage, equipment maintenance and materials storage. Facility
rehabilitation will allow for more efficient use of existing buildings and storage space and will be
less expensive than constructing a new facility. The following preliminary facility usage
recommendations are offered for the deployment of specialized common centralized services:
The results of a detailed site specific study of all existing facilities, as recommended in Phase 2,
may dictate a different outcome, depending upon the determination of the highest and best use
and evaluation of space and environmental constraints on each site.
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o The structures maintenance group for bridges and large culverts should be based out of the
County DPW facility.

o Since the sign fabrication shop and the traffic signal shop are currently located in the City of
Elmira DPW facility and this facility is the most current, the traffic maintenance group
including signs, traffic signals, lighting and pavement marking should be based out of the
City of EImira DPW facility.

o Engineering, safety and administrative services should be based out of the County DPW
Administration Office Building. This building is in very good condition and is currently
under-utilized. The other likely location is the City of Elmira DPW facility, but the office
space is already cramped and expansion would be needed.

o Equipment maintenance services could be provided from both the city and county facilities.
These facilities offer the best and most current of facilities available and the respective sites
can more readily accept facility expansions. The sites are also the most central to the areas to
be serviced. To provide adequate maintenance for the centralized equipment, the use of both
facilities is justified and necessary. Ultimately, a major consideration in the future will be the
construction of a central equipment maintenance facility; however, the county may be able to
develop an inter-municipal agreement for sharing garage space with the Town of Big Flats.*

o For the purposes of coordination and control, the Limited Motor Pool is best served from one
location. Equipment available for the Limited Motor Pool could be kept at the county DPW
facility since the site has considerable open space for the storage of equipment and easy
access to the county road network.

32 1t is recommended that the County initiate discussions with the Town of Big Flats to determine the future potential for shared
garage space depending on the scope of the function to be provided within their facility.
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All savings have been calculated based on the ideal end result of: 1) a complete functional consolidation
of the local units of highway services of Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Villages of Elmira
Heights and Horseheads, and the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira, forming one Consolidated Urban
Highway Services Area (CUHSA); 2) the centralization of common and specialized services; 3) the
transfer of winter road maintenance responsibilities from the county to the localities.** The following cost
savings projections are based upon the consultant team’s review and analysis of the subject matter. The
cost savings projections assume many conditions, and it is understood that specific factors of
implementation may change the final outcome and cost savings results.

Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services Area Savings

The goal of functional consolidation is to have one municipality provide highway services for a larger
region, rather than have such services provided at humerous locations throughout the region. Functional
consolidation of highway services is a frequently used strategy for reorganization of service delivery
because it enables the entire region to spend less on capital and equipment by pooling together assets,
reducing payroll spending, and reducing spending on facilities and infrastructure by getting better use and
utilization out of less property. Functional consolidation can also yield savings on spending by
coordinating certain activities centrally. For example, coordinating procurement and inventory
management through one consolidated department allows the region to have more buying power which
results in better purchase prices on equipment and materials.

Functional consolidation involves discontinuing the provision of services at one or more municipalities as
another municipality absorbs the personnel, equipment, and facilities of those municipalities. The nature
of functional consolidation is such that the highway services departments at the municipalities would
eventually be legally dissolved. The non-real property assets of the target municipalities become the
property of the host municipality, such as equipment, but real property assets such as land and buildings
remain the property of the target municipalities. Savings under the consolidated model are achieved
through reductions in spending in three key areas: facilities, equipment, and personnel.

33 While the cost savings calculations are solely based on the transfer of winter maintenance services from the County to the
localities, there are additional opportunities for transferring summer maintenance responsibilities as well. However, only the
savings for winter maintenance opportunities were calculated due to the lack of specific budgeting information for the provision
of summer maintenance services. The consultant team recommends that Chemung County and its municipalities pursue a
standardized approach to project and activity costing as a means of comparing cost and improving productivity.
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Potential Personnel Cost Savings

Methodology for Determining Potential Personnel Savings

The Highway/DPW department heads of Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the villages of Elmira
Heights and Horseheads, and the towns of Horseheads and Elmira were asked to provide a complete list
of employees, job titles, full-time or part-time designation, salary or hourly wage, years of service, and
union membership. Department heads were also asked to identify the duties assigned to each staff person
and any specialized skills or licenses possessed by individuals. This research was compiled to illustrate
the organizational structures of the departments individually and collectively throughout the proposed
CUHSA; to compare existing staffing between departments, and to identify staffing similarities needed to
provide existing services.

The methodology for estimating personnel cost savings assumed that savings would occur through the
reduction of salaries, through negotiation of a consolidated union contract at the time of turnover, and a
reduction in the overall future staff costs by decreasing benefit costs. In other words, it was assumed that
as positions are backfilled, new employees will be signed on to a new contract that includes reduced
salaries and benefits packages.** The assumed goal was to reduce benefit rates by 20% for new hires when
compared with current employees, and to pay new hires 5% less than current employees.®* Additionally,
efficiencies caused by the integration of personnel under a single, consolidated organizational model
present further opportunities for cost savings in the future. A detailed analysis of projected personnel
savings is included in Appendix K.

Personnel Savings Analysis Results

According to the personnel inventory, the CUHSA currently has 98 full-time equivalent employees to
provide highway services, on approximately 527 miles of roads, or roughly one full-time employee per
5.4 miles*® According to feedback from the involved Highway/DPW department heads, the
municipalities have a long history of working cooperatively to share highway services, facilities,
equipment and personnel in order to control the costs of local government. The special skill sets and
abilities of each department are considered complementary to one another. There are few immediate
opportunities for reduction of operational staff within the CUHSA, while still providing the same level of
service.

3 The contents/details of a future reduced benefit package will be determined through the negotiation process, but could involve
increased out-of-pocket costs for employee health insurance. Additional savings may also be realized through a reduction of
overtime costs.

% It is understood that the actual benefit rates agreed upon during future contract negotiations may change the projected
personnel savings.

% This personnel inventory excludes positions that primarily provide buildings and grounds, public water, and solid waste
services in the City of Elmira and Village of Horseheads. A total of 26 positions were excluded including: (9) City Public Service
Specialists designated to B&G, (1) City B&G Maintenance Mechanic, (2) City B&G Working Supervisor, (1) Village Cemetery
Working Supervisor, (1) City Solid Waste Working Supervisor, (1) Village Water Supervisor, (1) Village Water Operator (8)
City Solid Waste Specialist Il, (1) Village Custodial Laborer, and (1) City Parks Specialist.
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As illustrated in Table 12, the analysis resulted in an estimated savings of $951,239 over a five year
period for the CUHSA. It is expected that over time, additional areas of personnel savings within the
CUHSA will be identified through attrition, redeployment, early retirement, or negotiated severance.
Additionally, personnel savings will be more significant in the future through efficiencies that will come
from the crews working together seamlessly to maintain the road network in an integrated fashion.

Table 12: Overall Projected Personnel Savings within the CUHSA

Status Quo - Existing Reduced Employee Cost

h new contract 2

Employee Cost *

Projected Savings

Year 0 $6,499,690 $6,499,690 $0
Year 1 $6,694,681 $6,628,756 $65,925
Year 2 $6,895,521 $6,764,986 $130,535
Year 3 $7,102,387 $6,909,842 $192,545
Year 4 $7,315,459 $7,063,196 $252,263
Year 5 $7,534,923 $7,224,952 $309,970
Total Savings over 5 years $951,239

Notes: 1. Status quo applies a 50% benefit rate to all employees, no reduction in average wages for new hires, and a 3% raise each year.

2. Reduced employee cost considers a 10% annual turnover rate, new hires are paid 5% less, and are signed to a new contract with a 40%
benefit rate. A 3% raise is applied to all employees carried over. The 40% benefit rate was applied as a starting point to estimate personnel cost
savings in the future. In recent consultation with a representative from PublicSectorHR Consultants, LLC, the Laberge Group was informed that
it is not unreasonable to apply a future benefit rate of 40%. Although it is understood that union representatives will do their best to protect the
existing contract terms of existing employees, given the difficult fiscal times facing the state, county and local governments, unions will be more
likely to bend on the contract terms for new hires. Actual negotiations of new union contracts will determine more realistic personnel savings that
can be achieved in the future. Actual benefit rates agreed upon during future contract negotiations may change the projected personnel savings.

Projected Personnel Savings by Municipality

Table 13 illustrates that Chemung County would benefit most from the personnel savings associated with
consolidation, an estimated $388,261 over 5 years, because they have the largest workforce. The Village
of Elmira Heights would benefit least from personnel savings under consolidation, an estimated $48,533
over 5 years, because they have the smallest highway workforce.

Table 13: Projected Personnel Savings by Municipality®

Hwy. Total
Staff Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 SEVIIES
Chemung County 40 $26,908 $53,280 $78,590 | $102,964 | $126,519 $388,261
City of Elmira 28 $18,836 $37,296 $55,013 $72,075 $88,563 $271,783
Town of Elmira 9 $6,054 $11,988 $17,683 $23,167 $28,467 $87,359
Town of Horseheads 9 $6,054 $11,988 $17,683 $23,167 $28,467 $87,359
Village of Horseheads 7 $4,709 $9,324 $13,753 $18,019 $22,141 $67,946
Village of Elmira Heights 5 $3,364 $6,660 $9,824 $12,871 $15,815 $48,533
Total 98 $65,925 | $130,535 | $192,545 | $252,263 | $309,970 $951,239
Source: Laberge Group. See Appendix K for a more detailed analysis.
37 All numbers in the table have been rounded to the nearest thousand.
Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 70



VI. Projected Savings

Potential Equipment Cost Savings

Methodology for Determining Potential Equipment Savings

The CUHSA municipalities were asked to provide a detailed list of existing equipment utilized for
highway services, a list of equipment conditions, and plans to purchase additional equipment in the future.
To supplement this information, the consultant further identified the average age, age range, life
expectancy, and the estimated replacement cost of each piece of equipment. The purpose of this process
was to identify areas of overlap among municipal equipment needs and potential opportunities for
equipment sharing. The CUHSA municipalities will realize a net savings in a number of ways: 1) by
delaying or not purchasing equipment due to the pooling of equipment assets, 2) through the sale of
surplus equipment, and 3) through future coordinated equipment purchases. A detailed analysis of
potential equipment savings is included in Appendix K.

Equipment Recommendations

= Consolidate the equipment inventory to create a shared pool of equipment for the CUHSA.

= Prioritize services and establish the amount of equipment necessary to provide those services in
accordance with taxpayer demand and highway personnel capabilities. The actual amount of
equipment required to deliver CUHSA services can best be determined with the results of an
Equipment Utilization Analysis and the application of industry standards.

= Use surplus equipment to offset purchases listed on individual purchasing plans and delay other
planned equipment purchases until the CUHSA municipalities can better determine what types of
equipment will best suit the needs of the recommended alternative model.

= Sell surplus equipment or redeploy to the central motor pool.

Equipment Savings Analysis Results

If the municipalities of the CUHSA continue to provide services independently, the municipalities will
spend approximately $25,166,600 to replace their current fleet of equipment. Through consolidation, the
CUHSA can significantly reduce its existing inventory by eliminating equipment duplication and by
coordinating future purchases. The CUHSA municipalities will save approximately $7,247,600% by not
replacing surplus equipment. The larger pool of equipment will also eliminate the need to purchase most
items on the 5-year purchasing plans, leading to an additional savings of approximately $1,603,500.
Finally, the existing surplus equipment can be sold for potentially $732,250 in revenue. The total savings
from consolidation is estimated to be $9,583,350 (Table 14).

% The Equipment Savings Analysis figures do not take into account the different cost allocations between rural and urban
equipment inventories for the CUHSA. Therefore, it should only be viewed as an estimate.
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Table 14: Overall Estimated Equipment Savings for the CUHSA

Savings Method Estimated Savings

Cost Avoidance: No Replacement $7,247,600
Cost Avoidance: Delay of Planned Purchases $1,603,500
Sale of Surplus Equipment $732,250

Total Savings $9,583,350

Source: Laberge Group

Projected Equipment Savings by Municipality

Chemung County municipalities own and maintain a large inventory of machinery, equipment, vehicles,
and other capital assets used in the provision of highway services. Equipment savings were the most
significant source of savings under consolidation, totaling an estimated $9.6 million in savings over 5
years (Table 15). Chemung County stands to benefit the most from equipment savings with an estimated
$4.4 million in savings in those years.

Table 15: Projected Equipment Savings by Municipality®

Total Savings

Chemung County $4,415,000 $883,000 $883,000 $883,000 $883,000 $883,000

City of EImira $2,176,000 $435,200 $435,200 $435,200 $435,200 $435,200

Town of

Horseheads $808,000 $161,600 $161,600 $161,600 $161,600 $161,600

Town of Elmira $769,000 $153,800 $153,800 $153,800 $153,800 $153,800

Village of

Horseheads $956,000 $191,200 $191,200 $191,200 $191,200 $191,200

Village of Elmira

Heights $460,000 $92,000 $92,000 $92,000 $92,000 $92,000
Total Savings: $9,584,000 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 | $1,924,400 | $1,924,400

Potential Facilities Cost Savings

Methodology for Determining Potential Facilities Savings

As a part of the inventory of existing highway services, a NYS Licensed Architect and a NYS Licensed
Engineer toured each existing highway facility in Chemung County. The purpose of the facility tours was
to get a general impression of the condition, lifespan, capacity, and safety of facilities, all which were to
provide an idea about potential expansion opportunities. The results of the tours and discussions with the
department heads led to the identification of opportunities for sharing existing facilities within a
consolidated model of highway services. An estimated budget figure for expanding and/or rehabilitating
individual facilities was developed and utilized to compare the cost of individual upgrades versus the cost

39 All numbers in the table have been rounded to the nearest thousand.
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to upgrade if consolidation occurred.” A detailed analysis of potential facilities savings is included in
Appendix K.

In order to provide consolidated services to the CUHSA, Chemung County should coordinate
improvements to certain municipally owned facilities that have the capacity and capability to
accommodate expanded office space, equipment storage, equipment maintenance, and materials storage.
The rehabilitation of existing facilities will be less expensive than constructing a new facility because it
will allow for the efficient use of existing buildings and storage space. The consultant team recommends
that a detailed site specific review of each facility be completed to determine the highest and best use and
evaluate space and environmental constraints of each site. The following preliminary recommendations
are based on maximizing the use of existing facilities in order to minimize initial capital investments and
achieving the overall goal of cost savings:

Facility Recommendations

= Deploy highway services for the CUHSA from the existing Chemung County and City of Elmira
DPW facilities. Renovation and expansion of facilities will be necessary to accommodate
additional office space, equipment, materials storage, and maintenance areas. *

= Consider the closure of the Village of Elmira Heights and the Village of Horseheads facilities
because neither is strategically located or adequately equipped to support consolidated services.

= Utilize the highway facilities in the Towns of Horseheads and Elmira in a limited capacity to
support the CUHSA. The Elmira West facility should be used as a salt re-load site during winter
months and the existing fuel island should be maintained for seasonal refueling needs. The Elmira
East and the Town of Horseheads garage structures should be considered for closure but their
sites should be utilized as sand/salt mix storage sites for the reloading of trucks that will service
the rural roads of these towns and the rural county roads.

Facilities Savings Analysis Results

If the municipalities of the CUHSA were to continue with their current model of highway service
delivery, the total cost to improve their facilities independently would be approximately $7,123,000.% If
consolidation occurs in accordance with the recommended alternative model, the total estimated facility
improvement costs would be approximately $3,530,000 due to facility closings and adaptations.
Therefore, the municipalities in CUHSA would collectively save approximately $3,670,285 in necessary

0 The facility reviews and budgetary information provided should be considered preliminary in nature, performed for planning
purposes to identify the potential cost savings through consolidation. It is recommended that a more detailed site specific review
of each facility be completed in the future. The budgetary figures are built upon the assumption that the necessary improvements
would not be deferred, regardless of current or future economic influences. Actual facility improvements may change the
projected cost savings.

1 The results of a detailed site specific study of all existing facilities, as recommended in Phase 2, may dictate a different
outcome, depending upon the determination of the highest and best use and evaluation of space and environmental constraints on
each site.

“2 For the purposes of projecting cost savings, the consultant team assumed that the necessary facility improvements would not be
deferred,
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facility upgrades if they consolidate highway services. Table 16 illustrates the estimated savings to each
municipality if highway services are consolidated.

Table 16: Overall Estimated Facility Savings per Community

Community Implemented Years 2-3 !

Chemung County ($277,533) 2
City of EImira $312,656
Village of Elmira Heights $733,850
Village of Horseheads $584,050
Town of Elmira (East and West Facilities) $1,378,763
Town of Horseheads $938,500
Total Estimated Savings $3,670,285 °

NOTES:

1. Costs have been escalated at 5%/year for implementation in year 3

2. Although the consolidation of highway facilities will not save Chemung County as a whole, the overall savings to the municipalities in the
CUHSA is significant.

3. Estimated savings includes a calculated annual operations and maintenance costs savings. Annual O&M costs savings are estimated at
$.25/Bldg. SF/Month.:

Projected Facilities Savings by Municipality

Under consolidation of highway services for CUHSA communities, facilities savings are driven primarily
by those communities not having to make capital expenditures to keep existing facilities suitable for their
current uses in highway service delivery. A secondary source of savings is reduction in operating and
maintenance expenditures for facilities that will be decommissioned. However, in order to accommodate
the additional scale of providing highway services for the CUHSA communities, the Chemung County
government will have to make capital expenditures into its facilities totaling $278,000 (Table 17).
Nevertheless, because equipment and personnel savings under consolidation eclipse the amount of
additional facilities expenditures that the Chemung County government will be required to make, the
Chemung County property tax levy will ultimately be reduced.

Table 17: Projected Facilities Savings by Municipality®

Total
Savings Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Chemung County ($278,000) | ($55,600) | ($55,600) | ($55,600) | ($55,600) ($55,600)
City of EImira $313,000 $62,600 $62,600 $62,600 $62,600 $62,600
Town of Horseheads $734,000 $146,800 | $146,800 | $146,800 | $146,800 $146,800
Village of Horseheads $584,000 $116,800 | $116,800 | $116,800 | $116,800 $116,800
Town of Elmira $1,379,000 | $275,800 | $275,800 | $275,800 | $275,800 $275,800
Village of Elmira Heights $939,000 $187,800 | $187,800 | $187,800 | $187,800 $187,800
Total Savings: | $3,671,000 | $734,200 | $734,200 | $734,200 | $734,200 $734,200

43 All numbers in the table have been rounded to the nearest thousand.
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Overall Projected Savings for the CUHSA

In total, facilities savings, equipment savings, and personnel savings from functional consolidation are
estimated to save the proposed CUHSA municipalities approximately $14.2 million; $2.72 million in
Year 1, $2.79 million in Year 2, $2.85 million in Year 3, $2.91 million in Year 4, and $2.97 million in
Year 5 (Table 18). The most substantial opportunity for savings was in the equipment category, followed
by facilities and personnel.

Table 18: Summary of Projected Savings to CUHSA Communities from Consolidation

Equipment $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $1,924,400 $9,622,000
Facilities $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $734,200 $3,671,000
Personnel $65,925 $130,535 $192,545 $252,262 $309,970 $951,000

Total $2,724,525 $2,789,135 $2,851,145 $2,910,862 $2,968,570 $14,200,000

Tax Impact Analysis for the CUHSA

As previously illustrated, the implementation of Component 1: Consolidated Urban Highway Services
Area will lead to a reduction in municipal spending for the governments of Chemung County, the City of
Elmira, the Town of Horseheads, the Town of Elmira, the Village of Elmira Heights, and the Village of
Horseheads. This reduction in spending will ultimately lower the property taxes of the CUHSA
municipalities and will potentially lower the property taxes of all Chemung County communities. All
Chemung County municipalities are expected to save because it was assumed that any tax savings to the
county will be reflected as a reduced property tax levy upon all municipalities in Chemung County
apportioned by each municipality’s percentage of the county property tax revenue budget.

Tax Impact Methodology

The tax impact of implementing the CUHSA was generated by calculating the savings that would be
achieved on consolidation of facilities, equipment, and personnel. As previously discussed, facilities
savings constitute the savings from decommissioning buildings from highway service delivery and,
therefore, not having to make expenditures to maintain their suitability for existing uses, as well as annual
savings on operating overhead and proceeds from potential sale of the facilities. Equipment savings were
calculated by identifying areas of overlap where consolidation would create opportunities for savings
through 1) avoiding expenses of replacing equipment; 2) delaying expenses for planned purchases of
equipment; and 3) sale of surplus equipment. Personnel savings were calculated by analyzing the
personnel needs of delivering services from the consolidated location and by analyzing the number of
personnel and salaries currently employed at each municipality. Through an attrition strategy where
positions are filled by hiring employees with lower salaries and benefits packages as current employees
leave, savings on personnel are achieved and escalate over time.
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After the facilities, equipment, and personnel savings were calculated, they were subtracted from the
relevant tax levies for fiscal year 2009 to yield the total tax levy reduction; the percentage change in each
tax levy was then calculated. Due to uncertainty as to the exact time that savings under equipment and
facilities would accrue, total savings for those categories were equally distributed across five years. The
2009 property tax rate per $100,000 assessed value of each community was then used to generate the
property tax bill on a $100,000 home for each community. A new tax bill using the property tax rate per
$100,000 assessed value as adjusted for the changes in the lax levies due to savings from consolidated
service delivery was then generated for a sequence of five years for each community. By subtracting the
new tax bill for each of the five projected years from the 2009 tax bill, overall property tax savings for a
$100,000 assessed value home under consolidated highway service delivery are revealed.

Though only the governments of Chemung County, the City of Elmira, the Town of Horseheads, the
Town of Elmira, the Village of Elmira Heights, and the Village of Horseheads (“CUHSA communities”)
are involved in the consolidation of highway services, it has been assumed that any tax savings to the
county will be reflected as a reduced property tax levy upon all municipalities in Chemung County
apportioned by each municipality’s percentage of the county property tax revenue budget.

Overall expenditure reductions for the CUHSA are projected to yield reductions in property tax levies for
all municipalities from the first year of consolidation, ranging from a low of $17.10 in the Village of Van
Etten to a high of $573.46 in the Town of Horseheads (Table 19). Property tax savings grow over the
course of the five year projections due to growth in projected personnel savings. It is anticipated that as
existing employees depart over time, their positions will be filled by new employees with lower salary
and benefits packages.

Table 19: Reduction in Property Tax Bill for $100,000 AV Property under Consolidation

‘ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

City of Elmira $106.18 $109.87 $113.41 $116.83 $120.12
Town of Ashland $29.39 $30.30 $31.17 $32.01 $32.82
Town of Baldwin $21.05 $21.70 $22.32 $22.92 $23.50
Town of Big Flats $21.01 $21.65 $22.28 $22.883.06 $23.26
Town of Catlin $21.05 $21.70 $22.32 $22.92 $23.50
Town of Chemung $21.05 $21.70 $22.32 $22.92 $23.50
Town of Elmira $149.23 $151.65 $153.96 $156.19 $158.35
Town of Erin $21.06 $21.71 $22.34 $22.94 $23.52
Town of Horseheads $573.46 $584.69 $565.10 $605.83 $615.86
Town of Southport $20.03 $20.65 $21.25 $21.82 $22.37
Town of Van Etten $24.61 $25.37 $26.10 $26.80 $27.48
Town of Veteran $22.05 $22.53 $23.18 $23.80 $24.40
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Village of Millport # - - - - -

Village of Van Etten $17.10 $17.63 $18.14 $18.63 $19.10
Village of Wellsburg $20.04 $20.66 $21.25 $21.82 $22.38
Village of EImira Heights* (Hshds.) $273.33 $276.92 | $280.36 $283.68 $282.78
Village of Elmira Heights (Elmira) $268.27 $271.70 $275.00 $278.17 $281.24
Village of Horseheads $130.63 $132.88 $135.05 $137.13 $139.14

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute

Centralized Services Savings

Centralization is a means for governments to share capacity for service delivery by arranging to have one
government provide certain services for other governments. Centralization allows governments to save
expenditures by tapping into the abilities of other governments to provide specialized highway services,
rather than having to internally employ staff, and continuously make investments into capital and training
to provide specialized services. The centralized entity provides services for all municipalities on an “as-
needed” basis. It is recommended that centralized services be funded primarily through charges and user
fees. There are generally four ways that Chemung County could allocate cost among municipalities to
provide centralized highway services: equal allocation: proportional allocation: usage-based allocation:
and weighted allocation. See Appendix | for further discussion.

Tax Impact Methodology for Centralized Services

In order to calculate the potential cost savings from centralized service delivery, data was collected from
individual municipalities through questionnaires. Each questionnaire itemized typical highway services
expenditures that were targeted for centralization and further classified such expenditures as being
contractual, personnel, or equipment. By obtaining data on average annual expenditures for these targeted
services, a figure could be extracted to estimate the percentage such municipalities would save by having
such services performed by the county. * From the quantitative data supplied by the municipalities, a
figure of 5 to 10% cost savings qualitatively appeared to be a conducive and accurate representative
percentage from the sample. This 5 to 10% cost savings figure was then applied to the average total
highway expenditures for each municipality between 2004-2008 to yield the estimated dollar amount of
total cost savings for each municipality; one calculation was performed using 5% expenditure savings to
yield the lower limit of the estimation, and one calculation was performed using 10% expenditure savings
to yield the upper limit of the estimation. Using this figure as a starting point for the year 2009, the total
savings were then forecasted over five years under the assumption that total highway services costs would

*Because the Village of Millport is not consolidating, its only savings would be its portion of county savings based on its
percentage contribution to the county tax revenue budget. As a result of data on the Village of Millport not being available from
the New York State Office of the State Comptroller’s “Financial Data for Local Governments” database with which to determine
the village’s contribution to the county tax budget, the Village of Millport’s share of county tax savings could not be calculated.
% Two calculations of property tax savings were calculated for the Village of Elmira Heights due to the fact that the village
straddles both the Town of Elmira and the Town of Horseheads. Reductions in expenditures were apportioned by the percentage
of the village’s full value in each town.

%6 Responses were received from all municipalities except for the villages of Millport, Van Etten, Wellsburg, Elmira Heights, and
Horseheads.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 77




VI. Projected Savings

be subject to 1% annual inflation (which is reflected by an equivalent 1% increase in projected cost
savings year-over-year). The assumption of 1% annual inflation was based on the average change in total
highway services costs over years 2004-2008.

After the savings from centralization were calculated, they were subtracted from the relevant tax levies
for fiscal year 2009 to yield the total tax levy reduction. The percentage change in each tax levy was then
calculated. The 2009 property tax rate per $100,000 assessed value of each municipality was used to
generate the property tax bill on a $100,000 home for each municipality. A new tax bill using the property
tax rate per $100,000 assessed value as adjusted for the changes in the lax levies due to savings from
centralized service delivery was then generated. By subtracting this new tax bill from the 2009 tax bill,
overall property tax savings for a $100,000 assessed value home are revealed.

Tax Impact of Centralized Services (5-Year Projection)

Under centralization of highway services, all municipalities across the county are anticipated to have
reduced expenditures and therefore have an opportunity to reduce their property tax burden (Table 20).
Any expenditure savings figure ranging from 5% to 10% would create reduced expenditures and a
subsequent reduced property tax levy for all municipalities. Under a 5% savings calculation, savings to all
municipalities, including the county, are expected to total approximately $1.2 million in Year 1 and grow
to $1.25 million by Year 5. Under a 10% savings calculation, savings to all municipalities would be twice
as much, totaling approximately $2.4 million in Year 1 and growing to approximately $2.5 million in
Year 5. Chemung County will accrue the most savings, followed by the City of Elmira, the Town of
Southport and the Town of Big Flats.

Table 20: Estimated Savings from Centralization

‘ Savings Level ‘ Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

5% $463,176 $467,808 $472,486 $477,211 $481,983
Chemung County
10% $926,352 $935,616 $944,972 $954,422 $963,966
0,
City of Elmira 5% $280,724 $283,531 $286,366 $289,230 $292,122
10% $561,477 $567,062 $572,732 $578,460 $584,244
Town of Ashland 5% $12,622 $12,748 $12,876 $13,005 $13,135
10% $25,244 $25,497 $25,752 $26,009 $26,269
Town of Baldwin #' 5% - - - - -
10% - - - - -
0,
Town of Big Flats 5% $63,924 $64,563 $65,209 $65,861 $66,520
10% $127,848 $129,127 $130,418 $131,722 $133,039
0,
Town of Catlin 5% $32,744 $33,071 $33,402 $33,736 $34,074
10% $65,488 $66,143 $66,804 $67,472 $68,147
0,
Town of Chemung 5% $37,800 $38,178 $38,560 $38,945 $39,335
10% $75,600 $76,356 $77,120 $77,891 $78,670
Town of Elmira 5% $47,737 $48,214 $48,696 $49,183 $49,675

*" The Town of Baldwin did not file annual reports with the Office of the State Comptroller; therefore, there was insufficient
information to calculate expenditure savings. All of Baldwin’s savings comes from savings at the county level.
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10% $95,574 $96,428 $97,393 $98,367 $99,350
0,
Town of Erin 5% $20,709 $20,916 $21,125 $21,337 $21,550
10% $41,418 $41,832 $42,251 $42,673 $43,100
Town of 5% $59,591 $60,187 $60,789 $61,397 $62,011
Horseheads 10% $119,183 | $120,375 | $121,578 $122,794 $124,022
Town of Southport 5% $71,828 $72,546 $73,272 $74,004 $74,744
10% $143,656 | $145,092 | $146,543 $148,009 $149,489
0,
Town of Van Etten 5% $31,672 $31,089 $32,309 $32,632 $32,058
10% $63,345 $63,078 $64,618 $65,264 $65,017
0,
Town of Veteran 5% $29,657 $29,954 $30,253 $30,556 $30,861
10% $59,314 $59,907 $60,506 $61,111 $61,722
Village of Elmira 5% $22,670 $22,897 $23,126 $23,357 $23,590
Heights 10% $45,340 $45,793 $46,251 $46,714 $47,181
Village of 5% $23,093 $24,233 $24,476 $24,720 $24,968
Horseheads 10% $47,987 $48,466 $48,951 $49,441 $49,935
0,
village of Millport 5% $868 $876 $885 $894 $903
10% $434 $438 $443 $447 $452
Village of Van 5% $229 $232 $234 $236 $239
Etten 10% $458 $464 $468 $472 $478
Village of 5% $652 $659 $665 $672 $679
Wellsburg 10% $1,305 $1,318 $1,331 $1,344 $1,358

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute.

The range of property tax savings on a $100,000 assessed value property from centralized services is
narrower than for consolidated services. All participating municipalities will see reductions in their
property tax bill under centralized highway services due to reduced highway expenditures (Table 21).

Table 21: Reduction in Property Tax Bill for $100,000 Assessed Value Property

‘ Savings ‘ ‘ ‘
Level Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
5% $57.67 $58.25 $58.83 $59.42 $60.01
City of Elmira 10% $115.34 $116.49 $117.66 $118.83 $120.02
5% $27.42 $27.70 $27.98 $28.26 $28.54
Town of Ashland 10% $54.84 $55.40 $55.96 $56.52 $57.08
5% $11.41 $11.53 $11.64 $11.76 $11.88
Town of Baldwin * 10% $22.82 $23.05 $23.28 $23.51 $23.75
5% $21.21 $21.42 $21.64 $21.85 $22.07
Town of Big Flats 10% $42.42 $42.84 $43.27 $43.70 $44.14
5% $33.28 $33.62 $33.95 $34.29 $34.63
Town of Catlin 10% $66.56 $67.23 $67.90 $68.58 $69.26
5% $41.97 $42.39 $42.82 $43.24 $43.68
Town of Chemung 10% $83.94 $84.78 $85.63 $86.48 $87.35

*8 Because savings from centralization for the Town of Baldwin could not be calculated due to a lack of expenditure data as the
Town of Baldwin did not file reports with the New York State Office of the State Comptroller, this property tax savings
estimation for the Town of Baldwin solely reflects the reduced county property tax levy on the town due to savings from
centralization at the county level.
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5% $24.70 $24.94 $25.19 $25.45 $25.70
Town of Elmira 10% $49.39 $49.88 $50.38 $50.89 $51.39
5% $35.82 $36.18 $36.54 $36.90 $37.27
Town of Erin 10% $71.63 $72.35 $73.07 $73.80 $74.54
5% $120.51 $121.71 $122.93 $124.16 $125.03
Town of Horseheads 10% $241.01 $243.42 $245.85 $248.31 $250.80
5% $29.84 $30.14 $30.44 $30.74 $31.05
Town of Southport 10% $59.67 $60.27 $60.87 $61.48 $62.09
5% $44.40 $44.85 $45.29 $45.75 $46.20
Town of Van Etten 10% $88.80 $89.69 $90.58 $91.49 $92.40
5% $29.07 $29.36 $29.65 $29.95 $30.25
Town of Veteran 10% $58.13 $58.71 $59.30 $59.89 $60.49
5% $17.22 $17.39 $17.56 $17.74 $17.92
Village of Millport 10% $34.44 $34.78 $35.12 $35.48 $35.84
5% $41.53 $41.94 $42.36 $42.78 $43.21
Village of Van Etten 10% $83.05 $83.88 $84.72 $85.56 $86.42
5% $37.76 $33.09 $33.42 $33.76 $34.09
Village of Wellsburg 10% $65.52 $66.18 $66.84 $67.51 $68.18
Village of Elmira 5% $31.61 $31.93 $32.25 $32.57 $32.57
Heights (Hsds.) 10% $63.22 $63.85 $64.49 $65.14 $65.13
Village of Elmira 5% $41.63 $42.05 $42.47 $42.90 $43.32
Heights (Elmira) 10% $83.26 $84.10 $84.94 $85.79 $86.64
Village of 5% $19.44 $19.63 $19.83 $20.03 $20.23
Horseheads 10% $38.87 $39.26 $39.65 $40.05 $40.45

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute

Decentralized Services Savings

Decentralization is an ideal strategy where municipalities can perform services more inexpensively than
the county, where the county’s total expenditures under negotiated service level agreements with the
municipalities would be less than their total expenditures, and where the negotiated price for the services
exceeds the cost to the municipalities. Under these conditions, the municipalities benefit from both a
reduction in the county tax levy, because the county would be spending less on highway services, as well
as a “profit” by delivering the services for less than what is charged to the county. Decentralization lacks
the formality of reorganization strategies such as centralization and consolidation. Decentralization of
services are often addressed on a case-by-case basis, which contrasts centralization and consolidation
where service reorganization is usually planned for many services at a single time. Decentralization of
each service will be settled through a separate agreement with service level as well as terms of
compensation which may be monetary or non-monetary (e.g., exchange of services).

Methodology

Due to the variation in terms of agreements, each service must be analyzed individually to illustrate its
potential for tax savings under a decentralized model; therefore snow removal was selected as the service
to be analyzed for illustrative purposes. Based on data collected from the municipalities on snow removal
expenditures per centerline mile, notwithstanding certain qualitative factors such as service level and
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responsiveness, most of the local governments deliver highway services more inexpensively than the
county. Table 22 indicates the potential for more efficient service delivery under decentralization.

Table 22: Average Annual Snow Removal Expenditures, 2004-2008

Annual Average Local Road Centerline Annual Average Snow

Snow Removal Miles Removal Expenditures per
Municipality Expenditures Local Mile
Chemung County $843,806 243.70 $3,462
City of EImira $88,942 127.20 $699
Town of Ashland $56,238 14.90 $3,774
Town of Baldwin - 35.00 -
Town of Big Flats $167,089 74.50 $2,243
Town of Catlin $121,250 59.00 $2,055
Town of Chemung $101,798 52.70 $1,932
Town of Elmira $196,619 44.90 $4,379
Town of Erin $81,606 55.40 $1,473
Town of Horseheads $171,104 63.50 $2,695
Town of Southport $211,928 80.50 $2,633
Town of Van Etten $151,149 47.60 $3,175
Town of Veteran $68,123 51.00 $1,336
Village of Elmira Heights $31,873 21.40 $1,489
Village of Horseheads $32,783 31.30 $1,047

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute, New York State Comptroller's Office, Financial Data for Local Governments, 2004-2008.
(The Town of Baldwin did not file reports with the NYS Office of the State Comptroller. Snow removal for the Village of Wellsburg, Village of
Millport and Village of Van Etten is provided by the towns of Ashland, Van Etten, and Veteran). New York State Department of Transportation
Highway Mileage Database 2008.

For feasibility of analysis, it is assumed that the governments will exchange services for monetary
compensation. It is important to note that the analysis of potential savings from decentralization of certain
services was completed as a stand-alone component. In actuality, if the CUHSA (Component 1) were to
be implemented at the same time, the involved communities would not be contracting with the county
because they would be working as one with the county.

Snow removal was chosen due to the availability of data on the typical price per centerline mile charged
between governments for inter-municipal provision of the service, which ranged between $4,000-5,500.%
For purposes of this analysis, $4,000 was used as the price per centerline mile that all municipalities
would charge the county for removing snow and ice from county roads.

* Steuben County Public Works Committee. “Minutes” (January 3, 2006. http://www.steubencony.org/indexes/PbIWorks-ndx-
06.pdf)

Town Board for the Town of Camillus, Onondaga County, “Minutes,” (January 11, 2005.
http://townofcamillus.com/documents/249.pdf)
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Average 2004-2008 snow removal expenditures were divided by the centerline miles in each municipality
to yield each municipality’s cost of snow removal per centerline mile.* The cost per centerline mile was
then multiplied by the number of county centerline miles in each municipality to yield the additional cost
that would be incurred to provide highway services for county roads by each respective municipality. The
number of county centerline miles in each municipality was then multiplied by the contract price charged
to the county to generate the potential revenues to each municipality as compensation for decentralized
service provision. The total revenues under the service contract were then subtracted from total
expenditures. Total expenditures less revenues under decentralization were then compared with average
total revenues between 2004 and 2008 to determine whether, as a county, savings would be realized.
Additionally, each municipality’s expenditures for removing snow from county roads were subtracted
from the revenues received by that municipality for providing such services to reveal the direct benefit, or
profit, to each municipality incurred in providing such services.

Tax Impact of Decentralized Services

Decentralization demonstrates promise for reducing overall spending on highway services and thereby
reducing property tax burdens. Some local governments can perform services such as snow removal more
efficiently than the Chemung County government. For example, where Chemung County provides snow
removal at an average annual cost of $3,462 per centerline mile, a local government such as the Town of
Chemung performs this same service considerably more inexpensively at $1,932 per centerline mile. By
local governments taking on service delivery functions currently provided by Chemung County, such as
snow removal on county roads, service delivery can be shifted to more efficient providers of the service
and thereby reduce total expenditures countywide. Currently, all Chemung County governments spend
approximately $23.76 million® annually for the provision of all highway services. Under a model where
snow removal is decentralized, the projected total annual highway expenditures among all participating
municipalities less the projected revenues paid by the Chemung County government to the municipalities
for provision of snow removal services equals approximately $23.49 million, which is $269,211 less per
year than the average total highway expenditures for all municipalities between years 2004 to 2008
(Table 23). This projected savings illustrates how local governments can provide snow removal services
more efficiently than the Chemung County government.

*The cost savings calculations for decentralization of snow removal were built upon the assumption that local governments
could accommodate the added scale of servicing county roads without additional investments in new equipment, and at the same
marginal cost as servicing its own roads. The terms of contract negotiation may include transfer of county-owned
trucks/equipment, or the consideration of loaning or leasing plow trucks for winter maintenance to local governments in need.

%! Based upon the 2004-2008 annual average expenditures for all highway services.
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Table 23: Decentralized Snow Removal Expenditure Comparison

2004-2008 Total
Average Projected Total
2004-2008 2004-2008 Annual Snow Annual Projected
Average Average Removal Total Revenues Annual
Annual Annual Snow @ Expenditures/  County Projected from Expenditures
Highway REVE] Centerline Miles Annual Service less
Municipality Expenditures Expenditures Mile Serviced Expenditures Agreement Revenues
Chemung
County $9,171,805 $843,806 $3,462 0.00 $9,302,799 - $9,302,799
City of
Elmira $5,558,884 $88,942 $699 0.8 $5,559,443 $3,200 $5,556,243
Town of
Ashland * $249,945 $56,238 $3,774 3.1 $261,645 $12,400 $249,245
Town of
Baldwin * - - - 14.5 - - -
Town of Big
Flats $1,265,822 $167,089 $2,243 311 $1,335,573 $124,400 $1,211,173
Town of
Catlin $648,396 $121,250 $2,055 14.2 $677,578 $56,800 $620,778
Town of
Chemung $748,516 $101,798 $1,93 35.5 $817,090 $142,000 $675,090
Town of
Elmira $945,283 $196,619 $4,379 15.9 $1,014,910 $63,600 $951,310
Town of
Erin $410,080 $81,606 $1,473 20.1 $439,688 $80,400 $359,288
Town of
Horseheads $1,180,027 $171,104 $2,695 313 $1,264,366 $125,200 $1,139,166
Town of
Southport $1,422,336 $211,928 $2,633 325 $1,507,897 $130,000 $1,377,897
Town of
Van Etten * $627,176 $151,149 $3,175 17.3 $682,111 $69,200 $612,911
Town of
Veteran * $587,266 $68,123 $1,336 27.2 $623,598 $108,800 $514,798
Village of
Elmira
Heights $448,910 $31,873 $1,489 0.00 $448,910 $0 $448,910
Village of
Horseheads $475,175 $32,783 $1,047 0.2 $475,324 $800 $474,524
Total $23,763,341 | $23,763,341 $2,324,308 $23,494,133

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute.
Note 1: Snow removal for the Village of Wellsburg is provided by the Town of Ashland, therefore, county centerline miles in the Village of
Wellsburg are counted in the Town of Ashland. 2. The Town of Baldwin did not file reports with the New York State Office of the State
Comptroller; therefore, there was inadequate data on expenditures to perform the analysis. 3. Snow removal for the Village of Van Etten is
provided by the Town of Van Etten. 4. Snow removal for the Village of Millport is provided by the Town of Veteran.

With the exception of the Town of Elmira, every municipality’s cost per centerline mile for snow removal
is less than the $4,000 contract price charged to the county for provision of snow removal on county
roads, all municipalities except the Town of Elmira would profit from decentralized delivery of snow
removal services at a contract rate of $4,000 per centerline mile (Table 24).52 At a contract rate exceeding

52 Because this illustration of savings from decentralization focuses solely on snow removal, even if a municipality were to
increase its expenditures on snow removal, it is possible that it would ultimately benefit from decentralization if it achieved
expenditure reductions in other services.
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$4,379, the Town of Elmira would also profit from decentralized snow removal. The profit to each
municipality signifies the equivalent of savings that would be reflected as a reduced city, town, and
village property tax levy, however, this would be somewhat offset by a heightened county tax levy
because total county expenditures are heightened by $130,994 under this decentralized model.
Nevertheless, because overall expenditures for all participating municipalities were reduced under
decentralized snow removal, the increase in county tax levy would not exceed the total decrease in local
tax levies, therefore, all communities are better off under decentralized snow removal as opposed to the
status quo.

Table 24: Annual Profit from Decentralized Snow Removal by Municipality

County
Road Expenditures
Mileage on County

Municipality Serviced Roads Revenues Profit
City of Elmira 0.8 $559 $3,200 $2,641
Town of Ashland 3.1 $11,701 $12,400 $ 700
Village of Wellsburg 0.00 N/A N/A N/A
Town of Baldwin 14.5 - - -
Town of Big Flats 31.1 $69,751 $124,400 $54,649
Town of Catlin 14.2 $29,182 $56,800 $27,618
Town of Chemung 35.5 $68,574 $142,000 $73,426
Town of Elmira 15.9 $69,627 $63,600 $(6,027)
Town of Erin 20.1 $29,608 $80,400 $ 50,792
Town of Horseheads 31.3 $84,339 $125,200 $ 40,861
Town of Southport 32.5 $85,561 $130,000 $ 44,439
Town of Van Etten 17.3 $54,934 $69,200 $ 14,266
Town of Van Etten 0.00 N/A N/A N/A
Town of Veteran 27.2 $36,332 $108,800 $ 72,468
Village of Millport 0.00 N/A N/A $ N/A
Village of EImira Heights 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0
Village of Horseheads 0.2 $209 $800 $ 591

Source: University of Buffalo Regional Institute

Under a favorable set of assumptions, decentralization of snow removal demonstrates promise for
achieving reductions in expenditures and thereby reducing property tax burdens. The success of
decentralization in achieving a reduction in expenditures for snow removal suggests that decentralization
of other services may have similar benefits. Until a more extensive examination of decentralization is
performed to include other services and to take into account changes in cost curves and needed capital
investments, it is difficult to compare the tax impact of decentralization with that of consolidation and
centralization. Nevertheless, from this preliminary illustration, further exploration of decentralization to
reduce tax burdens is warranted. Snow removal could be the starting point for implementing
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decentralization of county road maintenance, leading to future opportunities for the development of
agreements for other summer maintenance activities that could lead to additional cost savings
opportunities.

Chemung County Highway Services Study Page 85



Appendices







MEMORANDUM

TO: Chemung County Municipal Highway Services Board (HSB)
FROM: The University at Buffalo Regional Institute

DATE: April 24, 2009

RE: Summary of Existing Formal Intermunicipal Agreements*

A. Subject: Director of Public Works
Parties: County of Chemung and City of Elmira.
Term: January 1, 2008-March 31, 2009 with an option for permanence thereafter.

Purpose: Sharing the services of the City’s Director of Public Works, the City’s Internet Systems
Administrator and County government provision of tax collection services for the City government.*
The City of Elmira Director of Public Services shall supervise the County’s highway department by
also serving as the Chemung County Commissioner of Public Works. The County’s IT Director will
provide supervision to the City and County IT staff. The City’s Internet Systems Administrator will
become a County employee reporting to the County’s IT Director. If both parties agree to continue
the arrangement, then the workers will become County employees.

B. Subject: Phase Il Stormwater

Parties: Town of Ashland, Town of Baldwin, Town of Big Flats, Town of Catlin, Town of Chemung,
Town of Elmira, Town of Erin, Town of Horseheads, Town of Southport, Town of Van Etten, Town
of Veteran, Village of Elmira Heights, Village of Horseheads, Village of Millport, Village of Van
Etten, Village of Wellsburg, City of Elmira, County of Chemung, Chemung County Soil and Water
Conservation District.

Term: July 1, 2008 through June 30, 2013; Builds on Agreement from 2003.

Purpose: Pooling Resources in order to meet the Federal Phase Il requirements for Stormwater. The
agreement authorizes Chemung County Soil and Water Conservation District to form a team that is to

L All terms of the agreement are currently in effect, except tax collection services were discontinued one year after
the agreement was signed.
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assist municipalities’ compliance with the law. In terms of cost allocation, 62% of cost will be
covered by the county; 18% of the funding will be provided by all 17 of the municipalities within
Chemung County using the sales tax formula; and 20% of the funding will be provided by the 11
MS4 communities within Chemung County based upon five parameters: 1) lane miles within the
municipality; 2) impervious areas within the municipality; 3) population of each municipality; 4)
illicit discharge probability; and 5) potential for development within the municipality.

C. Subject: Shared Fuel Facility
Parties: Village of Horseheads and Horseheads Central School District.
Term: February 28, 2002 for at least 15 years thereafter.

Purpose: The School District shall build and maintain a gas and diesel storage facility on its property
that shall be used by both parties. The Village will contribute to the construction of the storage station
and pay for the gas it uses after completion of the station.

D. Subject: Equipment Sharing
Parties: Town of Horseheads and Village of Horseheads.
Term: December 2004 until a party opts out with notice or until the equipment becomes unusable.

Purpose: The shared purchase and use of a street sweeping machine. Each party owns 50 percent and
will pay half of the purchase cost. The operating costs will be determined by usage.

E. Subject: Equipment Sharing
Parties: Chemung County, Town of Horseheads, Village of Horseheads.

Term: From purchase of equipment until one party opts out with notice or until the equipment
becomes unusable.

Purpose: The shared purchase and use of a grader. Ownership is 70% County, 15% Town, and 15%
Village. Use of the grader is subject to scheduling agreed upon by the County Public Works Director,
the Town Highway Superintendent, and the Village Director of Public Works.

F. Subject: Equipment Sharing
Parties: Towns of Veteran and Catlin.

Term: From purchase of equipment until one party opts out with notice or until the equipment
becomes unusable.

Purpose: Share cost and use of equipment that might otherwise be underutilized. Each party owns
50%. Maintenance will be provided by the Town of Veteran, but the costs will be distributed by
usage.
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G. Subject: General Sharing of Equipment and Personnel
Parties: Town of Southport et al.
Term: May 30, 2007 through May 30, 2012 renewable every five years thereafter.

Purpose: Authorizes the Town Superintendent of Highways to enter into shared service agreements
for equipment and personnel with other municipalities without further board approval.

H. Subject: General Sharing of Equipment and Personnel
Parties: Town of Big Flats et al.
Term: January 2, 2009 through January 2, 2014; renewable every five years thereafter.

Purpose: Authorizes the Commissioner of Public Works to enter into shared service agreements for
equipment and personnel with other municipalities without further board approval.

I. Subject: General Sharing of Equipment and Personnel
Parties: Town of Horseheads et al.
Term: January 14, 2009 through January 14, 2014; renewable every five years thereafter.

Purpose: Authorizes the Town Superintendent of Highways to enter into shared service agreements
for equipment and personnel with other municipalities without further board approval.

J. Subject: General Sharing of Equipment and Personnel
Parties: Town of Ashland et al.
Term: Renewable every five years; start date not listed.

Purpose: Authorizes the Town Superintendent of Highways to enter into shared service agreements
for equipment and personnel with other municipalities without further board approval.
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Chemung County
Department of Public Works Profile

EXISTING HIGHWAY SERVICES

The Chemung County Department of Public Works (DPW) is
responsible for performing all highway and certain non-
highway functions on Chemung County-owned roadways
(Table 1). The County also supports other municipalities with
trucking, bridge maintenance, heavy equipment, creek
restoration, and soil and water issues. Within the county, there
are 767.4 centerline miles of local road, 243.7 centerline miles
of county road, and 118.7 centerline miles of state road. Of the
local roadways, 73 percent are paved. Major roadways within
the county include the Southern Tier Expressway and NYS
Routes 13, 14, 328, and 352.

The County DPW is responsible for plowing approximately 205 miles of county-owned roadways during
the winter months. Approximately 30 miles of county roads within the Towns of Baldwin, Chemung, and
Van Etten are plowed and maintained by their respective municipalities. The county typically dispatches
12 plows, which equals to approximately 34 miles per truck, including the return trip. The county uses a
60/40 mix of salt and sand for snow and ice control on county roadways. On average, the County uses an
estimated 12,000 tons of salt and 8,000 tons of sand per year.

Table 1: Chemung County Existing Highway Services

Standard Duties & Functions Other Responsibilities

Street sweeping Road kill pickup

Snow and ice control Maintenance of brush site/brush grinding
Storm sewer, culverts, ditches, stormwater Tub grinding

Road construction and maintenance Litter pickup

Guiderail Tire cleanup

Equipment repair Cleaning of creek beds

Traffic signals, signs, street lighting Municipal buildings and grounds maintenance

Bridge maintenance (countywide)

Mowing

Storm damage repair

Engineering

Drywell and catch basin repair and cleaning
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Standard Duties & Functions Other Responsibilities

Ditching

Driveway permits

Road grading

Oil and stone surface treating

FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

The Chemung County Highway facility is located at 803 Chemung
Street in the Village of Horseheads. The facility includes
administrative offices, 31 wvehicle bays, equipment and materials
storage yard, and a salt/cinder shed with a capacity of 3,000 tons.
There is also a repair facility, a fuel island, a cold storage building, and
material bins on site. The entire facility is 60,800 square feet and is
located on a 15-acre site. The facility is also used by the Chemung
County Soil and Water Conservation District and in a limited capacity
by the Chemung County Police Department. Security is provided for the facility 24 hours a day, seven
days a week.

The facility was built over a range of years, however, the buildings
generally remain in good condition. The office building is oversized
for its current operations and could potentially support other functions.
The county facility may not provide an ideal location for countywide
operations. Though the county facility has ample space, expansion is
restricted due to the presence of creeks and railroads, which border and
bisect the property. In addition, material storage for snow and ice is
insufficient for current operations. If left in its present condition, the
facility could remain viable for approximately ten more years. To prolong the life of the facility,
necessary improvements include the rehabilitation of the cold storage building, covered truck storage roof
extensions, improving the records and administration building, and paving the site. Additionally, basic
fire, accessibility, and energy upgrades in the vehicle repair area are necessary to bring the facility up to
code. These improvements, estimated to cost $914,500 could extend the useful life of the facility to 40
years.

EQUIPMENT INVENTORY

Table 2 shows the full vehicle and equipment inventory utilized by the Chemung County DPW for
highway services. The Commissioner of Public Works provided equipment conditions and purchasing
plan information. In addition to the items listed on the 5-year purchasing plan, the Chemung County
Commissioner of Public Works indicated a need for a ditch cutter.
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Table 2: Chemung County Highway Equipment Inventory

Condition Purchasing Plan

Quantity

Excellent Good Fair Poor 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Vehicles

Automobiles

Vans

Pickups

Dump Trucks - Small

Dump Trucks 6 Wheel

(o2}

Dump Trucks 10 Wheel

[ERN
[N

Truck Tractors

Stake Trucks

Sweepers

Water Tankers

Vac Con Flushers

Trailers - Small

Trailers - Flow Boy

Trailers - Flat Bed

Trailer - Box

Trailer - Dump

Trailer - Low Boy

Service Truck

Loaders - Wheel

PR R PR NN R |w|w

1

1

1

Equipment ‘

1

Loaders - Track

Backhoes

Dozers

Excavators - Wheel

N Y

Excavators - Track

Graders

[EEN
[EEN

Rollers

N N LS

Gravel Crushers

Snowblowers

Athey Loaders

Screening Plants

Air Compressors

N | =N

Tub Grinders

Skid Steer Loaders

Blacktop Saws

Mowers - Tractor

Ol [P PP ININ (PN PO IN W N P PO
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: Condition Purchasing Plan
Quantity

Mowers - Lawn

Excellent Good Fair Poor 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Welders

Fork Lifts

2
2
Chippers - Brush 2 1 1
1
2

Generators

Chain Saws 10

Trash Pumps

Vib. Compactors

Road Wideners

Maintainers

Concrete Mixers

1
5
1
Drag Boxes 1 1
2
1
2

Demolition Saws

Total: 124

Regular Equipment Sharing

e Chemung County DPW provides equipment to other municipalities two to three times a week.
e Chemung County DPW typically lends out its trucks, rollers, excavators, and traffic truck.
e Chemung County DPW borrows trucks, excavators, pavers, and graders from other communities.

e Chemung County has an inter-municipal agreement with the Town and Village of Horseheads for
a shared grader.

PERSONNEL RESOURCES

Table 3 shows the total full-time crew of the Chemung County DPW for highway services. The Chemung
County highway division of the DPW has a crew of forty (40) full-time employees. Additionally, the
County retains seasonal employees. During the year, the division temporarily employs between 10 and 14
summer workers and up to 4 winter workers.

A Commissioner of Public Works oversees the DPW staff. The Commissioner is responsible for
administrative duties, professional engineering, traffic and civil engineering. The Deputy Commissioner
of Public Works position also performs administrative duties, professional engineering, and bridge and
structural engineering. The highway division retains a General Highway Supervisor who is in charge of
operations, scheduling, and supervision of the highway staff. There are three (3) Working Forepersons
who are responsible for bridges, guiderail maintenance, signs, and traffic control. There are also two (2)
Labor Forepersons who are in charge of construction, tree removal, ditching, and culverts. The County
also employs a Fleet Manager, who oversees three (3) Garage Mechanics and a Garage Attendant. The
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Garage Mechanics are principally in charge of fleet maintenance. There are also two (2) Welders who
perform service on the fleet and bridges. The division employs ten (10) Class | Equipment Operators and
five (5) Class Il Equipment Operators. The Class | Operators have CDL B certification and Class 1l
Operators have CDL A or B certification and provide some project supervision. There are seven (7)
Laborers and a DPW Grounds Worker who perform general labor. Additionally, the Public Works
Department has an Administrative Assistant/Principal Account Clerk, who is responsible for secretarial,
purchasing, and bookkeeping duties, and a Senior Account Clerk who performs personnel, secretarial, and
bridge duties for engineering and administrative staff.

Figure 1 shows the organizational structure of the DPW.

Table 3: Chemung County DPW Personnel Resources

. Years of . .
Job Title FT/PT Wage Service Skills & Certifications

Commissioner of Public FT

Works (Appointed) (shared) $43.27 18 NYS Licensed P.E.
Deputy Commissioner of

Public Works FT $37.50 1 NYS Licensed P.E.
General Highway

Supervisor FT $27.39 32

Working Foreperson FT $23.60 18 Bridges
Working Foreperson FT $23.60 16 Bridges
Working Foreperson FT $23.60 19 Highway
Laborer Foreperson FT $24.06 36 Retirement April *
Laborer Foreperson FT $24.06 36 Nearing retirement *
Fleet Manager FT $21.56 8

Garage Mechanic FT $22.30 20

Garage Mechanic FT $21.35 12

Garage Mechanic FT $21.35 11

Garage Attendant FT $12.00

Welder FT $22.14 16 Fleet Welding
Welder FT $21.35 11 Bridge Welding
Equipment Operator Il FT $22.63 34 CDLAorB
Equipment Operator Il FT $22.30 24 CDLAorB
Equipment Operator Il FT $22.30 20 CDLAorB
Equipment Operator Il FT $22.14 19 CDLAorB
Equipment Operator Il FT $21.35 14 CDLAorB
Equipment Operator | FT $22.17 31 CDL B
Equipment Operator | FT $22.17 23 CDL B
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Job Title

Service

Years of

Skills & Certifications

Equipment Operator | FT $21.85 20 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $21.68 15 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $21.68 15 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $21.68 15 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $20.89 14 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $20.89 12 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $15.88 8 CDLB
Equipment Operator | FT $14.59 5 CDL B
Laborer FT $15.91 12 General Labor
Laborer FT $15.91 10 General Labor
Laborer FT $11.00 9 General Labor
Laborer FT $11.00 5 General Labor
Laborer FT $11.00 4 General Labor
Laborer FT $11.00 1 General Labor
Laborer FT $11.00 5mo General Labor
DPW Grounds Worker FT $11.00

Administrative Assistant FT $25.33 35

Senior Account Clerk FT $18.93 8

Total FT Positions 40

Notes: Once the Laborer Forepersons retire, these two positions will be replaced with one Working Foreperson.
The City of Elmira Traffic Foreperson provides the County with workload assistance.
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Figure 1: Chemung County DPW Organizational Structure

Commissioner of Public
Works

Administrative

Senior Account

General Highway
Supervisor

Assistant Clerk
Deputy Commissioner
of Public Works
Working Foreperson Fleet Manager

(©)

\_

Labor Foreperson (2)
Equipment Operator Il (5)
Equipment Operator | (10)

Laborer (7)

Garage Mechanic (3)

Welder (2)

J

Collective Bargaining Agreements

All Highway Department employees, except for the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of Public
Works, are represented by the Civil Service Employees Agency Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Unit
6350. The terms of the collective bargaining agreement are listed in Table 4.

Table 4: Chemung County Collective Bargaining Agreement

Agreement Units

Agreement Dates
Membership

Employee Status

Monetary Benefits

Health Care & Insurance

County of Chemung and CSEA, Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Unit 6350

Jan 1, 2005-Dec 31, 2008

All Chemung County Employees holding a position by appointment, after
probationary period except all Registered Nurses Probation Officers, Sheriff's
Department. Non-clerical employees of the Office of Emergency Management

Classification a) regular (35, 37.5 or 40 hrs/week) b)Part-time c) seasonal

Salary - Yearly schedules for 2005-2008. Overtime 1.5x pay, voluntary unless in
a state of emergency. On holidays paid for holiday plus 1.5x pay. Option of taking
compensatory time off instead of pay for overtime equal to 1.5hrs off for each
worked. Out of Title work- If employee assumes role of supervisor will be paid at
the rate of the person they are replacing. Increments and Longevity pp 6-7.

Vision Plan paid in full, dental plan, Indemnity/PPO Plan, Prescription drugs (pp
18-19, 21).
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Days off: New Years, MLK Day, Presidents' Weekend (2) Memorial Day,
Independence Day, Labor Day, Columbus Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving (2)
Xmas Eve(.5) Xmas, New Years eve(.5) Vacation Amount (p.13). Sick Leave 1
day per month. Max accumulation 250 days. 3 Personal Days per year. Terminal
pay pp. 15-16 Leave without pay (Maternity, Military) (pp. 23-24).

Continuous Employment with the county. It will be a factor in promotion, in case
of transfers and displacement it shall be the determining factor.

No Permanent County employees shall lose their positions or be displaced due to
contracting out of service by the County. Disciplinary procedures pp. 27-8

Seniority

Job Security and Tenure

Grievance Grievance Procedure pp. 28-31

No Strike Agreement N/A

Retirement Benefits N/A

FINANCIAL PROFILE

Chemung County’s annual average full value of assessed property per local centerline road mile was
$12,882,152 from 2004 to 2008. During that time, the County spent an average of $9,171,805 annually on
highway services or $37,421 per centerline mile and $104 per capita. CHIPS aid covered, on average,
14.6% of annual highway expenditures. Table 5 shows the breakdown of the Village of Horseheads’
highway spending.

Table 5: Chemung County DPW Financial Profile

Annual Average Total Annual Average Percentage

Type of Expenditure

Personnel $2,421,356.5 26.4%
Equipment & Capital $2,742,369.7 29.9%
Contractual $4,017,250.6 43.8%
Type of Service

Road/Street Maintenance $2,797,400.50 30.5%
Permanent Improvements $1,183,162.80 12.9%
Snow Removal $843,806.10 9.2%
Highway Machinery $935,524.10 10.2%
Highway Administration $183,436.10 2.0%
Other Services $3,228,475.40 35.2%

Based on the 2004-2008 financial reports collected by New York State’s Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by the New York
State Comptroller’s Olffice. Full value data from New York State Office of State Comptroller, "Financial Data for Local
Governments,"” accessed 21 December 2009 at http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/datanstat/findata/index_choice.htm.

(o]
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EXISTING HIGHWAY SERVICES

The City of Elmira Department of Public Works (DPW) is
responsible for the maintenance and improvement of the City
street system and certain non-highway functions in the City of
Elmira (Table 1). Within the municipality, there are 127.2
centerline miles of local roads, 0.8 centerline miles of county
roads, and 3.2 centerline miles of state roads. Of the local
roadways, all are paved. Major roadways that run through the
City include the Southern Tier Expressway and New York

State Route 14.

The City of Elmira is the only municipality in Chemung

County to provide solid waste services to its residents. Solid waste services include garbage collection,
furniture and appliance pickup, leaf pickup, and Christmas tree pickup. A Dial-A-Truck service is also
available to City residents for a fee of $30 for excessive yard and organic wastes that exceed the six-bag

limit.

The City DPW is responsible for plowing all local roadways within the city during the winter months.
The DPW typically dispatches 18 plows, which equal to approximately 14 miles per truck, including the

return trip. On average, the DPW uses an estimated 3,000 tons of salt per year.

Table 1: City of Elmira Existing Highway Services

Standard Duties & Functions

Street sweeping

Other Responsibilities
Road kill pickup

Snow and ice control

Fall leaf collection

Storm sewer, culverts, ditches, stormwater

Maintenance of brush site/brush grinding

Road construction and maintenance

Christmas tree collection

Guiderail

Garbage pickup

Equipment repair

Snow removal from municipal parking lots

Traffic signals, signs, street lighting

Park/recreation maintenance (golf course)

Bridge maintenance

Cemetery maintenance

Mowing

Parking garage maintenance

Storm damage repair

Municipal sidewalk maintenance

Engineering

Cleaning of creek beds
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Standard Duties & Functions Other Responsibilities

Drywell and catch basin repair and cleaning Municipal buildings and grounds maintenance
Driveway permits Pesticide application

Pumping station maintenance Tree removal

Solid waste removal

Parking garage repairs

FACILITIES ASSESSMENT

The City of Elmira DPW facility is located at 840 Linden Place in the
City of Elmira. The facility includes administrative offices, the DPW
garage with repair facility, cold storage, a fuel island, and a salt shed
with a capacity of 2,000 tons. The DPW garage and cold storage
facility is a combined 63,300 square feet and has 35 vehicle bays. The
facility is used by the highway department, buildings and grounds, and
the police and fire departments. Site security for the facility is
adequate.

The facility was built in 1967 and remains in good condition. The 10.8 acre site adequately supports its
current operations and provides sufficient space to expand operations in the future. In its current state, the
useful life of the facility is estimated to be 25 years. Accessibility, fire, and energy updates would extend
the facility’s useful life and maintain its code compliant status. An expansion of the repair facility would
be beneficial because the City DPW provides equipment maintenance for all City functions. An additional
1,500 square feet of storage is also necessary to provide the storage of City records. The cost of these
improvements is estimated to be $2,145,000.

EQUIPMENT INVENTORY

Table 2 shows the full vehicle and equipment inventory utilized by the City DPW for highway services.
The Department also owns a large quantity of additional equipment used to carry out the DPW’s non-
highway duties and functions. This equipment is not included in this inventory because it is not typically
used for highway functions. The City of Elmira Director of Public Works provided the equipment
conditions and purchasing plan. In addition to the items listed on the 5-year purchasing plan, the Director
of Public Works indicated that the City would like to purchase a new paver, plow trucks, and a signal
truck.

Table 2: City of Elmira Highway Equipment Inventory

. Condition Purchasing Plan
Quantity
Excellent Good Fair Poor 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Vehicles
Automobiles 2 1 1
Vans 1 1 1
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Condition Purchasing Plan

Quantity

Excellent Good Fair Poor 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

[EnY
N
N
w
N
w
[any

Pickups

Dump Trucks - Small
Dump Trucks 6 Wheel
Dump Trucks 10 Wheel
Stake Trucks

Sweepers
Water Tanker/Street Flusher

Vac Con Flushers
Aerial Lift Trucks
Roll Back Trucks

Trailers - Small

RPN ININ N (o
[ERY

Service Truck

Equipment
Loaders - Wheel

Backhoes

Graders

Rollers

Snowblowers

Air Compressors

Pavers

Ditch Witch Trenchers
Asphalt Curb Machines
Sewer Pumps

Sewer Cleaners

Blacktop Saws

Mowers - Lawn
Welders

Chippers - Brush
Fork Lifts
Generators

T T e N | R o R e e = N = PN [PC R TSN T R T SR TSN NN
[y

w
J

Chain Saws

~

Vib. Compactors

[EnY

Concrete Mixers

Leaf Collectors 2 2

Demolition Saws 3
Total: 118
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Regular Equipment Sharing

e The City of EImira DPW assists other municipalities with trucking during the construction season
and borrows trucks once or twice a week from other municipalities for more efficient construction
and paving operations.

e The City of Elmira DPW lends specialized equipment such as their traffic signal and bucket
trucks along with trained operators to other municipalities seasonal, once or twice a week.

e The City of Elmira DPW also borrows equipment from neighboring municipalities during the
construction season once or twice a week.

e The City of Elmira DPW has an informal agreement with Chemung County to borrow its
excavator when necessary.

e A bucket truck is shared between the City of Elmira of Elmira DPW and the Town of Big Flats
DPW.

PERSONNEL RESOURCES

Table 3 shows the total full-time crew of the City of ElImira DPW for highway services. The City also
hires 5 to 8 summer employees for the Streets Division and Buildings and Grounds, and 10 to 12 summer
employees are hired to help maintain the golf course. The Public Works’ staff is overseen by the County
Commissioner of Public Works, a Professional Engineer. The Deputy Director of Public Works, also
known as the Work Center Coordinator, is in charge of administrative duties and personnel. There is also
an Administrative Assistant to assist with secretarial duties, bookkeeping, and public interaction. The
Department Account Clerk performs purchasing duties, which is shared with the Chamberlain’s office.

There are two (2) Construction & Utilities Inspectors (Engineers) currently on staff at the City of Elmira
Public Works Department; one is responsible for surveying, grading, sewer records and design, and
highway design, and the other is responsible for surveying, GIS, CADD, and construction inspection. The
Department has an Electrical Supervisor on staff who oversees all electrical components and traffic
signals. The Department employs three (3) Working Supervisors who are responsible for overseeing
highway construction and maintenance projects, sewers, solid waste, tree services, sign maintenance, line
striping, and concrete projects. In addition, there are two (2) Working Supervisors for Buildings and
Grounds who perform carpentry and oversee buildings and grounds maintenance for public properties
such as the municipal parking garage and golf course.

The Department retains a Fleet Maintenance Supervisor who oversees four (4) Garage Mechanics, one (1)
Maintenance Mechanic and a Welder. The City also employs twenty-two (22) Public Service Specialist Il
employees, all of whom have a CDL with a B endorsement and/or CDL B licenses. The Public Service
Specialists are cross-trained to work on a variety of tasks and projects involving street maintenance,
traffic, buildings and grounds, and sewers. The eight (8) Solid Waste Specialists Il also possess CDL B
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licenses and although, the majority of the Solid Waste Specialists’ job is garbage pick-up, these
employees also assist with snow plowing. Figure 1 shows the organizational structure of the DPW.

Table 3: City of EImira DPW Personnel Resources

. Years of : e
Job Title FT/PT Wage Service Skills & Certifications
Commissioner of Public
Works (Shared) $43.27 18 NYS Licensed P.E.
Deputy Director/Work
Center Coordinator FT $35.97 30 B&G and Highways
Construction & Utilities Surveying, Grades, Sewer Records & Design,
Inspector (Engineer) FT $26.04 40 Highway, Construction Inspection
Construction & Utilities Surveying, GIS, CADD, Construction
Inspector (Engineer) FT $23.89 9 Inspection
Administrative Assistant FT $16.30 1
Account Clerk (Shared) $18.60
Fleet Maintenance
Supervisor FT $29.22 15
Certified Electrician, Traffic Signals, Street
Lights, Building Wiring. Also provides services

Electrical Supervisor FT $28.96 1 to Chemung County.
Working Supervisor (Storm
Sewer) FT $27.30 32
Working Supervisor (B&G) FT $27.30 26 B&G Parks
Working Supervisor (Solid
Waste) FT $27.30 26
Working Supervisor (B&G) FT $22.90 19 Carpentry (B&G)
Working Supervisor
(Streets) FT $23.65 10 Carpentry
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 32 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 26 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 19 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 17 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 16 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $15.27 16 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 15 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 15 CDL B
Public Services Specialist || FT $18.27 13 CDL B
Public Services Specialist |1 FT $18.27 11 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 10 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 10 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 8 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 8 CDL B
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] Years of . D
Job Title FT/PT Wage e Skills & Certifications
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 8 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.27 8 CDL B
Public Services Specialist Il FT $18.16 7 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist II FT $17.55 6 CDLB
Public Services Specialist II FT $17.17 5 CDLB
Public Services Specialist II FT $17.88 4 CDL B
Public Services Specialist II FT $17.55 4 CDL B (B&G)
Public Services Specialist II FT $17.17 4 CDL B
Parks Specialist FT $18.27 38 (B&G)
Welder FT $18.29 25 NYS Certified, CDL B
Automotive/Garage
Mechanic FT $19.54 19 CDL B, NYS Inspection License
Automotive/Garage
Mechanic FT $19.54 15 CDL B, NYS Inspection License
Automotive/Garage
Mechanic FT $19.54 14 CDL B, NYS Inspection License
Automotive/Garage
Mechanic FT $19.54 8 CDL B, NYS Inspection License
Maintenance Mechanic FT $16.60 31 (B&G)
Solid Waste Specialist |1 FT $18.27 14
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $18.27 13 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $18.27 12 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $18.27 10 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $18.27 10 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $18.27 8 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $17.55 4 CDL B
Solid Waste Specialist Il FT $17.55 4 CDL B
Total FT Positions 49
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Figure 1: City of ElImira DPW Organizational Structure
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Collective Bargaining Agreements

Aside from the Public Works Director, Deputy Director, Engineers and other supervisory positions, all
other employees are represented by the Civil Service Employees Agency Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-
CIO Unit 6351. The terms of the collective bargaining agreement are listed in Table 4.
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Table 4: City of Elmira Collective Bargaining Agreement
Agreement Units City of Elmira and CSEA Local 1000 AFSCME, AFL-CIO, Unit 6351

Agreement Dates Jan 1, 2007 - Dec 31, 2010

All City Employees after probation except, firefighters, law enforcement, school
Membership traffic officers, elected officials, appointed officials, seasonal works, and
managerial personnel.

Employee Status Classification of employees.

Salary schedules attached as appendices. Overtime 1.5x whenever in excess of

SEEER EERETS 40 hr week or 8 hour day.

Health Care & Insurance Health and Prescription drugs.

Days off: New Years, MLK Day, Presidents' Day, Memorial, Independence,
Labor, Columbus, Veteran's, Thanksgiving (2) Xmas Eve (.5) Xmas 1 Floating. 3
personal days, 1 sick day per month. Max 174 sick days. Sick Day Bank.
Vacation time.

Continuous Employment with the City. A factor in promotion, determining factor in
transfers, layoffs, and displacement.

Leave

Seniority

Job Security and Tenure City will make every effort to retain employees.

Grievance Grievance and Disciplinary actions.

No member shall induce or engage in any strike or slow-down, additionally the
city agrees that there shall be no lockout during the term of agreement.

May exchange sick days for pay or health care. Health care shall be provided for
120 months after retirement.

No Strike Agreement

Retirement Benefits

FINANCIAL PROFILE

The City of Elmira annual average full value of assessed property per local centerline road mile was
$4,533,253 from 2004 to 2008. During that time, the City spent an average of $5,558,884 annually on
highway services or $45,048 per centerline mile and $188 per capita. CHIPS aid covered, on average,
9.87% of annual highway expenditures. Table 5 shows the breakdown of the City of Elmira’s highway
spending.

Table 5: City of EImira DPW Financial Profile

Average Annual Total Annual Average Percentage
Type of Expenditure
Personnel $1,022,835 18.4%
Equipment & Capital $3,846,748 69.2%
Contractual $689,302 12.4%
Type of Service
Road/Street Maintenance $4,191,399 75.4%
Permanent Improvements - -
Snow Removal $88,942 1.6%
Highway Machinery - -
Highway Administration $100,060 1.8%
Other Services $1,178,483 21.2%

Based on the 2004-2008 financial reports collected by New York State’s Uniform System of Accounts prescribed by the New York
State Comptroller’s Office. Full value data from New York State Office of State Comptroller, "Financial Data for Local
Governments," accessed 21 December 2009 at http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/datanstat/findata/index_choice.htm.

(o]

Appendix B2



Town of Ashland Highway Department Profile

EXISTING HIGHWAY SERVICES

The Town of Ashland Highway Department is responsible for
performing all highway and certain non-highway functions in
the Town of Ashland and the Village of Wellsburg (Table 1).
Within the two municipalities, there are 17.6 centerline miles of
local roads, 3.1 centerline miles of county roads, and 13.6
centerline miles of state roads. Approximately 94 percent of
town roads are paved and all village roads are paved. Major
routes that run through the town include New Yo