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“People are demanding change at all levels of government. They are frustrated by a local tax burden that is the highest in the nation. 

They value their communities, but want modern, efficient services at an affordable price.”   

 - Stan Lundine, Chair of the NYS Commission on Local Government Efficiency and Competitiveness 

Local governments throughout New York State, as well as the entire nation, have long struggled with the dual challenge of providing important services at 

high levels of quality and doing so at a cost that allows local and regional economies and communities to prosper. In New York State, the often citied 

multiplicity of government layers is nowhere more apparent than in the Saranac Lake Area. The Village of Saranac Lake, incorporated in 1892, covers 2.78 

square miles of land, within two counties (Franklin and Essex) and three towns (Harrietstown, North Elba, and St Armand). The resulting overlap and 

duplication of services and municipal structures is complex at best and inefficient at worst. 

Through the Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project, the communities of Harrietstown, North Elba, Saranac Lake and St. Armand seek to 

understand new, more efficient ways for local government to deliver high-quality, cost-effective municipal services. The Government Resturcturing 

Committee, with funding from the New York State Department of State’s Shared Municipal Services Incentive Grant Program and assistance from New Paltz-

based advisors Fairweather Consulting, is engaged in a 16-month study to identify opportunities for restructuring local government, and to determine the 

relative merits — and challenges — associated with each opportunity. 

The Government Restructuring Project, which began in early Summer 2009, has already achieved several milestones. During the Summer of 2009, the 

Government Restructuring Committee held a public meeting to introduce residents to the project and gather thoughts and ideas regarding the future 

structure of local government, which, for the purpose of this report, will be referred to as Task 1.  Additionally, Task 1 also called for meetings with the 

Project Steering Committee and various other stakeholders and residents of the Saranac Lake area, as well as the creation of a project website that allowed 

stakeholders to offer feedback and to engage in a dialogue with the Fairweather Consulting team. Throughout the remainder of 2009 and into the Winter of 

2010, the Committee worked with Fairweather Consulting to explore possible options for restructuring, looking at a variety of factors to determine what 

options are legally and technically feasible, with this portion of the project being referred to as Task 2. As the Committee emerges from this lengthy process, 

this report serves to summarize the results of this effort by describing first the options available for restructuring, and then the feasibility and comparative 

strengths and weaknesses of each option. In the months to come, it is hoped that this document and subsequent revisions and reformulations will guide the 

Saranac Lake Area toward implementation of one or more alternative structures that improve the efficiency and effectiveness of local government. 
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Purpose of the Feasibility Study/Comparative Analysis: An Exercise in Due Diligence 
The first step in the overall project process was to identify the possible options for restructuring local government services in the Saranac Lake area.  The next 

step – and the purpose of this report – is to identify the likely advantages and drawbacks for each of these options.  This is an important exercise in due 

diligence.  In this analysis we take each of the options and determine, under a reasonable set of operating assumptions, how that option is likely to perform 

in three areas: 

Legally:  How complicated are the legal steps required to make each option a reality?  The legal analysis of each option provides the information to make an 

assessment as to whether, for each option, it is reasonable to expect that the necessary steps can be carried out given the resources, capabilities and (in 

some cases) the motivations of those entities required to take the necessary legal steps. 

Operationally:  What would each of these new structures look like?  Are there any existing services that can be done away with under the new structure?  

What provisions does each option make to carry out the remaining services necessary for the functioning of local government?  The operational analysis 

provides the information to make an assessment as to whether the new structure associated with each option is likely to reduce any duplication of services 

or open up any new opportunities for more efficient services. 

Fiscally:  Government restructuring can help make government cheaper and more effective.  But, ultimately, somebody must pay the bill for services 

rendered.  The fiscal analysis provides guidance on how the structural changes associated with each option will affect the amount that taxpayers would pay 

to get the services they require.  Given a reasonable set of operating assumptions, which (if any) taxpayers are likely to see tax savings?  Which (if any) 

taxpayers are likely to see tax increases?  The fiscal analysis provides the information to make an assessment of the overall impact on taxes each option could 

have.  (Note:  there are and always will be opportunities for additional savings under each option through creative reconfiguration of services.  This analysis 

gets to the question of how each option itself is likely to affect community taxpayers.) 

It is important to keep in mind that this assessment of the legal, operational and fiscal impacts of each option is not an attempt to foretell the future.  Rather, 

it assembles what we can know about the likely performance of each of these options so that the community can make an informed choice about which 

structure is most likely to have the greatest long-term advantages for the community that encompass the towns of Harrietstown,  North Elba and St. Armand, 

as well as the Village of Saranac Lake. 

Evaluation Matrix for Priority Options 
The Fairweather Consulting team has created a matrix summarizing the results of these analyses for all priority options, which can be found within the 

Comparative Analysis section beginning on page 49.  It is a tool to provide a quick and comprehensive overview of the advantages and disadvantages of each 

priority option for project steering committee members, stakeholders from each participating government and the general public. The Evaluation Matrix is 

presented in the final section of this report: The Comparative Analysis of Restructuring Options. 
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The Draft Feasibility Study & Comparative Analysis will be presented to the project steering committee for review and discussion prior to being presented to 

the Village Board and the Town Boards in Harrietstown, North Elba and St Armand for feedback and input. After appropriate revisions, the final Feasibility 

Study & Comparative Analysis will be included in the final report for this project. 

The Special Case of Towns and Villages in a Wilderness Area 
As has already been indicated, many facets of the situation facing Saranac Lake and the towns of Harrietstown, North Elba and St. Armand make it unique.  

But this situation is complicated further by the fact that the Village of Saranac Lake is in three towns in a major wilderness area.  The Adirondacks have never 

been an easy place to achieve population growth and/or economic growth.  For better or worse, public policy and economic forces have served to limit 

growth in the towns outside village areas.  This creates a situation (unique to such rural areas) where town population density and town governments tend to 

be much smaller than the villages they encompass. 

Municipality Population (2000 Census) Land Area (sq miles) Population Density (per sq mile) 

Village of Saranac Lake 5,041 2.8 1,812.00 

Town of Harrietstown* 1,843 194.8 9.46 

Town of North Elba* 4,901 150.4 32.60 

Town of St. Armand* 1,134 55.8 20.32 

* Town figures represent only the areas outside of villages. 

Table 1 – Population Density in Saranac Lake Area Municipalities 

This disparity in size between villages and towns is not true in the more populous areas of New York State, where town populations and town government 

budgets often equal and/or exceed the population and budgets of the villages found within them.  In such situations, both the town governments and the 

village governments have roughly equal capacity to take on new services or deliver services to new areas of the community.  This does not hold in the case of 

Saranac Lake and the towns of Harrietstown, North Elba and St. Armand.  Generally, these town governments are small and calibrated to serve sparsely 

populated areas whose citizens, for the most part, expect only limited services from local government.  In this situation, one can see how it could be easier 

for the village to agree to take on the services previously provided by town government than it would for a rural-oriented town government to take on 

services for a much more densely populated area, whose population may expect a greater range of services than the town is accustomed to providing. 

This observation has not excluded consideration of any options for restructuring government in the Saranac Lake area.  It is put forth merely as a reminder 

that, in this situation among the three towns and one village, calling for a service currently provided by the village government to now be provided by the 

town government may have a greater impact on the town’s budget and operational capacity than it would have on the village if a similar service now 

provided by the town were taken over by the village government. 
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The Four Options for Restructuring Local Government in the Saranac Lake Area 
At the highest level, the Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project has examined a short-list of three main restructuring options. Each of these 

options describes a new way to structure local governments and the services they deliver in the area, and, it is hoped, could achieve the project’s two main 

goals of reducing the cost-burden of local government while maintaining or improving the quality of services provided. The options are presented in this 

section in no particular order, though as this report reveals, the challenges and opportunities related to each option begin to suggest a framework for 

comparing and evaluating the options. At this stage of the project, the Committee remains dedicated to investigating each of these options, though the 

eventual intent, following appropriate input from community leaders and residents, is to identify a preferred option for implementation. 

Option 1: Dissolution of the Village of Saranac Lake 
Village Dissolution is the process by which an incorporated village abandons its organizational status, transfers its assets and debts to one or more successors, 

and ceases to exist as a municipal body with separate officials, staff, laws and ordinances. The process of village dissolution, which is summarized in the 

following sections, is defined by New York State General Municipal Law, Article 17-A (effective March 2010).  

Dissolution of the Village of Saranac Lake is under consideration within this study because dissolution is a direct means toward reducing the layers of 

government within the Saranac Lake Area. As most village taxpayers are keenly aware, New York State’s villages are separate from town governments, while 

village residents remain residents of the town in which their village is located. Many villages were incorporated long ago, in order to provide services not 

previously provided by towns in New York State. While there is no doubt that villages are an important part of the fabric of local government in the state, it is 

often possible now for towns to provide much the same services that villages provide, in some cases leading to the conclusion that the additional layer of 

government is unnecessary. 

The Government Restructuring Committee continues to consider the option of dissolving the Village of Saranac Lake in order to fully weigh the benefits and 

drawbacks of this option, many of which are presented in this report. Based on the assessment so far, the Committee looks forward to feedback regarding 

this option from the various affected municipalities and residents in the Saranac Lake Area. 

Option 2: Creation of a Coterminous Town/Village 
As introduced in the description above of village dissolution, New York State’s villages are all within one or more towns. In the event that the boundaries of a 

single town and a single village are precisely the same, or coterminous, New York State law allows for a consolidation of the two entities into a single 

operational and administrative unit. The coterminous entity can choose to function primarily as a town—with an elected board as defined in New York State 

Town Law—or as a village—with an elected board as defined in New York State Village Law. Additional details regarding the process for establishing a 

coterminous town/village are provided within this report. Furthermore, we present below a description of the potential benefits and drawbacks of this 

restructuring approach. 
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To create a coterminous town/village requires that the boundaries of a village and the boundaries of a town are exactly the same. This can typically be 

accomplished in one of two ways: incorporating a new village with boundaries equal to the boundaries of an existing town, or annexation by an existing 

village of all territory within an existing town.  Once the coterminous boundaries are established, the village and town boards could opt to create a new entity 

that functions as both a town and a village, with one person occupying the role of supervisor and mayor, and one municipal board.   

Noteworthy, though, is the peculiar situation of the Village of Saranac Lake, which is situated within two counties and three towns. This situation presents a 

number of challenges when it comes to establishing a coterminous town/village, for which the boundaries of a single town and a single village must coincide 

precisely. Faced with logistical challenges related to the boundaries of the Towns and the Village, the Government Restructuring Committee recognizes that 

the likelihood of implementing this option is limited. However, in keeping with its original project goals, the Committee remains faithful to determining 

whether in fact the potential benefits of this restructuring option outweigh the logistical challenges. In part, the analysis within this report is intended to shed 

light on this cost/benefit determination. 

Option 3: Creation of a City 
The third and final major structural reconfiguration under consideration by the Government Restructuring Committee is the establishment of a fully-

chartered city in the Saranac Lake Area. Unlike villages, cities in New York State are separate and apart from towns1, and function to provide the core services 

that both a town and a village might otherwise deliver. As such, the option of creating a city appeals in the same way that village dissolution appeals, since 

both options would reduce the layers of government in the Saranac Lake Area. The city option, however, would involve the creation of a new government 

entity to replace the existing town and village structures within a defined boundary. 

As with all government restructuring options, the city option brings with it certain logistical challenges. In New York State, cities are established through the 

ratification of a city charter by the New York State Legislature. Since the territory of any proposed city is, prior to the creation of the city, located within one 

or more towns, establishment of cities implies the loss of territory for those towns, and, as such, is an act that is not taken lightly by the Legislature. In fact, 

very few cities have been established in the past century, with the most recent – the City of Rye in Westchester – incorporated in 1942.  

Additional details regarding the legal process for establishing a city, as well as additional assessments of the benefits and drawbacks of this option, are 

presented within this report. As stated for the previous options, the Committee’s expressed intent is to present the results of this feasibility study as a means 

of engaging area residents and community leaders in a discussion about the comparative merits of this option. 

Option 4: Enhanced Shared Services 
This option is not examined in detail in this report, though it remains a possible alternative to the other options cited above. Given their geographic overlap, 

Saranac Lake, Harrietstown, North Elba and St Armand would be hard-pressed not to cooperate on a variety of levels, from informal sharing of equipment 

                                                           
1
 With one exception — the City of Sherrill in Oneida County — all of New York State’s cities are geographically and functionally distinct from towns. 
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and personnel to joint planning and legislative initiatives. Still, the type of grass-roots cooperation that tends to emerge based on common challenges and 

shared needs is not always the best long-term solution for reducing costs while improving the quality of services. Though enhanced shared services may not 

achieve a reduction in the layers of local government envisioned by the Committee (and, in some cases, could actually add layers), several other regions in 

New York State have demonstrated the efficacy of this restructuring option. From the creation of regional councils of government to the formation of joint 

boards for planning, zoning or assessement to the establishment of public authorities and public/private partnerships that transform the local provision of 

public services, enhanced shared services is an option that deserves attention in this study. 

Within the final project report, we will attempt to document the diversity of options for enhanced shared services that are available to Saranac Lake Area 

communities. An in-depth exploration of the impact of each of these options is beyond the scope of this report, given the project’s focus on streamlining local 

government. However, it is hoped by both the Committee and Fairweather Consulting that further investigation of this option will serve as a launching-off 

point for additional discussions, particularly in the event that other restructuring efforts prove elusive. 

Service Disposition Alternatives: How Each of the Options Would Work 
Since this section of the report will deal with how services are affected by implementation of the restructuring options above, we must define what, exactly, a 

service is.  In short, services are the different benefits provided by municipalities, which are often paid for by tax money from residents, or any other eligible 

source of revenue.  Furthermore, these services are administered by different municipal departments.  For instance, both highway maintenance and 

cemetery operations and maintenence are services that are provided by the Harrietstown Highway Department.  While the Highway Department seems like 

the most logical choice for providing highway maintenance, it’s conceivable that a different town department could one day be tasked with administering 

cemetery operations.  In this section, we will discuss the different effects that each option will have on the services provided by the involved municipalities.  

As to what would or could happen to the various departments, that determination will be at the discretion of the various governing boards of the affected 

municipalities. 

The purpose of this focus on municipal services and the impact on those services of the various restructuring options is simple: provision of services is the 

primary purpose of any municipality. If services are consolidated, expanded or eliminated, this has ripple-effects that impact both the cost and the perceived 

quality of local government. It is the ability to delivery of those services – not the levels of staff, equipment, departments, or debts – that determines the 

effectiveness of any local government structures.  Thus, services are the key unit of analysisfor this study.  For more information on the services that are 

provided by local governments in the Saranac Lake Area, see a detailed list of services in Appendix XX, or a previous report developed by Fairweather 

Consulting for the Government Restructuring Committee, titled “Service Cost Analysis,” which is available on the project web site. 

A Note on Contracts/Agreements: Should any one of these options be selected, the contracts or agreements regarding municipal employees would continue 

to be honored, as outlined in New York State Municipal Consolidation Law.  For instance, should the Village of Saranac Lake become an incorporated city, 

village employees who work through union or collective bargaining contracts would simply become city employees under the same contractual conditions.  
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Employees not under any such contract, however, would be subject to the terms of the agreement that would be created and executed for the chosen 

option.   

Village Dissolution (Option 1) 

 If the Village of Saranac Lake is dissolved, there are three possible alternatives—or effects—regarding former Village-provided services: a) some services will 

be provided to the entire town or otherwise consolidated with the town, b) some un-needed services will be discontinued, and c) a few services will be 

provided within special districts, paid for by the distrticts’ residents and/or through user-fees.  Below, we offer a brief summary of some of the most notable 

service-related impacts village dissolution is expected to have.  For a complete list of the projected effects on services, refer to Appendx A. 

Disposition of Services Under Option 1 

Unchanged Town Services: Firstly, should the Village of Saranac Lake be dissolved, all services currently provided by the Towns of Harrietstown, St Armand, 

and North Elba would remain intact and unchanged.  These services include airport operations and maintenance in Harrietstown, assessment, the towns’ 

boards of health, justice court operations, highway maintenance, landfill operations and maintenance, planning, zoning, snow removal, fire protection, etc.   

Consolidation and Expansion of Village Services: As is the case with most villages, there are a number of village services that can be considered redundant to 

those already provided by the towns.  These services include the village’s own versions of justice court operations, planning and zoning, fire protection, 

licensing and permitting, code enforcement, street cleaning and maintenance, street lighting, snow removal, budgeting and financial auditing, youth 

programs, programs for the aging, etc.  These are services that would be folded into the towns’ various departments.  However, there are other village 

services that might not be considered redundant and are not currently provided by any of the towns. Following a village dissolution, these would become 

new town-provided services.  Such services include beach operations and maintenance, as well as operations of maintenance of Mt Pisgah Park and the 

skating rink.  While these services have been performed within the borders of the Village of Saranac Lake, should the municipality dissolve their continuation 

would become the responsibility of the towns and their taxpayers.  One unique village service is that of police protection—including administration, 

investigation, patrols, etc.  Unlike the services that are restricted to one location, like the beach or a park, police services would, by necessity, have to be 

expanded to cover the entire municipality because of New York State law prohibiting special police districts*. 

*The Police Service Trade-Off Problem: For the purposes of this report, we’re assuming that police department costs will stay the same under village 

dissolution, despite the fact that police protection would expand to cover the entirety of Harrietstown.  However, keeping those costs constant while 

expanding the department’s scope can only mean a necessary decrease in quality of police services; with the same budget and more miles to cover, more 

doors to check, and the same amount of officers and equipment, it’s unrealistic to imagine police service quality being maintained at current levels.  New 

York State law—which currently prohibits the creation of special police districts—forces us to choose between expansion of police services or to cut services 

entirely.  Complicating matters for this report is the lack of information that would help us determine accurate cost estimates for both increasing police scope 

and maintaining current levels of police service quality for residents of the Saranac Lake area.  As such, in order to provide as clear a picture of eventual costs 
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and benefits of these options, we assume a level police department cost after dissolution.  Therefore, when examining the pros and cons of these different 

options, keep in mind that police services will either suffer a decrease in quality or a rise in costs.   

Discontinued Services: Some village services would simply cease in the event of dissolution.  For the most part, any service that is related to the specific 

running of the village would, obviously, no longer be needed with no village to serve.  These services include village elections, village tax collection, and 

clerical support to the Village Board, These three services are currently provided by the village clerk.  That position’s other current duties (billing, human 

resources management, licenses and permits, records management, and registrar of vital statistics) would be folded into the towns’ similar services.   

Special Districts/User Fee Driven: Because many residents in the Saranac Lake area depend on municipal water and sewer utilities provided by the village, 

dissolving the village would necessitate the creation of special districts to continue providing these services.  Water and sewer operations and maintenance 

would be paid for only by the users of these services, and would not be funded by taxpayers who do not utilize the districts.  Furthermore, water and sewer 

billing—services currently handled by the village treasurer—would be funded by district users, and wold be folded into town administration.  (Note: like the 

village clerk position detailed above, the treasurer’s other duties—accounts payable, budgeting and planning, and financial duties—would be folded into the 

towns’ administration as well.) 

For a complete list of services and the proposed disposition of each service following Village Dissolution, see Appendix A.  

Coterminous Village/Town (Option 2) 

As described above, a coterminous town/village form of government requires a village and a town with precisely the same boundaries. Since this situation 

does not now exist in the Saranac Lake Area, boundary changes are necessary if this option is to be implemented. Though a number of possibilities exist, the 

recommended boundary reconfiguration for this option involves the expansion of the Town of Harrietstown boundaries (and at the same time Franklin 

County’s boundaries) to include the entire Village of Saranac Lake, including the parts now in St Armand and North Elba. Following the expansion of 

Harrietstown, the Village of Saranac Lake would also be expanded to include all of the area of the Town of Harrietstown, thereby establishing a town and 

village with the same boundaries. The legal process required to bring about these changes is described in the Legal Feasiblity section of this report. 

The creation of a Coterminous Village/Town would have two possible possible effects on current services: a) services will be continued and expanded as 

townwide services or b) services will be discontinued.  In this option, services of both Harrietstown and Saranac Lake are the subject of our analysis, since 

important decisions regarding the provision of these services are the primary driver of operational and fiscal impacts. 

A note about annexation: Since the Village of Saranac Lake would be coterminous with the Town of Harrietstown—which would necessitate Harrietstown’s 

annexation of portions of Saranac Lake in the other two towns—St Armand’s and North Elba’s boundaries would be diminished.  While the latter two towns 

would no longer have to provide services to Saranac Lake residents, they would also cease to take in tax revenue from those residents.  North Elba and St 

Armand’s town services would remain otherwise unchanged. 
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Disposition of Services Under Option 2 

Continued/Expanded Services: In the case of a coterminous town/village option, virtually all of the current village services would become townwide services 

in the Town of Harrietstown, and all town services not currently provided to Village of Saranac Lake residents would be provided to resients within the 

village’s former borders; the distinction between “village” and “outside” portions of the town would no longer exist.  Maintenance of town roads and 

highways would continue, as would maintenance of village streets and sidewalks—the only difference would be that all of these services would be housed 

under one municipal umbrella.  The same would go for justice courts, planning and zoning, buildings and grounds, code enforcement, landfill operations, 

veteran services, youth programs, police*, etc.   

* The Police Service Trade-Off Problem: As described above, for the purpose of this report, police service costs are assumed to stay constant despite the 

expansion of coverage area.  Consult the above note for detailed information on this matter. 

Like the special utility districts described under “Option 1” several paragraphs earlier, users of municipal water and sewer services would still fund those 

services through a user fees, allowing non-users to avoid paying for a service not used by them. 

Discontinued Services: Logically, the only services that would cease under the establishment of a coterminous town/village are those that would become 

obsolete with the consolidation of two municipal boards.  That includes one set of elections (village or town), clerical support to the board (village or town), 

and tax collection (since there will be one municipality, there’s no need for two tax collections).  All of these services will still exist in the coterminous 

municipality, but will not require expanded effort or cost.  

For a complete list of services and the proposed disposition of each service following Village Dissolution, see Appendix A.  

City (Option 3) 

As with Option 2, the implementation of the city option requires a decision regarding boundaries. For two reasons, our recommendation is to limit the 

boundaries for the proposed city to the current boundaries of the Village of Saranac Lake. First, cities in New York State are generally required to maintain all 

state roadways within the city boundaries. Minimizing the area of the city has the effect of minimizing the new costs associated with taking over highway 

maintenance from the NYS DOT. Second, since the properties within a city are not included in the tax rolls for any town, a smaller city minimizes the 

reduction to the taxable assessed value in each of the three towns. These and other impacts, though minimized by our proposed boundaries, are important 

factors in the consideration of this option, and are discussed in greater detail in the Feasibility Study sections of this report. 

Similarly to what would happen in Option 2, should Saranac Lake become a city, the services provided by the town and the former village would be a) offered 

citywide or b) discontinued. Residents outside of the city’s borders would not receive new services, nor would they pay for services provided only to city 

residents.  Likewise, city residents would no longer pay for two levels of municipal administration; they would cease paying town taxes and would only pay 
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city taxes. As is described in the coterminous village/town section above, the effect on North Elba, St Armand, and Harrietstown of the creation of a city 

would be that of diminished boundaries, bringning lower tax revenues as well as lower overall municipal costs.   

Disposition of Services Under Option 3 

Citywide Services: A newly incorporated City of Saranac Lake would still provide its residents with all the same services it did as a village, including justice 

court, police services, street and sidewalk maintenance, tax collection, beach/park operations and management, code enforcement, fire protection, etc.  In 

addition, the city would maintain state roads that are currently handled by the New York State Department of Transportation, an additional service that is 

required of cities in New York.  Two services that the village had not previously provided—property assessment and a board of health—would be newly 

established under this option. 

Water and sewer services would continue in the form of user fee driven utilities.  Residents would pay for the amount of the utilities they’ve used, and those 

not utilizing the municipal utilities would not pay anything. 

Discontinued Services: No longer a part of any of the three towns, residents of the City of Saranac Lake would no longer receive or pay for many current 

town services, including the airport, landfill maintenance, and town tax collection, to name a few. Residents in the portions of the towns outside of the city 

would continue to receive services as the currently do, though the cost of those services may decrease based on the diminished territory of the town.  For a 

complete list of services and the proposed disposition of each service following the creation of a city, see Appendix A.  

Feasibility Study: Understanding the Advantages and Disadvantages of Each Option 
An important goal of the Government Restructuring Project is to establish the relative merits of all possible restructuring options available to the 

communities of the Saranac Lake Area. At various times in the past, committees or community groups have proposed many options for restructuring local 

government in the Saranac Lake Area, though few if any of the recommended alternatives have managed to stick. Through this study process, the 

Government Restructuring Committee has identified three primary options for restructuring, each of which has been established through law in New York 

State and has a clear, if complicated, process for implementation. Though there may remain other means of reducing the cost of local government or 

improving the quality of services, including enhanced shared services, which is a subject that the Committee will return to later in this project, we believe that 

these options are exhaustive of the means for reducing the overlapping levels of government in the Saranac Lake Area. 

In order to facilitate a comparison of each of the options, this report provides a detailed account of the feasibility of each option, focusing on three important 

factors: 

1) Legal feasibility, including the legal procedures required to implement the change and possible challenges to overcome in the process of 
implementation; 

http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum


 
Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project: Feasibility Study & Comparative Analysis 

SLAGRP_FeasibilityComparativeAnalysis_Final_v3.0.docx Page 12 June 28, 2010 
 

This document was prepared with funds provided by the New York State Department of State under the Shared Municipal Services Incentive Grant 
Program. The final draft is available online at http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum. 

 
  

2) Operational feasibility, including the envisioned operating model that the involved municipalities would implement post-restructuring, the impact of 
that model on the cost and quality of service, and operational challenges that the option presents; and 

3) Fiscal feasibility, including the projected impact of the option on Town and Village tax rates and strategies through which negative impacts could be 
mitigated. 

A comparative analysis of the options follows the feasibility study and is intended to facilitate a discussion within the Committee, the Town and Village 

Boards, and the broader community about which, if any, of these options should be pursued as a means to transforming local government in the Saranac 

Lake Area. 
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Feasibility of Option 1: Village Dissolution 
Based on the service dispositions described above, several structural changes would be necessary following dissolution of the Village of Saranac Lake. Though 

most services would be incorporated into the departments and functions of each of the three towns, several services would require the establishment of 

special districts. Notably, dissolution would require the creation of Sewer and Water Districts within each of the three towns, comprising the properties of the 

former village. It would appear beneficial to consider, as an alternative to creating three separate Sewer Districts and three separate Water Districts, for the 

Towns to either a) establish a Joint Water District and a Joint Sewer District, encompassing the former-village portions of all three towns, or b) consolidate 

existing town sewer and water districts bordering the village with the new Sewer and Water Districts in the former village area. As described in the section 

above, we have assumed that all of the remaining village services are incorporated into the operations of the towns as part of either the Town-wide budgets 

or the Town-outside budgets. 

One notable complication, which has been discussed at length between the Committee and Fairweather Consulting, is the provision of police services. New 

York State law is generally interpreted as preventing towns from establishing part-town policing districts.2 As such, if the Village of Saranac Lake dissolves, 

current law suggests that the options available for disposition of policing services are limited to a) discontinuing municipal police services or b) expanding 

municipal police services to comprise the entire town area. This study assumes that, in the event that the village is dissolved, the Village Police Department 

would expand its operations to cover the entire area of the Town of Harrietstown and operate as a Town Police Department, while relinquishing the portion 

of the village that is in North Elba and St Armand. Through mutual aid agreements, the Police Department would provide additional coverage to supplement 

State Troopers and Essex County Sheriffs in policing these portions of the former village, but would not respond to routine calls for service in these areas. The 

operational and fiscal impacts of this scenario are discussed in detail in this section. As noted in previous sections, our analysis has assumed that police costs 

remain constant, even as the area served by the police department changes. To accomplish this would likely require a reduction of service to those who 

currently receive police services: village residents. 

Legal Feasibility of Village Dissolution 

The New N.Y. Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Act (the Act) authorizes a village to dissolve and terminate its government.  Dissolution 

proceedings may be commenced by a resolution of the village board endorsing a proposed dissolution plan or by elector initiative.  This report focuses on a 

dissolution initiated by resolution of the village board. 

Legal Roadmap 

The process of implementing village dissolution involves several steps, which are outlined in the legal roadmap for this option. 

                                                           
2
 There is apparently one exception in the state, in the Hamlet of Port Washington, which was given special approval by the governor in 1934 and continues to operate as a 

unique district through the Nassau County Civil Divisions Act. The conditions that precipitated this special exception are considered extraordinary, and should not be 
interpreted to mean that a special police district is legally feasible in the Saranac Lake area. 
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Step 1: Commencing the Dissolution 

When a village board starts dissolution proceedings, the first step is to create a dissolution plan. The dissolution plan must state: 

1. The name of the village to be dissolved; 

2. The territorial boundaries of the village; 

3. The type and/or class of the entity; (i.e. "village") 

4. An estimate of the cost of dissolution; 

5. Any plan for the transfer or elimination of public employees; 

6. The village's assets and their value; 

7. The village's liabilities and indebtedness, bonded and otherwise; 

8. Any agreements entered into with the towns of St. Armand, Harrietstown, and North Elba in order to carry out the dissolution; 

9. The means by which residents of the entity will continue to be furnished municipal services after the village's dissolution; 

10. The means for disposing of village assets and village debts; 

11. Findings as to whether any local laws remain in effect after the effective date of the dissolution; 

12. The effective date of the proposed dissolution; 

13. The time and place or places for a public hearing or hearings on the proposed dissolution plan; and 

14. Anything else that is desirable or necessary to carry out the dissolution. 

The dissolution process begins when the village board adopts the dissolution plan. 

Step 2: Notice of Dissolution Plan 

No later than 5 days after adopting the dissolution plan, the village board must publish notice in various venues. First, the board has to display a copy of the 

dissolution plan, along with a descriptive summary, in a public place within the Village of Saranac Laake and also on the village's website. Second, the board 

must publish the descriptive summary of the plan in a newspaper of general circulation within the village once a week for 4 weeks. The newspaper 

publication must refer the readers to locations where they can examine the full plan. Third, the board must mail by certified mail the dissolution plan to the 

town supervisors of Harrietstown, St. Armand, and North Elba. 

Notice of Hearing - Notice of a hearing on the plan for dissolution must be given 10 to 20 days before the date of any hearings. The notice for the hearing 

must state not only the time and location of the hearing, but also the descriptive summary of the dissolution plan and a reference to public places where 

citizens can examine the full plan. 

The Hearing - Between 35 and 90 days after adopting the plan for dissolution, the village must hold a public hearing on the dissolution plan. Anyone with an 

interest in the dissolution is allowed to be heard. 
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Amending the Dissolution Plan (Optional) - After the final hearing, the village board may adopt an amended dissolution plan. After adopting an amended 

dissolution plan, the board has to give the same notice that it gave to the original dissolution plan. The board must publish notice within 5 days of adopting 

the amended plan. The board has to display a copy of the amended plan, along with a descriptive summary, in a public place within the Village of Saranac 

Lake and also on the village's website. Second, the board must publish the descriptive summary of the amended plan in a newspaper of general circulation 

within the village once a week for 4 weeks. The newspaper publication must refer the readers to locations where they can examine the full amended plan. 

Third, the board must mail by certified mail the amended plan to the town supervisors of Harrietstown, St. Armand, and North Elba. 

Step 3: Making a determination on the plan 

After the final hearing, the board may reject the dissolution plan, accept the original dissolution plan, or accept an amended dissolution plan. If the board 

accepts a dissolution plan, it must also pass a resolution the same day that calls for a referendum on the dissolution plan. 

The resolution calling for the referendum should include the following: 

1. The name of the village to be dissolved 

2. The date for the referendum (it must be 60 to 90 days after passing this resolution) 

3. The question to be submitted to the electors 

4. Anything else that may be necessary for conducting a referendum. 

Step 4: Notice of the referendum 

Notice of the referendum should be published once a week for 4 weeks in a newspaper that has general circulation within the village. Notice must include (1) 

a summary of the petition or summary of the plan for dissolution, (2) a statement of where a citizen may examine the full petition or the full plan for 

dissolution, (3) the name of the village to be dissolved, (4) a full description of the village’s territory, (5) the time and location of the referendum, and (6) 

anything else that might be necessary for a fair referendum. 

Step 5: Referendum 

The referendum will take place within the village, and it must occur between 60 and 90 days after the board adopts a resolution calling for the referendum. 

All people registered to vote within the village may vote. The question on the referendum should look similar to this: “Shall the Village of Saranac Lake be 

dissolved?” 

Step 6: After the Referendum 

If the majority of voters in the referendum accept the proposition that the Village of Saranac Lake is to be dissolved, then several consequences result. The 

village government will continue to operate until the effective date of dissolution (stated in the dissolution plan). If a village is to be dissolved, it must dispose 
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of its property and arrange to have its obligations met. Any village records will be deposited with the town clerk in the town which contains the principal 

portion of the village. The principal portion may be by land area, population, or assessed value.  

A village cannot simply erase their debts by dissolving the village. The village has to give notice to people who hold claims against it by publishing notice in a 

newspaper of general circulation within the boundaries of the village at least once a week for four consecutive weeks. After the last publication of notice, the 

village must give claim-holders 3 to 6 months to file their claims with the village clerk. Any unfiled claims will be “forever barred.” The village board should 

settle these claims while the village still exists; any remaining claims against the village are assumed by the town. However, the town may impose a special 

tax on the property that is within the boundaries of the village, in order to pay off the debts that the town assumed from the village 

Likewise, village laws continue to exist after the village’s dissolution. The town enforces any village laws within the previous village limits for two years. The 

town may repeal a village law before two years by adopting a town resolution that repeals the law. If the village had a planning board or a zoning board, then 

the town board or another appointed board will replace it. 

Legal Constraints and Challenges 

All village dissolutions to date were done pursuant to Article 19 of the Village Law which was repealed by the New N.Y. Government Reorganization and 

Citizen Empowerment Act.  Since the new procedure has not yet been tested in court, it is important to ensure that the plan has all the required components, 

and that all notices are properly published and posted. 

Operational Feasibility of Village Dissolution 

Following the village’s dissolution, the ongoing operation of all continued services would be the responsibility of the town boards in each of the three towns. 

Though village government would cease to exist, New York State law requires that the towns continue services formerly provided by the village, unless 

explicitly stated otherwise in the village’s dissolution plan. As such, dissolution would have a significant impact on the operations of the towns, as each town 

takes on the administration and delivery of former village services. While the disposition of services described in the sections above suggests that the 

majority of these services would be funded through the town-wide budget, some services, such as sewer and water, would be provided through special 

districts. This section describes the operational impacts that are anticipated from dissolution of the Village of Saranac Lake as one component of the overall 

feasibility study for this option. 

Envisioned Operating Model 

As a result of the village’s unique geographic situation, the continued provision of former village services following village dissolution is somewhat 

problematic. We assume that each town will take on separately the provision of former village services within the area of the former village of that town. 

Harrietstown, as the town with the largest portion of the village area, would likely see the greatest impact on its operations following village dissolution, 

while North Elba and St Armand, each with smaller portions of the village area, would likely see smaller operational impacts following dissolution. 

http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum


 
Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project: Feasibility Study & Comparative Analysis 

SLAGRP_FeasibilityComparativeAnalysis_Final_v3.0.docx Page 17 June 28, 2010 
 

This document was prepared with funds provided by the New York State Department of State under the Shared Municipal Services Incentive Grant 
Program. The final draft is available online at http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum. 

 
  

In order to understand the impact of village dissolution on Harrietstown, North Elba and St Armand operations, it is important to understand the relative size 

of Saranac Lake’s government operations compared to the three towns’ own operations. Currently, the village’s total budget, including all funds, is 

approximately $3,768,000. Based on the distribution of property value between the three underlying towns, the total budget for the Harrietstown area of the 

village is estimated at $2,634,000, the North Elba area at $948,000 and the St Armand area at $186,000. If we assume no change in the cost of providing 

services to the village area following dissolution, the incorporation of these new budgets into the existing town budgets would represent a 135% increase for 

Harrietstown, a 27% increase for North Elba, and a 21% increase for St Armand. 

Though we have assumed that each town would separately administer and deliver the required services to the former village area following dissolution, other 

operating models are possible. One example, which has been discussed by the Committee, is for one of the three towns to take over operations of former 

village services for the entire former village area, an arrangement that would have to be facilitated through intermunicipal agreements with the other two 

towns. The agreements would specify the services to be provided, the level of service to be maintained, procedures for oversight and handling of complaints 

or calls for service, and a method for calculating the cost of services to be reimbursed by the towns receiving services to the town providing the services. 

Following dissolution of the village, several changes would occur within the operations of the three towns. From conversations with town officials in 

Harrietstown and St Armand, it is clear that town operations in these two municipalities would require expansion in order to handle provision of services to 

the area of the former village. Even in cases where the towns provide services similar to village services, the added effort of providing these services to a new 

group of consumers—former village residents—would create the need for additional personnel and other service-related costs above and beyond current 

town operations. We expect that, in many cases, staff currently employed by the village would be the best candidates to fill new positions within the towns in 

order to continue providing services in the former village area. As a result, village dissolution may result in a majority of village employees transferring their 

employment to the towns, with relatively little impact on their day-to-day job descriptions. 

Impact on Cost and Quality of Service 

Our analysis suggests that the overall cost of providing local government services in the Saranac Lake area would not change dramatically as a result of village 

dissolution. In general, village dissolution studies that have been conducted throughout New York State show that the process does not eliminate the need 

for village services, but instead transfers the responsibility for provision and administration of these services to the town board, often with costs contained 

within the former village area through the use of special districts. Though villages and towns in New York State provide many similar services, they often 

provide them to different consumers — villages to village residents, and towns, primarily, to town residents outside of villages. Therefore, though dissolution 

would reduce the layers of government in the Saranac Lake area by eliminating the village as an incorporated entity, it would not entirely eliminate the need 

for continued services to residents in the former village area. 

There are two areas where some cost savings may be possible following village dissolution: 1) village services no longer required following dissolution, and 2) 

village services that are also provided by the town, for which consolidation could present opportunities to eliminate duplication. Clearly, in the first case, the 

elimination of un-needed services will result in cost savings. In the second case, it is often possible, though not necessarily true, that the consolidation of 
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village services into similar town services could result in economies of scale, or greater efficiency, which would reduce the overall combined cost of the 

service. 

In reviewing the services provided by the towns and village, we have identified the following village services that are believed to be unnecessary following 

village dissolution: 

 Village Elections 

 Village Tax Collection 

 Support for Village Board 

The total savings from the elimination of these village services would be $20,000. 

The remaining village services would all continue to be provided following dissolution. As part of this Operational Analysis, we have attempted to estimate 

the cost of these remaining services following village dissolution. The estimates were developed through a two-step process: first, we identified whether the 

future cost for the towns to provide a former village service was likely to be greater-than, less-than, or equal to the current village cost of providing the 

service. In identifying the direction of the potential change in cost, we were careful to explain the current levels of service to avoid unrealistic estimates 

based on drastic changes in the quality or level of service provided. Next, where the future cost is assumed to be greater-than or less-than the current cost, 

we developed estimates regarding the magnitude of the change in the cost of providing the service following dissolution. A detailed breakdown of the 

current and future estimated cost of village services is provided in Appendix A. 

Based on the assumptions we have described, and on the detailed estimates in Appendix A, we estimate that the total savings from village dissolution would 

be less than 1% of the current cost of village services. In dollar-terms, we estimate total savings of approximately $25,000. Though these are relatively small 

savings, it should be expected that the savings would increase over time as a result of the consolidation of services with the towns. While the efficiencies 

gained by consolidating village functions into town departments may be minimal in the short-term, the long-term effects — including a reduction in 

duplication of services, better allocation of staff and equipment, enhanced bargaining position for contracts, insurance and benefits — should all contribute 

to greater savings over time. 

Impact Mitigation Strategies 

There are several factors that could significantly alter the operational impacts described above.  While we believe that our assessment has accurately 

incorporated these factors, it is important to describe our assumptions since ongoing discussions about these issues and future changes in the operations of 

town and village services could violate our assumptions and lead to conclusions that differ from those described in this report. 

First, our analysis indicates that the combined effect of differing base pay rates and benefits costs in the village and the towns should have no significant net 

effect on the cost of personal services following dissolution, assuming that all future town employees will receive salaries and benefits on par with the towns’ 
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current employees. However, base pay comparisons are difficult given the diversity of information available from each town regarding base pay and the 

effects of seniority, other compensation, or overtime pay. 

Second, our analysis of the dissolution option assumes that police services continue through a newly-formed Town Police Department in Harrietstown. Since 

New York State law prohibits part-town special districts for police services, this service would be included in the town’s Fund A (General Townwide) budget, 

and would require the police to respond to calls for service originating in all areas of the town. We have assumed, in our description of the cost impact and 

total savings above, that though the police department’s service area expands following dissolution, the cost of police services does not increase. This 

assumption clearly presents operational challenges to the police department: how can costs remain constant even though the service area is expanded? The 

alternative is to expand the cost of police services to correspond with the increase in the service area, a change that significantly increases the cost of police 

services and alters the overall financial outcome of the dissolution option. 

For now, we have assumed no increase in the cost of police services.  If police services are expanded as a result of dissolution, it is highly unlikely that any 

combination of discontinued services and cost-savings through reduced duplication could offset the increased cost of police services. As a result, there would 

likely be an overall increase in the cost of services under the village dissolution option. 

Fiscal Impact of Village Dissolution 

Based on the operational impact described above, Fairweather Consulting has prepared a detailed fiscal impact assessment, which analyzes the changes to 

village and town budgets that should be anticipated should the village dissolution option be pursued. Furthermore, based on the impacts of this option to 

village and town budgets, we have prepared a taxpayer impact assessment, which shows how village dissolution should be expected to affect the combined 

tax rates and other local government charges paid by residents in the Saranac Lake area. 

Fiscal Assumptions  

Any analysis of fiscal and taxpayer impacts relies on a number of assumptions. Changes to the underlying assumptions will affect the results of the analysis. 

The analysis presented within this report involves the following important assumptions. 

No fund balances – When it comes time to calculate the tax levy, towns and villages often find that their books show a positive balance from the prior year. 

Carrying that balance forward into the current tax year is a common practice, which serves to decrease the amount of revenue required through property 

taxes or other sources. However, these prior-year funds are not a reliable source of revenue, since they represent the result of conservative budgeting, not a 

true income. While the tax rates that residents pay are calculated based on the the levy remaining after fund balances are applied, a closer indication of the 

true cost of local government services (as borne by property owners) would be the tax rate without fund balances. Our analysis uses this method to calculate 

current and future tax rates, which means that a direct comparison of the tax rates identified in this report to a particular year’s tax bill is not possible. 

However, the net change between current and estimated future, post-restructuring tax rates is preserved, meaning that our analysis provides residents with 

a true sense of how the restructuring effort would affect their tax bill. 
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No debt reduction – Typically, if a village is dissolved, a combination of remaining balances (procedes from the sale of assets and other one-time revenues) is 

used to reduce village debts prior to dissolution. The reduction of debts in turn reduces the annual debt service payments, thereby reducing overall 

appropriations and decreasing the cost of services. Since this study is intended to assess the general feasibility of several restructuring options and is not 

itself a Dissolution Study, we have not assessed the impact that liquidation of assets could have on the reduction of debts. All current village debt payments 

are reflected in our service cost estimates both before and after dissolution. 

No new state aid – Although incentive AIM payments are expected to be available in the event that local governments in the Saranac Lake area implement 

one or more of the restructuring options discussed in this report, we have not included those revenues in our fiscal and taxpayer impact analyses. These 

revenues could serve to improve the results of government restructuring, but are deemed too unreliable to be included in this analysis. Where appropriate, 

we have described the potential impact of increased revenues as a discussion separate from the expected fiscal and taxpayer impact. 

In addition to these general assumptions, the following additional assumption applies specifically to the village dissolution option. 

Limited operating efficiencies – As described in the Operational Feasibility section above, village dissolution is not expected to result in significant operating 

efficiencies. Relatively speaking, the village’s operations are significantly larger than current town operations, particularly in St Armand and Harrietstown (not 

including Harrietstown’s airport operations). As a result, we assume that any cost-savings through operating efficiencies are likely to range from 0% to 10% of 

the current cost. Detailed estimates of the savings by service are provided in Appendix A. 

Impact on Structure of Accounts and Funds 

The first impact of village dissolution on the budgets of the village and the towns are the required changes to the structures of accounts and funds within the 

towns. These impacts are important since they imply changes in the taxable assessed value of certain town funds, which in turn affects the calculation of 

property taxes required to satisfy the tax levy in those funds. 

In Harrietstown and St Armand, Saranac Lake is the only incorporated village. As a result, these towns’ “outside” funds, which are listed below, would be 

incorporated into the appropriate “townwide” funds. Since the Village of Lake Placid is also located within the Town of North Elba, Saranac Lake’s dissolution 

would not eliminate the need for “outside” funds in the town’s budget, but would increase the taxable assessed value within the town’s existing “outside” 

funds, as shown in the table below. 

Fund Taxable Assessed Value Before Dissolution Taxable Assessed Value After Dissolution 

Town of Harrietstown   

Fund A (General Townwide) $796,276,608 $796,276,608 

Fund B (General Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged Into Fund A 

Fund DA (New Highway Townwide) N/A $796,276,608 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged Into Fund DA 
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Fund SF (Harrietstown Fire Protection) $631,235,884 $796,276,608 

Fund AP (Airport District) $796,276,608 $796,276,608 

Fund SF2 (New SL Fire Protection) N/A $193,101,732 

Town of North Elba   

Fund A (General Townwide) $2,193,578,267 $2,193,578,267 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $1,477,924,160 $1,558,713,870 

Fund SP (Park District) $1,477,924,160 $1,558,713,870 

Fund SF2 (Raybrook Fire Protection) $93,748,827 $93,748,827 

Fund SF3 (New SL Fire Protection) N/A $80,789,710 

Town of St Armand   

Fund A (General Townwide) $153,768,895 $153,768,895 

Fund DA (Highway Townwide) $153,768,895 $153,768,895 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $135,802,347 Fund Merged Into Fund DA 

Fund SF (Bloomington/SL Fire Protection) $124,530,590 $124,530,590 

Fund SF2 (New SL Fire Protection) N/A $15,886,900 

Village of Saranac Lake   

Harrietstown Portion $193,101,732 $193,101,732 

North Elba Portion $80,789,710 $80,789,710 

St Armand Portion $15,886,900 $15,886,900 

Table 2 – Impact of Village Dissolution on Taxable Assessed Value 

Worthy of note are several important fund changes implied by dissolution of the village, and which are reflected in the figures above. First, as the table 

indicates, the taxable assessed value of Harrietstown’s current Fire Protection District would remain the same following dissolution of the village. To provide 

fire protection services within the former village area, a new fire protection district would be formed, with a taxable assessed value equal to the value of the 

former village area in Harrietstown. In practice, it may be beneficial to consider a consolidated fire protection district, possibly covering the entire town of 

Harrietstown. A similar situation exists in North Elba and St Armand, where the existing fire protection districts are left unchanged, with a new district formed 

to cover the area of the former village.  

Not included in the table above are the Sewer and Water Districts that would be established following village dissolution. Though it is anticipated that these 

districts’ accounts would be tracked in separate town funds, the revenues to be raised by these funds would be raised through water and sewer fees rather 

than through a tax levy. As such, the taxable assessed value before and after dissolution are not relevant to the discussion of fiscal impacts. 
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Impact on Village and Town Budgets 

Overall, Village Dissolution is expected to generate only limited reductions in the combined budget of the village and the towns. The following table shows 

the net effect of this option on the total budgets of each affected municipality. 

Municipality Total Budget Before Dissolution Total Budget After Dissolution 

Village of Saranac Lake $3,768,317 $811,281* 

Town of Harrietstown $1,952,051 $4,030,676 

Town of North Elba $3,517,084 $4,145,189 

Town of St Armand $894,037 $1,118,477 

Total $10,131,489 $10,105,623.24 

* The remaining budget is for special districts in the former village area for Sewer, Water and Fire Protection 

Table 3 – Impact of Village Dissolution on Town and Village Budgets 

On net, though each of the towns sees an increase in its budget following village dissolution, the dissolution itself could be expected to generate a small 

savings of approximately $25,000 (0.7% of the former village budget) through the elimination of certain services and slight operating efficiencies gained in 

others. 

In the table above, we have attempted to show both the shifting of costs away from the village, following its dissolution, and the shifting of costs within the 

towns, which results from the elimination (in Harrietstown and St Armand) of the distinction between “town-wide” and “town-outside” budgets, as well as 

the shifting of costs due to the consolidation of existing — or creation of new — special districts. Though the mechanics of budget changes appear 

complicated, the table above should provide some insights regarding the impact of village dissolution as it pertains to each of the towns. Namely, as would 

perhaps be expected, village dissolution results in the shifting of substantial costs away from the former village and to various funds within the towns. 

Impact on Taxpayers 

When it comes to the feasibility and impact of the restructuring options being considered by the Committee, one of the most important factors to consider is 

how restructuring will alter the tax rates of residents in the Saranac Lake Area. While the sections above describe many other important impacts, none is 

likely to receive as much attention or scruitiny as the effect each restructuring option is expected to have on the cost of local government. As suggested 

throughout this report, however, it is important to note that the cost of local government, as expressed by the property tax rate, is affected by a variety of 

factors, including: 

 The total cost of services provided by local government 

 Local government revenues other than property taxes 

 Fund balances and other appropriated reserves 

 The combined value of properties upon which taxes are levied 
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In the previous sections, we have attempted to describe the effects of village dissolution on each of these factors, leaving only the task of describing their 

combined impact on tax rates to residents in the Saranac Lake Area. 

The actual impact of restructuring on taxpayers will vary according to two further factors: the value of the taxpayer’s property, and the taxing districts in 

which that property lies, both before and after restructuring. To account for varying values of property, our taxpayer impact is expressed as a rate per $1,000 

of assessed value (also known as the property tax rate). Using this rate, residents can compare the cost of local government now and after restructuring using 

the following formulas: 

1. Current Cost of Local Government (Before Restructuring) = Assessed Value of Property * Current Tax Rate / 1,000 
2. Future Cost of Local Government (After Restructuring) = Assessed Value of Property * Future Tax Rate / 1,000 
3. Tax Impact of Restructuring = Future Cost – Current Cost 

The table below summarizes the current and future tax rates for residents in each of the major taxing districts in the Saranac Lake Area. This table takes into 

consideration all factors related to the restructuring, including the estimated costs of services, changes in revenues and fund balances, and the new Taxable 

Assessed Value for each taxing district after restructuring. 
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Figure 1 - Taxpayer Impact of Village Dissolution 

For many residents in the Saranac Lake Area, the tax impact is the sole fiscal factor to consider when weighing restructuring options. For residents of the 

village, however, as well as residents outside of the village who are connected to the village’s municipal water and sewer systems, the calculation of the 

impact of restructuring is a bit more complex. In addition to property taxes, sewer and water rates are also affected by restructuring, meaning that a full 

account of the fiscal impact must take into consideration the resulting changes in these municipal services’ costs. 

Current rates charged are presumed sufficient to cover the operating costs of the sewer and water systems. After restructuring, no substantial changes to the 

operating costs of the sewer and water system are expected, though the ability to charge higher rates for users of the system outside of the village is unlikely 

to continue. As such, we expect that water and sewer rates paid by residents outside of the village who are currently connected to the village’s sewer/water 

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
Before

Restructuring*

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
After

Restructuring*

Change in 

Combined Tax 
Rate*

Percent Change 

in Combined 
Tax Rate

Option 1

Village 
Dissolution

Harrietstown Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$2.66 $5.03 $2.38 90%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(Harrietstown Portion)

$13.47 $6.07 -$7.40 -55%

North Elba Taxpayer
(Outside Villages)

$2.28 $2.62 $0.33 15%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(North Elba Portion)

$11.06 $3.48 -$7.58 -69%

St Armand Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$5.65 $7.07 $1.42 25%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(St Armand Portion)

$15.04 $7.60 -$7.44 -49%

* = Figures may vary from actual local tax rates due to use of fund reserves and balances to balance budgets. Rates are per $1000 of assessed value.
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systems are likely to decrease. In order to offset the lost revenues from these decreases, sewer and water rates for residents within the village who are 

connected to these systems are likely to increase.  
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Feasibility of Option 2: Coterminous Town/Village 
While the Service Disposition section that begins on page 7 describes how services would be handeld under the coterminous town/village scenario, this 

option involves a highly complex set of steps in order to bring about the new form of government. First, in order to achieve town and village boundaries that 

are truly coterminous, annexation by Harrietstown and Franklin County of the portions of Saranac Lake within St Armand and North Elba is required. 

Following annexation, the town and village boards must agree to operate the coterminous town and village as a single entity. These steps are outlined below 

in the Legal Feasibility section for this option.  

It is worth noting, however, that our analysis assumes that the coterminous town/village boundaries would be equal to all of the current Town of 

Harrietstown, plus the addition of the portions of Saranac Lake that are now within St Armand and North Elba. Any alternative boundaries, though potentially 

feasible on a strictly legal basis, seem unlikely to create a rational, effective basis for restructuring local government in the Saranac Lake area. Other options 

that were discussed and ruled-out by the Committee included: 

1. A Coterminous Town/Village, with the same boundaries described above, but entirely within Essex County (rather than Franklin County); 

2. A diminished Coterminous Town/Village, with boundaries equal to the current boundaries of the Town of Harrietstown; and 

3. A Coterminous Town/Village of St Armand and Saranac Lake, with boundaries equal to the current boundaries of St Armand, plus the portions of 

Saranac Lake in Harrietstown and North Elba. 

Each of these alternate options involve even greater legal complexity than the chosen option, or fail to achieve one or more of the Government Restructuring 

Project’s stated goals of cost-savings and improved quality of local government services.  

Once the Coterminous Town/Village is formed, the consolidated municipality would function as a single unit of government. The same people would serve as 

both Village Trustees and Town Council members. Notably, since the entire area of the coterminous town/village is still technically a village, no special 

districts could be established, meaning that all services provided would be provided throughout the entire area, a fact that has important fiscal implications 

as discussed in the following sections. 

Legal Feasibility of a Coterminous Town/Village 

The New N.Y. Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Act (the Act) authorizes a town and village to consolidate.  Thus, the Act may be used to 

effect a consolidation of the Village of Saranac Lake and the Town of Harrietstown.  However, because portions of the village are in other towns, there would 

not be a coterminous town/village as a result of the consolidation.  There would have to be annexation of the portions of the village in North Elba and St. 

Armand (Essex County) into Harrietstown and Franklin County.  It is not clear that the Act would enable an annexation to take place without compliance with 

the Municipal Annexation Law, which remains in effect. 

To avoid a possible court challenge, the safest course would be to undertake an annexation first, then a consolidation. 
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Legal Roadmap 

Annexation is a well-established process that involves a series of steps that are specified in the law.  The goal of the annexation is to bring the portions of 

Saranac Lake that are in the towns of North Elba and St. Armands into Harrietstown.  Thus, there must be a simultaneous annexation of the same territory by 

Franklin County from Essex County. 

Step 1: The Petition 

The first step is to present a petition for annexation to the affected local governing boards. In this case, the affected local governing boards are the Franklin 

County Legislature, Essex County Board of Supervisors, Harrietstown, St. Armand, and North Elba Town Boards, and the Village Board of Saranac Lake. It is 

also important to remember that there are two simultaneous annexations that are occurring. Both the County of Franklin and the Town of Harrietstown are 

annexing territory, so they must use a single petition that asks for the simultaneous annexation by both governments.   

The petition must contain the following 5 elements: (1) a description of the territory to be annexed, (2) a statement of the approximate number of 

inhabitants, and (3) signatures (4) that are authenticated by a witness and (5) certified by the appropriate government agency.  

Description of the territory to be annexed - The description must accurately describe the targeted territory. 

Statement of the approximate number of people in the territory - The best data would be the most recent Federal census.  

Signatures - How many signatures does the petition need? There are two ways to achieve an adequate number of signatures. The first option is to obtain the 

signatures of 20% of all registered voters in the territory to be annexed. The alternative is to obtain the signatures of the people (or businesses) who own at 

least half of the property value in the territory to be annexed. The total property value of the territory and the value of property owned by the signatories is 

determined by using the latest assessments available. 

 Every sheet that contains signatures must be authenticated by a witness. A witness can authenticate signatures by making an affidavit at the bottom of the 

page. An example affidavit is provided below. 
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State of New York               ) 

                                            )   ss.: 

County of …………………  ) 

  

(name of witness) being duly sworn, says: I reside at ………………………….……………………….. (fill in residence);  

I know each of the persons whose names are subscribed to the above sheet having …………………….. (fill in number) signatures; and each of them subscribed 

their signature in my presence. 

  

                                        ……………………………….. (signature of witness.) 

  

Sworn to before me this ………………………….. (Date) 

…………………………………………. (Notary Public)  

Table 4 – Sample Affidavit for Petition to Annex Territory 

 Certification - If the petitioners choose to obtain 20% of all registered voters, then the Board of Elections must attach a certificate that verifies that at least 

20% of all registered voters have signed the petition. If they choose to obtain the signatures of the owners of a majority of the assessed property value, then 

the assessor(s) responsible for the territory must attach a certificate that verifies the signatories own at least half of the total value of property within the 

territory. 

Step 2: Giving Notice 

After receiving the petition, the governing boards must give notice about the annexation proposal. All notices must announce the date and location of a joint 

hearing — there are restrictions on when the hearing must be held, which is explained in the Hearings section below. The notice must describe the territory 

to be annexed, and it must state which local governments are acquiring the territory. Again, it’s of paramount importance to make sure that people 

understand that the County of Franklin and the Town of Harrietstown are annexing territory at the same time. However, the law has separate procedures for 

giving notice (1) to persons located in the territory to be annexed (2) to members of the general community and (3) to local agencies and governing bodies.  
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Notice to residents of the territory to be annexed - The governing board must mail the notice to all registered voters who reside in the territory to be 

annexed and all persons and businesses who own property within the territory. The notice must be mailed within 20 days after receiving the petition for 

annexation. 

Notice to the general community - The governing boards must publish the notice in either their official newspaper, or if there is no official newspaper, then 

publication must be in a paper published in the county and having general circulation in the area of the local government. The board must publish the notice 

within 20 days after receiving the petition for annexation. 

Because the area to be annexed is situated within the Village of Saranac Lake, the village and respective towns may provide for joint mailing and publication 

of the notice  

Notice to local agencies - The governing boards must mail notice to the governing boards of affected local agencies, at least 10 days before the joint hearing. 

Affected local agencies include: 

(1)  all school districts within the Town of Harrietstown and the Village of Saranac Lake, 

(2)  any school districts within or adjoining the territory to be annexed, and 

(3) any fire districts, other district corporations, or public benefit corporations located wholly or partly in the territory to be annexed.  

Second-chances - Even if there is defective notice initially, the process can still be salvaged. If one of the governing boards sends out a notice with the wrong 

information, that governing board may publish or mail a correction notice, as long as the correction is published within 40 days after receiving the petition. 

Did one of the governing boards simply refuse to publish notice at all within the 20-day period? Another governing board may publish notice within the 

jurisdiction of the resisting governing board, as long it occurs within 40 days after receiving the petition.  

Step 3: Hearings 

All of the governing boards must convene a joint-hearing between 20 and 40 days after publication and mailing of notice to the general public. The hearing 

must occur at the same location and time that was published in the notice. Who will preside over the hearing? The governing boards may agree on one of 

their members to preside, or, if they cannot agree, the hearing officer may be chosen by lot. The governing boards should hear (1) objections based on 

whether the petition was done properly, and (2) whether annexation is in the "over-all public interest." (People who testify that the petition was not done 

properly must also submit their objection in writing in addition to their testimony.) The 6 governing boards will share the cost of the providing the record of 

the hearing. The hearing may be held even if some governing boards do not participate in the hearing.   
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Step 4: Inter-government Agreements 

At any time prior to the determination by the governing boards, the boards may negotiate agreements about the disposition of property, services, taxes, and 

debts that would occur after annexation. Any agreements must be in writing and signed by the board (or the board's representative). If the boards simply 

cannot agree on a specific matter, the law provides a default position. Limitations on inter-government agreements are discussed in the Ramifications 

section.  

So far, this roadmap has outlined the process of developing a petition, giving notice of a hearing, holding a hearing, and negotiating agreements. Only 

following these steps can the municipal boards and voters finally make a decision on all that information. This decision-making phase will involve all of the 

affected governing boards, possibly a court (Supreme Court, Appellate Division), and finally the electorate. 

Generally, the government that is annexing the territory will have to pay a portion of the debt owned by the government that is ceding the territory. The 

percentage of the debt that the annexing government will have to pay is proportional to the percentage of the total assessed value that the territory to be 

annexed represented to the government that is ceding the territory. However, the government that is annexing territory will acquire the property interests 

located in the territory to be annexed that were owned by the government ceding the territory. 

The governments ceding the territory retain the right to collect all delinquent taxes owed in the territory. They are also entitled to all the taxes due up until 

the effective date annexation. Thus the amount that governments can collect in taxes from the territory to be annexed is proportional to how much of the 

year that the territory was in their jurisdiction.  

Step 5: Determination 

The governing boards have 90 days after the hearing to make a final determination and to file the determination with the appropriate municipal clerks. If a 

governing board fails to make a determination by adopting a resolution that either approves or rejects the petition, then the petition is automatically 

approved without any inter-governmental agreements.  A majority of the total voting strength of each board must vote for the resolution. When the 

governing board makes its determination by adopting a resolution, it should include its findings on (1) whether the petition was done properly and (2) 

whether the annexation with the inter-government agreements is in the public interest. Remember: when a governing board passes its determination, it will 

be unable to further negotiate with the other boards. 

After the politics comes paperwork. After passing the resolution, the board must file the (1) determination, (2) copies of any inter-government agreements, 

(3) the petition, (4) the notice, (5) any written objections, and (6) testimony and minutes from the hearing. Each governing board must file all of these items 

with the clerks of all 6 of the affected local governments. (If a governing board does not file its determination, it is deemed to have approved the annexation.) 

If some, but not all governing boards approve the petition, certified copies of the respective orders of the boards must be filed in the offices of the Essex and 

Franklin County Clerks. 
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Step 6: Adjudication (if necessary) 

If the governing boards do not unanimously approve or reject the petition, then any governing board that approved the petition may appeal to the Appellate 

Division (3rd Department, based in Albany). They must file the suit within 30 days of filing with the county clerks, and the proceeding is governed by special 

rules. 

The Appellate Division will appoint three referees will control the pre-trial discovery and make a report to the Appellate Division. The Appellate Division will 

use the report to make its judgment and then substitute its judgment for the determination made by any of the governing boards. Thus, the Appellate 

Division has the ultimate authority in deciding (1) whether the petition was done properly, (2) whether annexation is in the public interest, and (3) how the 

property, services, taxes, and debts are to be shared by the local governments.  

The petition for annexation will be approved or rejected by the end of adjudication. If the petition is approved by all the governing boards, or if the petition is 

approved by the Appellate Division, then the petition for annexation will be voted on by the general public.  

Step 7: Election 

It's time to finally put the proposition before the people. After the final determination by the governing boards or the entry of judgment by the court, the 

local governments have 90 days to hold a special election in the territory to be annexed to vote on the petition for annexation. The Village of Saranac Lake is 

responsible for the election proceedings within its boundaries.  

The ballot will simply state "Shall the territory generally described below be annexed to the Town of Harrietstown and County of Franklin?" A brief 

description of the territory will follow.  

Step 8: Results 

If a majority approves the proposition, the proposition passes. In this case, the local governments have 20 days to file their results both with the clerks of 

Franklin County and Harrietstown and with their own clerk. If the proposition is not approved, then the local governments have 10 days to file the results 

with the clerks of Franklin County and Harrietstown.  

Step 9: Annexation 

If the proposition passes, the affected local governing boards will immediately adopt resolutions that annex the territory to the intended local governments. 

The resolution should create, revise, or remove any councilman districts based upon the territory to be annexed, and it should state the date when 

annexation becomes effective. This resolution must be filed with the Secretary of State in order to become effective.  

Step 10: Fixing the Map 

The governing boards of the local governments that acquired the new territory have the responsibility to correct the maps. The boards should, within 

reasonable time, (1) draw a survey of the annexed territory, (2) mark the boundaries of the territory with monuments, and (3) create new maps that show 
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the boundaries of the affected local governments. The maps must be filed with the clerks of all 6 affected local governments, and they must be filed with the 

secretary of state.  

The end result of annexation would be a Village of Saranac Lake that is in a single town and county.  Through consolidation, the Town of Harrietstown and 

Village of Saranac Lake could become a coterminous town/village. 

Once the steps above are completed and the portions of the village now in North Elba and St Armand are annexed into Harrietstown and Franklin County, the 

legal process continues through a formal municipal consolidation, under the New N.Y. Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Act. 

Two or more local government entities, whether within one or more counties, may consolidate into a single local government entity if each entity is touching 

at least one of the other consolidating local government entities. The consolidated local government entity must be of a kind or class that is authorized under 

the laws of the state of New York. This process can be commenced by either a joint resolution by the consolidating government bodies endorsing a proposed 

joint consolidation agreement, or an elector initiative. 

A consolidation proceeding can be commenced by either the governing bodies of consolidating local governments or by an initiative of electors.  This report 

focuses on a consolidation commenced by the governing bodies. 

Step 11: Joint Consolidation Agreement 

If the governing bodies endorse a proposed joint consolidation agreement, the agreement must meet certain requirements. The agreement must specify 

each local entity to be consolidated, the name of the proposed consolidated entity, the rights, duties, obligations, territorial boundaries, and the type and/or 

class of the proposed consolidated entity. The agreement must also include the governmental organization of the entity, including officials and employees, 

along with a transitional plan and an election schedule. Also, there must be a fiscal estimate of costs and savings which may be realized by consolidation. The 

agreement must include each town or village’s assets, liabilities, and indebtedness and the terms for disposition of such. Included in the proposed joint 

consolidation agreement must also be the terms for common administration and uniform enforcement of laws, ordinances, resolutions, and such, within the 

consolidated entity. Lastly, the agreement must include the effective date for consolidation and time and place of public hearings. 

Step 12: Public Notice 

No later than five days after the commencement of a proposed joint consolidation agreement, certain notice requirements must be met. Each entity to be 

consolidated must place, within its territory, the proposed joint consolidation agreement in a public place for viewing. The agreement, its summary, and 

notice of where it may be viewed, must be placed on each entity’s website.  Also a descriptive summary and statement of where the agreement may be 

viewed must be published in a newspaper having general circulation in each entity at least once a week for four consecutive weeks. 
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Step 13: Public Hearing 

Each consolidating government agency must have one or more public hearings on consolidation. These hearings must be between 35 and 90 days following 

the commencement of the joint consolidation proceedings. The hearings may be separate by entity or joint, and must allow those who wish to voice an 

opinion to be heard. Such hearings will be held on notice of 10 to 20 days; notice must be published in a newspaper of general circulation within the entities 

to be consolidated, and must also be on each entity’s webpage.  The notice must contain a descriptive summary of the agreement and places to view the 

agreement. 

Step 14: Amendment and Approval of Agreement 

After the hearings have been completed, the proposed joint consolidation agreement may be amended, so long as it passes the requirements under § 752 

and the notice requirements. No longer than five days following an amendment, the town and village must make available the amended agreement and its 

description in public places within each consolidating entity. The amended version of the agreement must also be posted, with a description, on the town and 

village websites. The town and village boards may approve, or amend and approve, the agreement within 180 days of the final hearing.  

Step 15: Referendum 

When the town and village boards approve the final joint consolidation agreement, a resolution must be enacted calling for a referendum. The resolution 

must provide names of the consolidating (also referred to as “component entities”) entities, a description of the territory to be consolidated, the name of the 

consolidated governmental entity, and the date for the referendum. The resolution must also include the substance of the question to be submitted to the 

electors, state the notice requirements of the referendum and the conduct of the return canvassing. The resolution must also have attached to it the final 

approved version of the joint consolidation agreement.  

The joint consolidation agreement shall take effect upon the effective date, should the referendum be passed as set forth in the resolution. Up until the 

effective date, the component entities should continue pre-consolidation operations. §756. 

The referendum by special election must take place in the Town and Village between 60 and 90 days following the passage of the resolution calling for 

referendum. These referendums in the various consolidating entities must occur no more than 20 days apart. Notice of the referendum must be published in 

a newspaper of general circulation within the consolidating entity once a week for four consecutive weeks. Such notice must include a summary of the 

petition or agreement and the resolution, where such documents may be viewed, the names of the consolidating entities and a description of territory, the 

name of the consolidated entity, the time and place of the election, and the referendum question.  

The election and canvassing processes will operate as other municipal elections and referendums, and consolidation will only occur with a majority vote in its 

favor. Should consolidation pass, certificates of the results must be sent to the Secretary of State and the clerks of the consolidated entities and the county 

clerks. Should the referendum fail, the actions cannot be recommenced within four years.  
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Step 16: Implementation 

Once the consolidation process has been completed and the effective date has been reached, the consolidated entities shall be considered one local 

government entity, under the terms of the joint consolidation agreement. All privileges, rights, franchises, assets, and property of the each component entity 

shall be transferred and vested in the consolidated local entity. The entity shall also be subject to the same obligations and liabilities. If the plan or agreement 

calls for the dissolution of a local court, the records will be sent to the justice court judge to be designated by the administrative judge of the judicial district. 

The designated justice court judge will have the authority to execute and complete all unfinished business. 

New officials required to be elected by the agreement or plan will take office on the first Monday of January following the election designated in the 

agreement or plan. Those being appointed to their position will be appointed as provided by law. 

Except as provided by law and those officials and employees protected by tenure, civil service provisions, or a collective bargain agreement, all positions 

existing in the component government entities will be subject to the agreement or plan.  

The debts, liabilities, and obligations, which are valid and lawful, that exist against the consolidated local government entity, which would have been valid 

without the consolidation, will be answered for in the same manner the component entity would have. The debt, liabilities and obligations essentially 

transfer from the component entity to the consolidated entity. This includes the rights of creditors and liens against property, and the bonds and contracts of 

the component entities as well.  

Subject to the agreement or plan, concerning the common administration and uniform enforcement of laws in the consolidated local government entity, all 

local laws, ordinances, rules or regulations of the component entities in effect on the effective date of consolidation shall remain in full force and effect 

within the respective areas of the component entities that existed prior to consolidation until repealed or amended. As soon as practicable, but within two 

years of consolidation, new laws, ordinances, and regulations shall be passed by the consolidated entity to eliminate or reduce conflicts and ambiguities 

arising from the then-existing laws, ordinances, and rules or regulations for the common administration and uniform governance of the consolidated entity. 

In essence, the local laws will remain in effect, and within two years, the laws should be made uniform within the new consolidated government entity. 

If there is an action in court during the time of consolidation against one of the component entities, the consolidated entity may be substituted in its place in 

that litigation.  

Upon consolidation, no new registration of voters needs to take place. However, all elector registrations of the component entities must be submitted to the 

consolidated entity.  

If a right, title, or claim should arise, and it is not addressed by this chapter of the law, nor by the agreement or the plan, the consolidated entity may provide 

for resolution in a manner conforming to law. 
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Legal Constraints and Challenges 

The New N.Y. Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Act took effect three months ago as of this writing, and there is no case law that would 

clarify how it interacts with other laws.  Three issues need to be considered if the Act is to be used to effect a consolidation of Harrietstown and Saranac Lake: 

Consolidation Without Annexation 

The process would be much simpler if the town and village simply consolidated.  It is an appealing argument that, by consolidating, the area of the Village of 

Saranac Lake would by default be entirely in the Town of Harrietstown.  However, the Act does not reference the Municipal Annexation Law, which remains 

in effect.  A consolidation without annexation would exclude North Elba, St. Armands, and Essex and Franklin Counties from participation in the process, as is 

their right under the Municipal Annexation Law. 

What is the consolidated entity? 

The joint consolidation agreement identifies the type and/or class of the consolidated entity.  The Act requires the entity to be either a town or village.  It is 

not clear what happens to the town if the consolidated entity is a village.  At present, there is no area of New York State that is not within a town or city.  A 

reasonable interpretation of the Act would suggest that if the consolidated entity is a village, the town remains as a geographic entity that is governed as a 

village.  The result would be, in effect, a coterminous town/village operating as a village. 

Election Cycle 

The Act calls for elected officials of the consolidated entity to take office on the first Monday of January following the election designated in the joint 

consolidation agreement.  Normally village officials are elected in March and take office in April.  If the consolidated entity was a village, it would need to 

consider how to handle future elections. 

Operational Feasibility of a Coterminous Town/Village 

As alluded to previously, local government operations in the Saranac Lake Area tend to be concentrated within the Village of Saranac Lake. With a budget 

significantly greater than the surrounding towns’ budgets, the village maintains a greater capacity to provide certain services to area residents, such as sewer 

and water, community development, and general administration. Whereas village dissolution places the responsibility for continued services solely with each 

town, the coterminous town/village option, as envisioned in this study, would result in an expanded village, with the possibility of cost-savings through a 

consolidation of local government operations formerly administered by the towns. 

Envisioned Operating Model 

In contrast to the village dissolution option, where the towns each expand their operations to take up services formerly provided by the village, the 

envisioned operating model for the coterminous town/village option is based on the creation of a new, expanded town and village area. Once the steps 

required to achieve this expansion are complete, and the town and village boundaries are coterminous, the two municipalities would opt either to function 

primarily as a village or as a town. In either case, it is expected that since the village’s capacity is somewhat greater than the town’s, the structures for 
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delivering municipal services following the creation of a coterminous town/village would largely mirror the current village operations. For instance, it is 

assumed, based on conversations with village officials, that only modest increases in the current expenditures of the village would be required in order to 

provide the administration and general municipal services required by residents now outside of the village. Certain town services not currently provided by 

the village, such as property assessment and the airport, would continue without any expected reduction in cost, however, since these operations would 

continue unaffected by the restructuring. 

Impact on Cost and Quality of Service 

Based on the service disposition and resulting operational changes discussed above, it appears that the coterminous town/village option could result in 

modest overall savings of approximately 9%, or about $900,000. The majority of these savings are the result of merging current Harrietstown operations with 

current Saranac Lake operations, which, as discussed above, is expected to result in greater operating efficiencies.  

The cost savings generated by this option fall into the same two categories described in the village dissolution option: 1) town/village services no longer 

required following the creation of the coterminous town/village, and 2) town services that are also provided by the village, and which the village estimates 

would cost less for it to provide than the current cost. 

In reviewing the services provided by the towns and village, we have identified the following town services that are believed to be unnecessary following the 

establishment of a coterminous town/village, which chooses to operate primarily as a village: 

 Town Elections 

 Town Tax Collection 

 Support for Town Council 

The total savings from the elimination of these village services would be approximately $48,000. 

The remaining town services would all continue to be provided following the restructuring, though the primary responsibility for these services would rest 

with the Village Board and the services would be incorporated into the village’s operations. We have attempted to estimate the future costs of these services 

through a similar process to that which is described in the village dissolution section above. First, we examined what impact, if any, the expanded territorial 

boundaries of the coterminous town/village might have on the current cost of town services. We estimate a slight increase, of about 10%, to the cost of 

current town services, based on a similar increase to the taxable assessed value of the town following expansion. Second, we discussed with village officials 

the current services provided in the town and used the input gathered to develop estimates regarding the potential cost-savings due to consolidation of 

services under this option. In general, much greater operating efficiencies and economies of scale are expected under this option than under the village 

dissolution option, leading to the greater expected cost savings. 
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Based on the assumptions we have described, and on the detailed estimates in Appendix A, we estimate that the total savings from village dissolution would 

be approximately 9% of the current cost of village services. In dollar-terms, we estimate total savings of approximately $900,000. It is worth noting that 

savings of this magnitude would inevitably require a reduction in the total workforce of the village and towns, a fact that brings with it a new set of impacts. 

While these savings may accrue over time, an immediate reduction in budgets of this magnitude is unlikely. Also, since very few communities have navigated 

the process of establishing a coterminous town/village, it is possible that estimated cost reductions will prove elusive as the town and village seek to 

implement this option. Like the dissolution option, however, the long-term effects of a consolidation — including a reduction in duplication of services, better 

allocation of staff and equipment, enhanced bargaining position for contracts, insurance and benefits — should all contribute to greater savings over time. 

Impact Mitigation Strategies 

There are several factors that could significantly alter the operational impacts described above.  While we believe that our assessment has accurately 

incorporated these factors, it is important to describe our assumptions since ongoing discussions about these issues and future changes in the operations of 

town and village services could violate our assumptions and lead to conclusions that differ from those described in this report. 

Two potential impacts are similar to ones discussed under the village dissolution option: the impact of varying base pay rates in the town and village, and the 

impact of restructuring on police services. In both cases, the response to these potential impacts is the same. Our analysis indicates that the combined effect 

of differing base pay rates and benefits costs in the village and the towns should have no significant net effect on the cost of personal services following 

consolidation, assuming that all employees of the consolidated town/village will receive salaries and benefits on par with the village’s current employees. 

However, base pay comparisons are difficult given the diversity of information available from each town regarding base pay and the effects of seniority, other 

compensation, or over-time pay. 

Our analysis also assumes that police services will continue to be provided by the Village Police Department, though the territory of the village will be greatly 

expanded, presenting operational challenges in the implementation of this restructuring option. As we continue to investigate these options and their 

operational and fiscal feasibility, we intend to develop a reasonable estimate of the possible increase in police costs, and to show how such an increase could 

affect the overall fiscal impact under this restructuring option. 

Fiscal Impact of a Coterminous Town/Village 

Based on the operational impact described above, Fairweather Consulting has prepared a detailed fiscal impact assessment, which analyzes the changes to 

village and town budgets that should be anticipated should the coterminous town/village option be pursued. Furthermore, based on the impacts of this 

option to village and town budgets, we have prepared a taxpayer impact assessment, which shows how the option should be expected to affect the 

combined tax rates and other local government charges paid by residents in the Saranac Lake area. 
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Fiscal Assumptions  

For a list of general assumptions, see the discussion under the village dissolution option. In addition to these, the following assumptions are specific to the 

coterminous town/village option. 

Significant operating efficiencies – As described in the operational feasibility section above, the coterminous town/village option should result in some 

significant operating efficiencies. Relatively speaking, the village’s operations are significantly larger than current town operations, particularly in St Armand 

and Harrietstown (not including Harrietstown’s airport operations), suggesting that the village has the capacity to incorporate town services into its existing 

operations at little additional cost. To reflect this, and with input from village officials, we estimate a reduction of between 30% and 90% in the cost of 

current town services that are merged with existing village services. Detailed estimates of the savings by service are provided in Appendix A. 

Effects of annexation on service costs in North Elba and St Armand – Annexation of the portions of the village in North Elba and St Armand by Harrietstown 

will have the obvious effect of reducing the taxable assessed value of both of these towns. However, under the assumption that the taxes levied against 

properties in the village area are used to pay for services provided to those properties and their residents, it should follow that the reduction in the taxable 

assessed value comes with a corresponding decrease in the cost of services in both towns. With fewer residents and properties to serve, the reduction in 

expenses should offset the reduction in revenues. 

Sales tax revenues – Our understanding is that a small portion of sales taxes collected in Essex County is returned to each town in the county (6.7%, or 

$0.0025 out of the total $0.0375 collected by the county on each $1 of sales). Following the annexation process, no part of the village will be within Essex 

County. This change could have two impacts on the towns in Essex County, especially St Armand and North Elba. First, since Essex County’s sharing forumula 

is based on population and property value in each town, the share of sales taxes received by St Armand and North Elba would decline. Second, sales taxes 

collected by retailers in the portions of the village now in Essex County would no longer accrue to Essex County, decreasing the overall sales tax revenues in 

that county, while increasing revenues to Franklin County.  

At the time of this report additional information regarding the magnitude of these impacts has been requested but not received from Essex County. We have 

used other sources to determine the value of retail sales in the Essex-portion of the Village of Saranac Lake in order to estimate the potential impact of 

annexation on Essex County and its municipalities and Franklin County. The table below show current retail sales in the village by county, along with total 

retail sales by county both before and after annexation. 

Area Estimated Retail Sales BEFORE Annexation Estimated Retail Sales AFTER Annexation 

Franklin County $324,318,538 $359,397,514 

Saranac Lake (Franklin-Portion) $31,291,632 $66,370,608 

Essex County $335,646,640 $300,567,664 

Saranac Lake (Essex-Portion)* $35,078,976 $0 (no portion of the village remains in Essex) 
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* This is the portion of the village that is annexed into Franklin County (and Harrietstown) under the Coterminous Town/Village option. 
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Table 5 – Retail Sales by Area Before and After Creation of Coterminous Town/Village 

As a result of annexation, Essex County is expected to see a reduction in local sales tax revenues of $1,278,000. Based on the current formula for sharing sales 

tax revenues with Essex County’s towns, annexation would also cause a reduction of $88,000 in sales tax revenues distributed to those towns. Since the exact 

formula for sharing revenues with the towns is not known, we are unable to determine the precise impact on sales tax revenues for North Elba and St 

Armand. Given the different sales tax rates in Essex (7.75%) and Franklin (8.00%), sales in the former Essex-portion of the village are expected to increase 

sales tax revenues in Franklin County by a slightly larger amount of $1,400,000, though currently no portion of these revenues would be shared with Franklin 

County municipalities. 

Impact on Structure of Accounts and Funds 

The first impact of the coterminous town/village option on the budgets of the village and the towns are the required changes to the structures of accounts 

and funds within the towns and the village. These impacts are important since they imply changes in the taxable assessed value of certain town/village funds, 

which in turn affects the calculation of property taxes required to satisfy the tax levy in those funds. 

The creation of a coterminous town/village would effectively combine Harrietstown’s and Saranac Lake’s accounts and funds into those of a single village. In 

St Armand, the “outside” funds, which are listed below, would be incorporated into the appropriate “townwide” funds once the annexation process is 

complete. Since the Village of Lake Placid is also located within the Town of North Elba, the annexation process would not eliminate the need for “outside” 

funds in the town’s budget, but would decrease the taxable assessed value within the town’s existing “townwide” funds, as shown in the table below. 

Fund Taxable Assessed Value Before Restructuring Taxable Assessed Value After Restructuring 

Town of Harrietstown   

Fund A (General Townwide) $796,276,608 Fund Merged into Village General Fund 

Fund B (General Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged into Village General Fund 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged into Village General Fund 

Fund SF (Harrietstown Fire Protection) $631,235,884 Fund Merged into Village General Fund 

Fund AP (Airport District) $796,276,608 Fund Merged into Village General Fund 

Town of North Elba   

Fund A (General Townwide) $2,193,578,267 $2,112,788,557 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $1,477,924,160 $1,477,924,160 

Fund SP (Park District) $1,477,924,160 $1,477,924,160 

Fund SF2 (Raybrook Fire Protection) $93,748,827 $93,748,827 

Town of St Armand   
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Fund A (General Townwide) $153,768,895 $137,881,995 

Fund DA (Highway Townwide) $153,768,895 $137,881,995 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $135,802,347 Fund Merged Into Fund DA 

Fund SF (Bloomington/SL Fire Protection) $124,530,590 $124,530,590 

Village of Saranac Lake   

Harrietstown Portion $193,101,732 $879,418,493 

North Elba Portion $80,789,710 

St Armand Portion $15,886,900 

Table 6 – Impact of Coterminous Town/Village on Taxable Assessed Values 

Not included in the table above are the Sewer and Water Districts that would be consolidated following the formation of a coterminous town/village. Though 

it is anticipated that these districts’ accounts would be combined into the village’s sewer and water funds, the revenues to be raised by these funds would be 

raised through water and sewer fees rather than through a tax levy. As such, the taxable assessed value before and after dissolution are not relevant to the 

discussion of fiscal impacts. The impact of this option on sewer and water rates is discussed in the fiscal impact section below. 

Impact on Village and Town Budgets 

Overall, the coterminous town/village option is expected to generate modest reductions in the combined budget of the village and the towns. The following 

table shows the net effect of this option on the total budgets of each affected municipality. 

Municipality Total Budget Before Restructuring Total Budget After Restructuring 

Village of Saranac Lake $3,768,317  $4,946,535  

Town of Harrietstown $1,952,051  

Town of North Elba $3,517,084  $3,460,186  

Town of St Armand $894,037  $812,679  

Total $10,131,489  $9,219,400  

Table 7 – Impact of Coterminous Town/Village on Town and Village Budgets 

On net, the coterminous town/village option is expected to generate savings of more than $900,000 (9% of the former combined budgets) through the 

elimination of certain services and operating efficiencies gained in others. 

Impact on Taxpayers 

The table below summarizes the current and future tax rates for residents in each of the major taxing districts in the Saranac Lake Area. This table takes into 

consideration all factors related to the creation of a coterminous town/village, including the estimated costs of services, changes in revenues and fund 

balances, and the new taxable assessed value for each taxing district after restructuring. 
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Figure 2 - Taxpayer Impact of Coterminous Town/Village 

As with the dissolution option, the fiscal impact on village residents and town residents connected to the village’s water or sewer systems requires a review 

of the impact of restructuring on sewer and water rates. Current rates charged are presumed sufficient to cover the operating costs of the sewer and water 

systems. After restructuring, no substantial changes to the operating costs of the sewer and water system are expected, though the ability to charge higher 

rates for users of the system outside of the village is unlikely to continue. As such, we expect that water and sewer rates paid by residents outside of the 

village who are currently connected to the village’s sewer/water systems are likely to decrease. In order to offset the lost revenues from these decreases, 

sewer and water rates for residents within the village who are connected to these systems are likely to increase.  

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
Before

Restructuring*

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
After

Restructuring*

Change in 

Combined Tax 
Rate*

Percent Change 

in Combined 
Tax Rate

Option 2

Coterminous 
Town/Village

Harrietstown Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$2.66 $5.04 $2.38 90%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(Harrietstown Portion)

$13.47 $5.04 -$8.43 -63%

North Elba Taxpayer
(Outside Villages)

$2.28 $2.28 $0.00 0%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(North Elba Portion)

$11.05 $5.04 -$6.02 -54%

St Armand Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$5.65 $5.59 -$0.06 -1%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(St Armand Portion)

$15.03 $5.04 -$10.00 -67%

* = Figures may vary from actual local tax rates due to use of fund reserves and balances to balance budgets. Rates are per $1000 of assessed value.
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Feasibility of Option 3: City 
Though the term “city” carries with it certain preconceptions, this structure of local government is another possible means toward reducing the overlapping 

layers of local government in the Saranac Lake Area. In New York State, cities are generally geographically and functionally separate from the surrounding 

towns. Unlike villages, which are additional layers on top of the underlying town government, cities themselves perform the required town functions in 

addition to the functions set out in the city charter, which serves as the basis for establishment of the city. In spite of frequent claims to the contrary, cities 

are not required to provide additional services not typically provided by towns and villages. Thus, as outlined in the Service Disposition section above, this 

option allows for a restructuring of local government while preserving the municipal services currently provided within the Saranac Lake Area. 

Though technically feasible, there are challenges — legal, operational and financial — related to the creation of a city. These challenges are described in the 

following sections. Notably, there are two facts regarding the establishment of a city that have had a bearing on the Committee’s discussions regarding this 

option. First, state roads within the city would be maintained by the city rather than the NYS DOT. Second, since the territory within the city is not also within 

any town, the creation of a new city necessitates the secession of territory from one or more towns. Both of these facts have led the Committee to think 

carefully about the potential boundaries of a city in the Saranac Lake Area, since the geographic boundaries have ripple effects on the impacts of 

implementation of this option. At this stage of the study, the Committee assumes that the city boundaries would be equal to the full extent of the boundaries 

of the Village of Saranac Lake. This assumption is subject to change based on input received by the Committee following the presentation of this report. 

Legal Feasibility of a City 

A city may be established by the enactment of a city charter by the New York State Legislature.  The last time a charter was enacted was 1940 (City of Rye in 

Westchester County).  Legislation introduced in 1994 to establish a City of Staten Island (by seceding from New York City) was not enacted because of the lack 

of a home rule message from New York City. 

Legal Roadmap 

The organization and powers of a city are set out in its own charter, while most villages (including Saranac Lake) are organized under and governed by the 

Village Law.  Also, a city is not part of a town.  Thus, a City of Saranac Lake would need to be organized to provide services that village residents receive from 

both the village and their respective town. 

While enactment of a city charter is carried out by the State Legislature, there are several steps that must be taken locally before the Legislature will act. 

Step 1: City Boundaries   

The charter must describe the boundaries of the city.  Will the city boundaries be the same as those of the Village of Saranac Lake, or will it include territory 

that is currently town outside village? The working assumption is that the city boundaries would be the same as the current village boundaries. 
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Step 2: Draft a Charter 

The charter establishes the form of government, the organization of the city government (departments, officers, how selected), and the budget process. 

Cities in New York State are afforded a relatively high degree of autonomy, and are generally required to provide only those services identified in their 

charters, plus a basic set of municipal services mandated by state law. Cities are not required to provide a host of additional social services, as is often 

claimed. 

Step 3:  Present Charter to State Legislature 

Once a charter has been developed, that charter must be enacted by the legislature in order for the city to be established. The act that enacted the charter 

for the City of Rye provided that it would not take effect until it was approved by the voters of the Village of Rye, suggesting that a similar condition might 

apply in the case of the Saranac Lake charter. 

Step 4:  Referendum 

To provide sufficient evidence of local support, it is likely that a local referendum would be required before the legislature would enact the charter. The 

referendum would ask voters within the area of proposed city to approve the charter. 

Legal Constraints and Challenges 

While the process used in 1940 to incorporate the City of Rye is a reasonable roadmap of the process, the failed attempt of Staten Island to secede from New 

York City by incorporating a new city established some precedents that could make it difficult to incorporate a City of Saranac Lake.  While the precedents are 

more political than legal, opponents of Staten Island’s attempt remain in power in the Legislature at the time of this report’s writing. 

Legislation enacted in 1989 authorized a referendum of voters in Staten Island to decide whether they wanted to study secession.   By a lopsided margin, the 

voters approved the proposition to study secession, and a state commission was created to study the feasibility of secession.  The commission decided it was 

feasible and drafted a charter that was then presented to the Legislature in 1994 and secession legislation was introduced.  The Speaker of the Assembly then 

ruled that a home rule message from New York City was required before the bill could be brought to the floor.  A court challenge to the Speaker’s 

determination was dismissed on the ground that the Speech and Debate Clause of the State Constitution provides the Speaker with immunity from court 

scrutiny in the performance of his duties. 

Any incorporation of a city would diminish the boundaries of the towns in which the territory of the city is located.  Based on the views of the current Speaker 

(as demonstrated in the case of the proposed secession of Staten Island from New York City to establish a City of Staten Island), it is likely that it will be 

necessary to obtain home rule messages from the affected towns. 
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Operational Feasibility of a City 

From an operating standpoint, the city option represents the smallest change from the status quo. Rather than eliminating one of the existing municipalities 

altogether, the city option simply eliminates the overlapping boundaries of the current village and towns. As a result, services provided by the village and 

each of the towns continue, largely unaffected by the restructuring. Within the former village, however, the change in the form of government requires the 

provision of certain additional services, such as property assessment and the creation of a board of health. Within the towns, though no services are 

eliminated, the creation of a city within the current village boundaries diminishes the area for which the towns provide those services. Like the coterminous 

option, the reduction in territory has two effects: it reduces the total taxable assessed value of the towns, and it also reduces the cost of nearly all services 

provided by the towns*. 

*Airport Exception: Under normal circumstances, the reduction of a town’s area should reduce the cost of providing services to its now-diminished number 

of taxpayers—the transfer station, for example, would serve less residents, and would therefore cost less to maintain and operate.  However, this is not the 

case when it comes to Harrietstown’s airport.  Because a reduction in population would have no discernable effect on the usage of the town’s airport (which 

directly serves visitors and travelers, not just residents), the cost to continue to maintain the facility would remain constant.  This means that those fixed 

costs would then get spread among a reduced number of taxpayers, effectively causing an increase in Harrietstown’s tax bills.   

Envisioned Operating Model 

As a city, Saranac Lake would continue to provide all of the same services currently provided to village residents. New functions, including property 

assessment, the board of health, and expanded highway maintenance on state roadways would be incorporated into the village’s current service structures. 

Additional changes are likely, and would be spelled out in detail in the city’s charter, but these changes are expected to be largely administrative in nature, 

including the decision about the form of city government. Daily operations required to provide services are unlikely to change significantly. 

Impact on Cost and Quality of Service 

The addition of some new functions and the expansion of street maintenance imply a slight increase in the cost of services provided by the village. The 

following list provides our estimates of the service costs that are expected to increase for the village following its transition to a city. 

Service New/Additional Cost 

Property Assessment $51,174 

Public Works Administration $10,734 

Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance $19,315 

Snow Removal $69,633 

Street Maintenance $62,105 

Total New/Additional Cost $212,961.00 

Table 8 – Additional Cost of Services Under City Option 
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As described above, the reduction in territory in the three towns is expected to decrease the cost of townwide services. Services included in the towns’ 

outside funds or in existing special districts would not be affected. A full list of the estimated cost of services under the city option is included in Appendix A. 

Overall, the city option is expected to generate total savings of about 0.4% of the current combined town and village budgets, or about $42,000. The majority 

of these savings are the result of decreases in the expected cost of town services outside of the city area, due to the reduction in the towns’ territory. 

Impact Mitigation Strategies 

Unlike the two other restructuring options, the city option has the benefit of requiring no large-scale effort to merge town and village departments and 

functions. Any discrepencies between base salaries and benefits packages in the towns and the village would not pose a challenge under this scenario, since 

no merger would be implemented. Likewise, potential questions about the scope and cost of police services are avoided under the city option, since the 

village police department would continue to serve the same area in its capacity as a department of the newly-formed city. 

Fiscal Impact of a City 

For a list of general assumptions, see the discussion under the village dissolution option. In addition to these, the following assumptions are specific to the 

city option. 

Effects of city on service costs in North Elba and St Armand – The creation of a city with the same boundaries as the village has an effect similar to the 

annexation process on the total taxable value of property in North Elba and St Armand. As with the coterminous option, we assume that the town taxes 

levied against properties in the village area are used to pay for services provided to those properties and their residents. As such, it should follow that the 

reduction in the taxable assessed value comes with a corresponding decrease in the cost of services in both towns. With fewer residents and properties to 

serve, the reduction in expenses should offset the reduction in revenues. 

Sales tax revenues – Unlike the coterminous option, the city option should have no immediate impact on sales tax revenues in either county, nor would it 

necessarily affect the existing sales tax sharing formula in Essex County. As discussed in the legal feasibility section, however, cities in New York State have 

authority to pre-empt a portion of the sales taxes on sales within the city. For the purposes of our analysis, we have assumed that the city would not choose 

to do so, maintaining the current sales tax revenue situation. 

Impact on Structure of Accounts and Funds 

The first impact of the city option on the budgets of the village and the towns are the required changes to the structures of accounts and funds within the 

towns and the village. These impacts are important since they imply changes in the taxable assessed value of certain town/village funds, which in turn affects 

the calculation of property taxes required to satisfy the tax levy in those funds. 

The transition of the village to a city would have only minor impacts on the funds and accounts of the village and the three towns. In Harrietstown and St 

Armand, the “outside” funds, which are listed below, would be incorporated into the appropriate “townwide” funds once the city is established. Since the 

http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum


 
Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project: Feasibility Study & Comparative Analysis 

SLAGRP_FeasibilityComparativeAnalysis_Final_v3.0.docx Page 46 June 28, 2010 
 

This document was prepared with funds provided by the New York State Department of State under the Shared Municipal Services Incentive Grant 
Program. The final draft is available online at http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum. 

 
  

Village of Lake Placid is also located within the Town of North Elba, Saranac Lake’s dissolution would not eliminate the need for “outside” funds in the town’s 

budget, but would decrease the taxable assessed value within the town’s existing “townwide” funds, as shown in the table below. 

Fund Taxable Assessed Value Before Restructuring Taxable Assessed Value After Restructuring 

Town of Harrietstown   

Fund A (General Townwide) $796,276,608 $603,174,876 

Fund B (General Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged into Fund A 

Fund DA (Highway Townwide) N/A $603,174,876 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $603,542,467 Fund Merged into Fund DA 

Fund SF (Harrietstown Fire Protection) $631,235,884 $631,235,884 

Fund AP (Airport District) $796,276,608 $603,542,467 

Town of North Elba   

Fund A (General Townwide) $2,193,578,267 $2,112,788,557 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $1,477,924,160 $1,477,924,160 

Fund SP (Park District) $1,477,924,160 $1,477,924,160 

Fund SF2 (Raybrook Fire Protection) $93,748,827 $93,748,827 

Town of St Armand   

Fund A (General Townwide) $153,768,895 $137,881,995 

Fund DA (Highway Townwide) $153,768,895 $137,881,995 

Fund DB (Highway Outside) $135,802,347 Fund Merged Into Fund DA 

Fund SF (Bloomington/SL Fire Protection) $124,530,590 $124,530,590 

Village of Saranac Lake   

Harrietstown Portion $193,101,732 

$321,213,508 North Elba Portion $80,789,710 

St Armand Portion $15,886,900 

Table 9 – Impact of City on Taxable Assessed Values 

Unlike the previous options, the city option does not affect the current arrangement of sewer and water services. Users within the village and within town 

districts outside of the village would continue to receive those services from the city, with rates unchanged by the restructuring. 

Impact on Village and Town Budgets 

Overall, the city option is expected to generate small reductions in the combined budget of the village and the towns. The following table shows the net 

effect of this option on the total budgets of each affected municipality. 
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Municipality Total Budget Before Restructuring Total Budget After Restructuring 

Village of Saranac Lake $3,768,317  $3,982,718  

Town of Harrietstown $1,952,051  $1,827,344 

Town of North Elba $3,517,084  $3,460,186 

Town of St Armand $894,037  $819,630  

Total $10,131,489  $10,089,878 

Table 10 – Impact of City on Town and Village Budgets 

On net, the city option is expected to generate savings of approximately $42,000 (0.4% of the former combined budgets) through the reduction of service 

costs in the three towns due to the towns’ reduced territory. 

Impact on Taxpayers 

The table below summarizes the current and future tax rates for residents in each of the major taxing districts in the Saranac Lake Area. This table takes into 

consideration all factors related to the creation of a city, including the estimated costs of services, changes in revenues and fund balances, and the new 

taxable assessed value for each taxing district after restructuring. 
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Figure 3 - Taxpayer Impact of City Option 

Unlike the other two options, the city option has no affect on sewer and water rates for users inside or outside of the village. 

  

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
Before

Restructuring*

Combined 

Local Tax Rate 
After

Restructuring*

Change in 

Combined Tax 
Rate*

Percent Change 

in Combined 
Tax Rate

Option 3

City

Harrietstown Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$2.66 $2.91 $0.25 9%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(Harrietstown Portion)

$13.47 $12.82 $0.64 -5%

North Elba Taxpayer
(Outside Villages)

$2.28 $2.28 $0.00 0%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(North Elba Portion)

$11.06 $11.03 $0.03 0%

St Armand Taxpayer
(Outside Village)

$5.65 $5.65 $0.00 0%

Saranac Lake Taxpayer
(St Armand Portion)

$15.04 $11.03 -$4.01 -27%

* = Figures may vary from actual local tax rates due to use of fund reserves and balances to balance budgets. Rates are per $1000 of assessed value.
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A Comparative Analysis of the Restructuring Options 
Since the primary purpose of the Government Restructuring Project is to weigh the costs and benefits – both financial and otherwise – of the available 

restructuring options, most of the work conducted by Fairweather Consulting and the Committee has been toward identifying the various pros and cons of 

the restructuring options. This report describes in detail our findings regarding each option, with a focus on the legal, operational and fiscal feasibility and 

impacts. This section attempts to bring together the findings from previous sections in order to allow direct comparisons of the three options and their 

relative merits and drawbacks. It is hoped that this comparative analysis will inform future decisions by the Committee, local governing boards, and residents 

regarding the best future municipal structure for the Saranac Lake Area. 

The Evaluative Framework 
From the beginning of the project, it was envisioned that any available restructuring options would be compared across a variety of dimensions. Early on, the 

Committee identified the following important criteria that should be included in the comparative analysis, which are explained here. In the following sections, 

we provide our analysis of each option in relation to these evaluation criteria. 

Implementation Factors 

The first set of evaluation criteria have to do with the implementation process for each option. The Committee has identified the following criteria related to 

implementation, which are intended to show the relative ease with which the options could be implemented. 

Complexity of legal process – Each option involves a legal process, defined in this report. The complexity of this process is determined by the number of legal 

procedures involved, such as crafting and filing petitions, holding hearings, and conducting additional studies and analyses.  

Difficulty of implementation – The difficulty of implementing each option involves more than just the complexity of the legal process. A simple process – 

such as the creation of a city – involves several difficult steps, including a local referendum and enactment of the city charter by the New York State 

legislature. In general, we define the difficulty of implementation as the number of votes/referenda required, and the number of stakeholders involved in 

completing the implementation effort. 

Cost of implementation – Each option is likely to involve a relatively significant cost in order to implement, including the cost of necessary hearings, 

announcements, votes, and legal fees. In some cases, such as the Village Dissolution option, additional studies may be required. This criterion attempts to 

estimate the relative cost of implementing each of the options based on initial assumptions regarding the implementation process. 

Operational Factors 

The next set of criteria for evaluating the options has to do with the resulting operational configuration. The fiscal impacts that result from changes to town 

and village operations (discussed at length in prior sections of this report) are identified as a separate factor, discussed below. However, some aspects of the 
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operational structure following restructuring do not lend themselves to direct financial impacts. The following criteria are intended to shed light on the 

comparative strengths and weaknesses of the three options when it comes to the non-fiscal aspects of the resulting municipal structure. 

Complexity of resulting municipal structure – This criterion measures the number of overlapping municipalities or districts resulting from the proposed 

future structure. The greater the number of overlapping districts and municipalities, the more complex the resulting structure. 

Transience and variability of resulting municipal structure – An important consideration when weighing each option is the ease with which the hard work 

involved in implementing the change could just as easily be undone by future governing boards or officials. Greater preference is given to the options that 

minimize the likelihood that restructuring could be recinded or dissolved in the future.  

Number of resulting municipal structures – While the complexity and variability of municipal structures is important, these criteria do not capture one of the 

primary goals set forth by the Committee at the beginning of the study: to reduce the number of governing bodies in the Saranac Lake Area. This criteria 

identifies the total number of municipal entities and special districts following restructuring. 

Financial Factors 

Clearly, an important factor in the decision-making process regarding restructuring has to do with the cost burden that the new municipal structure places on 

residents in the Saranac Lake Area. This has been the focus of the fiscal impact analyses included in this report, which are summarized here for the purposes 

of comparing the three options’ relative strengths and weaknesses. As described in earlier sections of this report, all three options have the potential to save 

taxpayers in the Saranac Lake Area money overall. However, the equity with which these savings are distributed is certainly a key consideration, so rather 

than weighing only the overall savings, we have included the taxpayer savings by taxing district. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the fiscal impact of each option is likely the most variable of the criteria presented here. Decisions regarding the boundaries of 

each option, the operational implementation of each option, and the distribution of revenues can impact the results of the fiscal analysis. Therefore, while 

we believe that the assessment presented in this report is an accurate portrayal of the likely outcome of each restructuring option, we note that fiscal 

challenges alone should not be considered sufficient to eliminate any of these options. Rather, the fiscal impact of restructuring should be considered along 

with the other factors as a part of the decision-making process. 

Other Factors 

While the factors and criteria discussed above have been the Committee’s primary focus so far in its evaluation of the three restructuring options, there are 

likely other factors that may be beneficial to consider. For instance, a fourth set of criteria involve the political feasibility of each of the proposed options. 

Without regard to party politics, there are important political ramifications and concerns related to each of the three options. To ignore these political 

realities would be a mistake, since they are perhaps among the most influential factors when it comes to getting the job done. Without significant political 

support, not one of these three ambitious options is likely to gain the momentum required to achieve implementation. 
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At this point, these and other factors have not been included in the comparative analysis. In the future, as new factors are identified, Fairweather Consulting 

will attempt to quantify the relative strengths and weaknesses of the three options with regard to thos factors. 

Comparative Analysis 
The following table summarizes the comparative analysis of the three restructuring options presented in this study. 

 
Figure 4 - Comparative Evaluation of Restructuring Options 

On the basis of the factors related to implementation, the Village Dissolution option seems to be preferable. The legal process for Village Dissolution, though 

somewhat new now that the New N.Y. Government Reorganization and Citizen Empowerment Act has gone into effect, is still relatively straightforward. The 

process involves only one vote, which is a mandatory referendum of only the residents of the village. Ancitipated costs related to implementation would 

Option 1 

Village Dissolution

Option 2

Coterminous (Expanded - H)

Option 3

City

Implementation Factors

Legal Complexity

Implementation Difficulty

Cost of Implementation

Operational Factors

Complexity of Structure

Transience and Variability

Number of Districts/Municipalities

Detailed Fiscal Impact

Harrietstown (Outside)

Saranac Lake (H’town)

North Elba (Outside)

Saranac Lake (N Elba)

St Armand (Outside)

Saranac Lake (S Armand)

= Low = Medium = High

= Better = Same = Worse

= Tax rates decrease = No change = Increase
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include: the completion of a dissolution plan, the development of agreements with each of the towns regarding the transfer of assets and continuation of 

services/employees, and the conduct of the vote. By comparison, the process for the coterminous town/village option, which involves 16 steps that include a 

petition, an election, a referendum, and (possibly) adjudication, is clearly more complex, more difficult and more costly. The creation of a city, while 

straightforward in process, requires a referendum, enactment of the city charter by the state legislature, and (possibly) home rule messages from each town, 

all of which suggest a more difficult and costly effort than the relatively simple dissolution option. 

Turning to the operational factors, the city option appears to be the most preferable. Given the configuration of city boundaries discussed in this report, the 

resulting municipal structures would include all of the same structures that are currently present, with no reduction in the number of districts or 

municipalities. However, the resulting structure would eliminate the overlapping boundaries that exist currently among the towns and the village. While it 

may not prove to be more permanent and lasting a solution than the current configuration, the remaining two options seem likely to exascerbate the 

transience and variability that the Committee hopes to avoid. 

Finally, from a fiscal standpoint, the options each show potential benefits and drawbacks. As described earlier in this report, the net savings of the 

coterminous town/village option was the greatest, at approximately $900,000. However, as the table above indicates, these savings are not spread equally 

among all area taxpayers. Residents of the Town of Harrietstown in the portions outside of the village would likely see a significant tax increase under the 

current configuration of services for this option. Residents in the other two towns are expected to see no significant impact to their tax bills, while village 

residents are likely to see all of the savings. The city option represents the second-highest overall savings, at approximately $40,000, and has the added 

benefit of a relatively equal distribution of these savings. No taxpayers are expected to see significant increases (greater than 10%), while residents in the St 

Armand portion of the village could see a significant reduction in their tax bill. 
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Committee’s Preliminary Recommendation: Establish a City 
While all three of the options that have been outlined in this report each bring many possible benefits and costs, it is the recommendation of the 

Government Restructuring Committee— as well as that of Fairweather Consulting—that the Saranac Lake, Harrietstown, North Elba, and St. Armand 

communities pursue the third option to incorporate Saranac Lake as a city.  In examining the likely effects that each option will have on the four 

municipalities, the creation of a City of Saranac Lake brings with it the least drawbacks as compared to its potential benefits. 

Benefits to the Whole Community 

Throughout the process of this compiling this report, the Government Restructuring Committee—which itself is composed of representatives from each of 

the four municipalities—has sought to view the study from two perspectives: What would be best for the members of their individual communities, and what 

would be best for the community as a whole.  The city option comes out ahead of the other two because it will provide a greater net benefit to the entire 

Saranac Lake Area community.   

For instance, based on this report’s calculations regarding the distribution of tax burden, the village dissolution option would present significant tax decreases 

for village residents, while residents of all three towns outside of the village wouldexperience sharp increases in their taxes.  Harrietstown outside residents 

in particular would see the largest increase in taxes – a whopping 90% spike.  A slightly more balanced situation would occur if Harrietstown and Saranac Lake 

consolidated into a coterminous town/village, with only Harrietstown outside taxpayers taking the hit with increased taxes, but this still leaves one 

municipality’s residents receiving the short end of the stick.  When contrasting these two outcomes with pursuing the city option, where tax rate changes 

after incorporating a City of Saranac Lake are insignificant (less than 10%) for most residents, and significantly decreasing taxes for village residents in St. 

Armand, it becomes clear that Option Three is best in this regard.    

Easiest is Not Always Best 

Village dissolution is, by far, the easiest option to pursue from a legal standpoint.  Indeed, since dissolution need only be approved in a village-wide 

referendum, the legal hurdles that require clearing are fewest in Option One.  But the ease with which dissolution can be accomplished belies a host of 

municipal headaches and potential problems that must be considered.   

Firstly, the fiscal impacts outlined in the preceding report make a number of assumptions, the largest of which being the cooperation of the Towns of 

Harrietstown, North Elba, and St. Armand.  While the village could choose to dissolve by public referendum, the town boards may even more easily choose to 

relegate nearly all of the village’s current services to special districts, negating the potential cost-savings achieved through service consolidation and 

elimination described earlier in the report.  Secondly, even in the best-case scenario outlined in this report, a sharp increase in property taxes could induce 

some residents to sell their homes (particularly those in homes with high tax assessments and second-home owners).  This redistributes the tax burden back 

onto the rest of the residents in the municipality—including those within the boundaries of the former village—once again reducing the tax savings predicted 

for village residents.   
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Efficient and Effective 

In addition to the benefits the city option provides over that of dissolution, creating a city is much less complicated to pursue than that of creating a 

coterminous town/village area.  Though it requires the adoption of a city charter and the approval of the New York State Legislature, creating a city is far 

more straight forward than the annexation and consolidation twists and turns necessary in establishing a coterminous municipality.   

Moreover, when all is said and done, a City of Saranac Lake would be better able to provide all of the current village’s services than either of the other two 

options with the least amount of hiccups or interruptions.   

It’s about Identity 

Residents and visitors in and around the Saranac Lake area value the community’s unique identity and character, and options one and two diminish or 

threaten that character.  Incorporating Saranac Lake as a city would not only preserve the community’s feel, it would also be enhanced.  While the village is 

currently the economic and population center of all three towns, an independent city is an even stronger way for the area’s residents to make the most of 

where they live.  In addition to city residents’ newfound independence and stronger sense of identity, the towns themselves would be better able to focus on 

the unique and distinct needs of residents residing outside of the city.  Lastly, ensuring that Saranac Lake is not only kept healthy, but made stronger, is a 

boon to all residents of the region, since the village’s identity is a major economic asset that benefits residents throughout the region, both directly and 

indirectly. 

Case Not Closed 

It’s important to note that while pursuing the city option is the committee’s preference, it is one based on the analysis conducted up to this point..  In the 

coming weeks and months, the committee and Fairweather Consulting are planning on meeting with the four town and village boards involved, whose input 

will definitely have an impact on this report as a whole and the committee’s conclusions.  Furthermore, there will be community meetings, where residents 

will be able to ask questions and make comments on this report, adding even more to the final form this report will take.  Public perceptions about these 

options, along with the political will to implement the chosen option, are both critical components of the determination of each option’s feasibility.  In the 

end, while consensus is a difficult thing to achieve, it is only through broad adoption of this study’s findings that the Saranac Lake area can make progress 

toward a more effective and efficient local government structure. 
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Appendix A –Cost Estimates and Recommended Disposition for Municipal Services 
This appendix provides a detailed description of the disposition of village and town services for each of the restructuring options presented in the main 

report. For each option, the disposition of each service, as well as the current and estimated future cost of the service, is provided in the following table. The 

values listed in the Disposition column are used in the calculation of the estimated future cost of the service. If the value equals 1, then the service is 

unchanged following restructuring. If the value equals 0 then the service is discontinued (within the specified municipality/fund) following restructuring. 

Other values greater than 1 reflect an expansion of service, while values less than 1 but greater than 0 reflect a diminishment of service. Multiple entries for a 

single service within the tables below indicates that the service is divided up between more than one municipality following restructuring. 

Option 1 – Village Dissolution 

Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Airport Administration Harrietstown Airport Fund -$169,048 1 Harrietstown Airport Fund 1 -$169,048 

1 Airport Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown Airport Fund -$99,619 1 Harrietstown Airport Fund 1 -$99,619 

1 Property Assessment Harrietstown General A Fund -$163,124 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$163,124 

1 Budgeting & Planning Harrietstown General A Fund -$26,490 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$26,490 

1 Financial Audit Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$7,150 

1 Code Enforcement Harrietstown General B Fund -$50,863 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$50,863 

1 Planning Harrietstown General B Fund $10,040 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 $10,040 

1 Zoning Harrietstown General B Fund -$49,863 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$49,863 

1 Building Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$135,508 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$135,508 

1 Board of Health Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$7,150 

1 Clerical Support to Town Council Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$12,934 

1 Contract Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$12,934 

1 Licenses & Permits Harrietstown General A Fund -$11,584 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$11,584 

1 Records Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$12,934 

1 Tax Collection Harrietstown General A Fund -$21,838 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$21,838 

1 Town Elections Harrietstown General A Fund -$13,934 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$13,934 

1 Administration/Town Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$64,350 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$64,350 

1 Fire Protection 
Harrietstown Fire Protection 

General Fund 
-$170,891 1 

Harrietstown Fire Protection General 
Fund 

1 -$170,891 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Grounds Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$54,733 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$54,733 

1 Highway Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$100,292 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$100,292 

1 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$143,359 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$143,359 

1 Highway Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$179,481 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$179,481 

1 Refuse Collection & Disposal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$16,270 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$16,270 

1 Snow Removal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$100,818 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$100,818 

1 Street Lighting 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$28,970 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$28,970 

1 Justice Court Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$24,669 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$24,669 

1 Legal Counsel Harrietstown General A Fund -$30,227 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$30,227 

1 Dog Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$9,750 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$9,750 

1 Rescue Harrietstown General B Fund -$1,754 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$1,754 

1 Traffic Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$650 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$650 

1 Sewer Maintenance Lake Colby Sewer Fund -$7,500 1 Lake Colby Sewer Fund 1 -$7,500 

1 
Long-Term Liabilities/Post-Emp 
Benefits 

Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,000 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$27,000 

1 Celebrations & Events Harrietstown General A Fund -$4,710 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,710 

1 Cemetery Operations & Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$15,520 1 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$15,520 

1 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Harrietstown General A Fund -$8,587 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$8,587 

1 Human Resources Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$33,204 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$33,204 

1 Landfill Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,210 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$7,210 

1 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General B Fund -$357 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$357 

1 Publicity & Promotion Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,814 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$27,814 

1 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General B Fund -$3,357 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$3,357 

1 Veterans Services Harrietstown General A Fund -$1,010 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$1,010 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Youth Programs Harrietstown General B Fund $1,643 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 $1,643 

1 Water Maintenance Lake Colby Water Fund -$25,000 1 Lake Colby Water Fund 1 -$25,000 

1 Administration/Village Operations Saranac Lake General Fund -$15,760 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$11,017 

1 Administration/Village Operations Saranac Lake General Fund -$15,760 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$3,964 

1 Administration/Village Operations Saranac Lake General Fund -$15,760 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$779 

1 Billing (Other) Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,225 

1 Billing (Other) Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,520 

1 Billing (Other) Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$299 

1 Clerical Support to Village Board Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0 Saranac Lake General Fund 1 $0 

1 Human Resources Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$9,944 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$6,951 

1 Human Resources Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$9,944 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$2,501 

1 Human Resources Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$9,944 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$492 

1 Licenses & Permits Saranac Lake General Fund -$3,344 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$2,337 

1 Licenses & Permits Saranac Lake General Fund -$3,344 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$841 

1 Licenses & Permits Saranac Lake General Fund -$3,344 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$165 

1 Records Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,225 

1 Records Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,520 

1 Records Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$299 

1 Registrar of Vital Statistics Saranac Lake General Fund -$2,169 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$1,516 

1 Registrar of Vital Statistics Saranac Lake General Fund -$2,169 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$546 

1 Registrar of Vital Statistics Saranac Lake General Fund -$2,169 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$107 

1 Tax Collection Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 0 Saranac Lake General Fund 1 $0 

1 Village Elections Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,494 0 Saranac Lake General Fund 1 $0 

1 Code Enforcement Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,566 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$7,386 

1 Code Enforcement Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,566 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$2,657 

1 Code Enforcement Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,566 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$523 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Economic Development Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$8,155 

1 Economic Development Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$2,934 

1 Economic Development Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$577 

1 Grantwriting & Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 0.9 -$7,339 

1 Grantwriting & Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 0.9 -$2,641 

1 Grantwriting & Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 0.9 -$519 

1 Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,116 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$7,071 

1 Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,116 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$2,544 

1 Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,116 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$500 

1 Zoning Saranac Lake General Fund $7,984 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 $5,581 

1 Zoning Saranac Lake General Fund $7,984 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 $2,008 

1 Zoning Saranac Lake General Fund $7,984 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 $395 

1 Fire Protection Saranac Lake General Fund -$205,854 0.699027 
New Fire Protection Fund 

(Harrietstown) 
1 -$143,897 

1 Fire Protection Saranac Lake General Fund -$205,854 0.251514 
New Fire Protection Fund (North 

Elba) 
1 -$51,775 

1 Fire Protection Saranac Lake General Fund -$205,854 0.049459 
New Fire Protection Fund (St 

Armand) 
1 -$10,181 

1 Rescue Saranac Lake General Fund -$155,604 0.699027 
New Fire Protection Fund 

(Harrietstown) 
1 -$108,771 

1 Rescue Saranac Lake General Fund -$155,604 0.251514 
New Fire Protection Fund (North 

Elba) 
1 -$39,136 

1 Rescue Saranac Lake General Fund -$155,604 0.049459 
New Fire Protection Fund (St 

Armand) 
1 -$7,696 

1 Justice Court Operations Saranac Lake General Fund $19,649 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 $13,735 

1 Justice Court Operations Saranac Lake General Fund $19,649 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 $4,942 

1 Justice Court Operations Saranac Lake General Fund $19,649 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 $972 

1 Legal Counsel Saranac Lake General Fund -$22,141 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$15,477 

1 Legal Counsel Saranac Lake General Fund -$22,141 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$5,569 

1 Legal Counsel Saranac Lake General Fund -$22,141 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$1,095 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Animal Control Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,741 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 0.9 -$5,499 

1 Animal Control Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,741 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 0.9 -$1,979 

1 Animal Control Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,741 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 0.9 -$389 

1 Celebrations & Events Saranac Lake General Fund -$30,433 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$21,273 

1 Celebrations & Events Saranac Lake General Fund -$30,433 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$7,654 

1 Celebrations & Events Saranac Lake General Fund -$30,433 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$1,505 

1 Programs for the Aging Saranac Lake General Fund -$17,433 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$12,186 

1 Programs for the Aging Saranac Lake General Fund -$17,433 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$4,385 

1 Programs for the Aging Saranac Lake General Fund -$17,433 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$862 

1 Publicity & Promotion Saranac Lake General Fund -$32,433 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 0.9 -$20,404 

1 Publicity & Promotion Saranac Lake General Fund -$32,433 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 0.9 -$7,342 

1 Publicity & Promotion Saranac Lake General Fund -$32,433 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 0.9 -$1,444 

1 Beach Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$36,761 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$25,697 

1 Beach Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$36,761 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$9,246 

1 Beach Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$36,761 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$1,818 

1 Mt Pisgah Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$118,276 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$82,678 

1 Mt Pisgah Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$118,276 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$29,748 

1 Mt Pisgah Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$118,276 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$5,850 

1 Parks Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$50,566 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$35,347 

1 Parks Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$50,566 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$12,718 

1 Parks Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$50,566 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$2,501 

1 
Skating Rink Operations & 
Maintenance 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,741 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,712 

1 
Skating Rink Operations & 
Maintenance 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,741 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,695 

1 
Skating Rink Operations & 
Maintenance 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,741 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$333 

1 Youth Programs Saranac Lake General Fund -$21,541 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$15,058 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Youth Programs Saranac Lake General Fund -$21,541 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$5,418 

1 Youth Programs Saranac Lake General Fund -$21,541 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$1,065 

1 Police Investigations Saranac Lake General Fund -$140,283 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$140,283 

1 Police Investigations Saranac Lake General Fund -$140,283 0 New NE Park Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Investigations Saranac Lake General Fund -$140,283 0 St Armand General A Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$209,054 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$209,054 

1 Police Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$209,054 0 New NE Park Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$209,054 0 St Armand General A Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Dispatching Saranac Lake General Fund -$71,512 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$71,512 

1 Police Dispatching Saranac Lake General Fund -$71,512 0 New NE Park Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Dispatching Saranac Lake General Fund -$71,512 0 St Armand General A Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Patrol (vehicle and foot) Saranac Lake General Fund -$964,786 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$964,786 

1 Police Patrol (vehicle and foot) Saranac Lake General Fund -$964,786 0 New NE Park Fund 1 $0 

1 Police Patrol (vehicle and foot) Saranac Lake General Fund -$964,786 0 St Armand General A Fund 1 $0 

1 Building Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$62,914 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$43,979 

1 Building Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$62,914 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$15,824 

1 Building Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$62,914 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$3,112 

1 Grounds & Parks Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$142,950 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$99,926 

1 Grounds & Parks Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$142,950 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$35,954 

1 Grounds & Parks Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$142,950 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$7,070 

1 Off-Street Parking Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,934 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,847 

1 Off-Street Parking Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,934 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,744 

1 Off-Street Parking Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,934 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$343 

1 Public Works Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$42,937 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$30,014 

1 Public Works Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$42,937 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$10,799 

1 Public Works Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$42,937 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$2,124 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Refuse Collection & Disposal Saranac Lake General Fund -$12,884 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$9,006 

1 Refuse Collection & Disposal Saranac Lake General Fund -$12,884 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$3,240 

1 Refuse Collection & Disposal Saranac Lake General Fund -$12,884 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$637 

1 
Sidewalk Maintenance (including snow 
removal) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$48,988 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$34,244 

1 
Sidewalk Maintenance (including snow 
removal) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$48,988 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$12,321 

1 
Sidewalk Maintenance (including snow 
removal) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$48,988 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$2,423 

1 Street Cleaning Saranac Lake General Fund -$87,041 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$60,844 

1 Street Cleaning Saranac Lake General Fund -$87,041 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$21,892 

1 Street Cleaning Saranac Lake General Fund -$87,041 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$4,305 

1 Sewer Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Sewer Fund -$128,550 1 Joint Sewer Fund 1 -$128,550 

1 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$77,261 0.647702 New NE Highway DB Fund 1 -$50,042 

1 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$77,261 0.294405 St Armand Highway DA Fund 1 -$22,746 

1 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$77,261 0.057893 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$4,473 

1 Snow Removal Saranac Lake General Fund -$278,533 0.647702 New NE Highway DB Fund 1 -$180,406 

1 Snow Removal Saranac Lake General Fund -$278,533 0.294405 St Armand Highway DA Fund 1 -$82,001 

1 Snow Removal Saranac Lake General Fund -$278,533 0.057893 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$16,125 

1 Street Lighting Saranac Lake General Fund -$102,087 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$71,361 

1 Street Lighting Saranac Lake General Fund -$102,087 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$25,676 

1 Street Lighting Saranac Lake General Fund -$102,087 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$5,049 

1 
Street Maintenance (including 
Drainage and Shade Trees) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$248,419 0.647702 New NE Highway DB Fund 1 -$160,901 

1 
Street Maintenance (including 
Drainage and Shade Trees) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$248,419 0.294405 St Armand Highway DA Fund 1 -$73,136 

1 
Street Maintenance (including 
Drainage and Shade Trees) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$248,419 0.057893 Harrietstown Highway DA Fund 1 -$14,382 

1 Accounts Payable Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$2,852 

1 Accounts Payable Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,026 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 Accounts Payable Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$202 

1 Billing (Sewer) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Joint Sewer Fund 1 -$4,080 

1 Billing (Water) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Joint Water Fund 1 -$4,080 

1 Budgeting & Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$13,449 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$9,402 

1 Budgeting & Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$13,449 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$3,383 

1 Budgeting & Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$13,449 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$665 

1 Financial Audit Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$2,852 

1 Financial Audit Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,026 

1 Financial Audit Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$202 

1 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,723 

1 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,699 

1 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$334 

1 Water Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Water Fund -$313,114 1 Joint Water Fund 1 -$313,114 

1 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General A Fund -$15,609 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$15,609 

1 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$17,300 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$17,300 

1 Youth Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$14,375 1 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$14,375 

1 Sewer Maintenance Algonquin Sewer Fund -$1,500 1 Algonquin Sewer Fund 1 -$1,500 

1 Sewer Maintenance Duprey Sewer Fund -$1,000 1 Duprey Sewer Fund 1 -$1,000 

1 Water Maintenance Algonquin Water Fund -$2,500 1 Algonquin Water Fund 1 -$2,500 

1 Water Maintenance Duprey Water Fund -$1,500 1 Duprey Water Fund 1 -$1,500 

1 Financial Analysis Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.699027 Harrietstown General A Fund 1 -$4,723 

1 Financial Analysis Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.251514 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,699 

1 Financial Analysis Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 0.049459 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$334 

1 Water Capital Project Lake Colby Cap Project AMC -$24,000 1 Lake Colby Cap Project AMC 1 -$24,000 

1 Water Maintenance Lake Street Water District -$3,500 1 Lake Street Water District 1 -$3,500 

1 Sewer Maintenance Lake Street Sewer District $0 1 Lake Street Sewer District 1 $0 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

1 North Elba Townwide Services North Elba General A Fund -$1,544,871 1 North Elba General A Fund 1 -$1,544,871 

1 North Elba Highway Services North Elba Highway DB Fund -$357,769 1 New NE Highway DB Fund 1 -$357,769 

1 North Elba Park District Services North Elba Park District Fund -$1,590,009 1 New NE Park Fund 1 -$1,590,009 

1 Fire Protection North Elba Fire District 2 -$24,435 1 North Elba Fire District 2 1 -$24,435 

1 Water Maintenance North Elba Water District 2 $0 1 North Elba Water District 2 1 $0 

1 St Armand Townwide General Services St Armand General A Fund -$380,557 1 St Armand General A Fund 1 -$380,557 

1 
St Armand Townwide Highway 
Services 

St Armand Highway DA Fund -$339,630 1 St Armand Highway DA Fund 1 -$339,630 

1 St Armand Outside Highway Services St Armand Highway DB Fund -$50,650 1 St Armand Highway DA Fund 1 -$50,650 

1 Fire Protection 
Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake 

Fire Protection District 
-$73,950 1 

Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake Fire 
Protection District 

1 -$73,950 

1 Water Maintenance Rockledge Water District -$49,250 1 Rockledge Water District 1 -$49,250 

 

Option 2 – Coterminous Town/Village 

Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 Airport Administration Harrietstown Airport Fund -$169,048 1 Expanded H'town Airport Fund 1 -$169,048 

2 Airport Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown Airport Fund -$99,619 1 Expanded H'town Airport Fund 1 -$99,619 

2 Property Assessment Harrietstown General A Fund -$163,124 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$180,156 

2 Budgeting & Planning Harrietstown General A Fund -$26,490 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$2,926 

2 Financial Audit Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$790 

2 Code Enforcement Harrietstown General B Fund -$50,863 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$5,086 

2 Planning Harrietstown General B Fund $10,040 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 $1,004 

2 Zoning Harrietstown General B Fund -$49,863 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$4,986 

2 Building Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$135,508 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$14,966 

2 Board of Health Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$790 

2 Clerical Support to Town Council Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 0 Expanded H'town General Fund 0 $0 

http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum


 
Saranac Lake Area Government Restructuring Project: Feasibility Study & Comparative Analysis 

SLAGRP_FeasibilityComparativeAnalysis_Final_v3.0.docx Page 64 June 28, 2010 
 

This document was prepared with funds provided by the New York State Department of State under the Shared Municipal Services Incentive Grant 
Program. The final draft is available online at http://saranaclakeny.ning.com/forum. 

 
  

Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 Contract Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$1,428 

2 Licenses & Permits Harrietstown General A Fund -$11,584 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$1,279 

2 Records Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$1,428 

2 Tax Collection Harrietstown General A Fund -$21,838 0 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 $0 

2 Town Elections Harrietstown General A Fund -$13,934 0 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 $0 

2 Administration/Town Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$64,350 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$7,107 

2 Fire Protection 
Harrietstown Fire Protection 

General Fund 
-$170,891 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$17,089 

2 Grounds Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$54,733 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$6,045 

2 Highway Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$100,292 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.7 -$77,535 

2 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$143,359 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 0.7 -$100,351 

2 Highway Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$179,481 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 0.7 -$125,637 

2 Refuse Collection & Disposal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$16,270 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 0.7 -$11,389 

2 Snow Removal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$100,818 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 0.7 -$70,573 

2 Street Lighting 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$28,970 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$28,970 

2 Justice Court Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$24,669 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$27,245 

2 Legal Counsel Harrietstown General A Fund -$30,227 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$33,383 

2 Dog Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$9,750 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$1,077 

2 Rescue Harrietstown General B Fund -$1,754 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$1,937 

2 Traffic Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$650 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$72 

2 Sewer Maintenance Lake Colby Sewer Fund -$7,500 1 Lake Colby Sewer Fund 1 -$7,500 

2 
Long-Term Liabilities/Post-Emp 
Benefits 

Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,000 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$29,819 

2 Celebrations & Events Harrietstown General A Fund -$4,710 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$5,201 

2 Cemetery Operations & Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$15,520 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$15,520 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Harrietstown General A Fund -$8,587 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$948 

2 Human Resources Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$33,204 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$3,667 

2 Landfill Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,210 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$7,962 

2 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General B Fund -$357 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$394 

2 Publicity & Promotion Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,814 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 0.1 -$3,072 

2 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General B Fund -$3,357 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$3,707 

2 Veterans Services Harrietstown General A Fund -$1,010 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$1,115 

2 Youth Programs Harrietstown General B Fund $1,643 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 $1,815 

2 Water Maintenance Lake Colby Water Fund -$25,000 1 Lake Colby Water Fund 1 -$25,000 

2 Administration/Village Operations Saranac Lake General Fund -$15,760 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$15,760 

2 Billing (Other) Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,044 

2 Clerical Support to Village Board Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,044 

2 Human Resources Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$9,944 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$9,944 

2 Licenses & Permits Saranac Lake General Fund -$3,344 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$3,344 

2 Records Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,044 

2 Registrar of Vital Statistics Saranac Lake General Fund -$2,169 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$2,169 

2 Tax Collection Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,044 

2 Village Elections Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,494 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$8,494 

2 Code Enforcement Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,566 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$10,566 

2 Economic Development Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$11,666 

2 Grantwriting & Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$11,666 

2 Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,116 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$10,116 

2 Zoning Saranac Lake General Fund $7,984 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 $7,984 

2 Fire Protection Saranac Lake General Fund -$205,854 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$205,854 

2 Rescue Saranac Lake General Fund -$155,604 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$155,604 

2 Justice Court Operations Saranac Lake General Fund $19,649 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 $19,649 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 Legal Counsel Saranac Lake General Fund -$22,141 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$22,141 

2 Animal Control Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,741 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$8,741 

2 Celebrations & Events Saranac Lake General Fund -$30,433 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$30,433 

2 Programs for the Aging Saranac Lake General Fund -$17,433 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$17,433 

2 Publicity & Promotion Saranac Lake General Fund -$32,433 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$32,433 

2 Beach Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$36,761 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$36,761 

2 Mt Pisgah Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$118,276 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$118,276 

2 Parks Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$50,566 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$50,566 

2 
Skating Rink Operations & 
Maintenance 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,741 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,741 

2 Youth Programs Saranac Lake General Fund -$21,541 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$21,541 

2 Police Investigations Saranac Lake General Fund -$140,283 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$140,283 

2 Police Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$209,054 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$209,054 

2 Police Dispatching Saranac Lake General Fund -$71,512 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$71,512 

2 Police Patrol (vehicle and foot) Saranac Lake General Fund -$964,786 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$964,786 

2 Building Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$62,914 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$62,914 

2 Grounds & Parks Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$142,950 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$142,950 

2 Off-Street Parking Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,934 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,934 

2 Public Works Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$42,937 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$42,937 

2 Refuse Collection & Disposal Saranac Lake General Fund -$12,884 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$12,884 

2 
Sidewalk Maintenance (including snow 
removal) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$48,988 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$48,988 

2 Street Cleaning Saranac Lake General Fund -$87,041 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$87,041 

2 Sewer Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Sewer Fund -$128,550 1 Saranac Lake Sewer Fund 1 -$128,550 

2 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$77,261 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$77,261 

2 Snow Removal Saranac Lake General Fund -$278,533 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$278,533 

2 Street Lighting Saranac Lake General Fund -$102,087 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$102,087 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 
Street Maintenance (including 
Drainage and Shade Trees) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$248,419 1 Expanded H'town Highway Fund 1 -$248,419 

2 Accounts Payable Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$4,080 

2 Billing (Sewer) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Saranac Lake Sewer Fund 1 -$4,080 

2 Billing (Water) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Saranac Lake Water Fund 1 -$4,080 

2 Budgeting & Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$13,449 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$13,449 

2 Financial Audit Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$4,080 

2 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,757 

2 Water Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Water Fund -$313,114 1 Saranac Lake Water Fund 1 -$313,114 

2 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General A Fund -$15,609 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$17,239 

2 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$17,300 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$19,106 

2 Youth Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$14,375 1.104413 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$15,876 

2 Sewer Maintenance Algonquin Sewer Fund -$1,500 1 Algonquin Sewer Fund 1 -$1,500 

2 Sewer Maintenance Duprey Sewer Fund -$1,000 1 Duprey Sewer Fund 1 -$1,000 

2 Water Maintenance Algonquin Water Fund -$2,500 1 Algonquin Water Fund 1 -$2,500 

2 Water Maintenance Duprey Water Fund -$1,500 1 Duprey Water Fund 1 -$1,500 

2 Financial Analysis Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 1 Expanded H'town General Fund 1 -$6,757 

2 Water Capital Project Lake Colby Cap Project AMC -$24,000 1 Lake Colby Cap Project AMC 1 -$24,000 

2 Water Maintenance Lake Street Water District -$3,500 1 Lake Street Water District 1 -$3,500 

2 Sewer Maintenance Lake Street Sewer District $0 1 Lake Street Sewer District 1 $0 

2 North Elba Townwide Services North Elba General A Fund -$1,544,871 0.96317 Diminished NE General A Fund 1 -$1,487,973 

2 North Elba Highway Services North Elba Highway DB Fund -$357,769 1 North Elba Highway DB Fund 1 -$357,769 

2 North Elba Park District Services North Elba Park District Fund -$1,590,009 1 North Elba Park District Fund 1 -$1,590,009 

2 Fire Protection North Elba Fire District 2 -$24,435 1 North Elba Fire District 2 1 -$24,435 

2 Water Maintenance North Elba Water District 2 $0 1 North Elba Water District 2 1 $0 

2 St Armand Townwide General Services St Armand General A Fund -$380,557 0.896683 Diminished SA General A Fund 1 -$341,239 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

2 
St Armand Townwide Highway 
Services 

St Armand Highway DA Fund -$339,630 0.876218 Diminished SA Highway A Fund 1 -$297,590 

2 St Armand Outside Highway Services St Armand Highway DB Fund -$50,650 1 Diminished SA Highway A Fund 1 -$50,650 

2 Fire Protection 
Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake 

Fire Protection District 
-$73,950 1 

Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake Fire 
Protection District 

1 -$73,950 

2 Water Maintenance Rockledge Water District -$49,250 1 Rockledge Water District 1 -$49,250 

 

Option 3 – Creation of a City 

Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 Airport Administration Harrietstown Airport Fund -$169,048 1 Diminished Harrietstown Airport Fund 1 -$169,048 

3 Airport Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown Airport Fund -$99,619 1 Diminished Harrietstown Airport Fund 1 -$99,619 

3 Property Assessment Harrietstown General A Fund -$163,124 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$123,641 

3 Property Assessment Harrietstown General A Fund -$163,124 0.242044 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$39,483 

3 Budgeting & Planning Harrietstown General A Fund -$26,490 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$20,079 

3 Budgeting & Planning Harrietstown General A Fund -$26,490 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Financial Audit Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$5,419 

3 Financial Audit Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Code Enforcement Harrietstown General B Fund -$50,863 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$50,863 

3 Planning Harrietstown General B Fund $10,040 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 $10,040 

3 Zoning Harrietstown General B Fund -$49,863 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$49,863 

3 Building Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$135,508 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$135,508 

3 Building Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$135,508 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Board of Health Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$5,419 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 Board of Health Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,150 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Clerical Support to Town Council Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$9,803 

3 Contract Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$12,934 

3 Contract Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Licenses & Permits Harrietstown General A Fund -$11,584 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$8,780 

3 Licenses & Permits Harrietstown General A Fund -$11,584 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Records Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$9,803 

3 Records Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$12,934 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Tax Collection Harrietstown General A Fund -$21,838 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$16,552 

3 Tax Collection Harrietstown General A Fund -$21,838 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Town Elections Harrietstown General A Fund -$13,934 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$10,561 

3 Administration/Town Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$64,350 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$48,775 

3 Fire Protection 
Harrietstown Fire Protection 

General Fund 
-$170,891 1 

Harrietstown Fire Protection General 
Fund 

1 -$170,891 

3 Grounds Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$54,733 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$41,485 

3 Grounds Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$54,733 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Highway Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$100,292 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$100,292 

3 Highway Administration Harrietstown General A Fund -$100,292 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$143,359 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$143,359 

3 Highway Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$179,481 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$179,481 

3 Refuse Collection & Disposal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$16,270 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$16,270 

3 Snow Removal 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$100,818 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$100,818 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 Street Lighting 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$28,970 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$28,970 

3 Justice Court Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$24,669 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$18,698 

3 Justice Court Operations Harrietstown General A Fund -$24,669 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Legal Counsel Harrietstown General A Fund -$30,227 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$22,911 

3 Legal Counsel Harrietstown General A Fund -$30,227 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Dog Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$9,750 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$7,390 

3 Dog Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$9,750 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Rescue Harrietstown General B Fund -$1,754 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$1,754 

3 Traffic Control Harrietstown General A Fund -$650 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$492 

3 Sewer Maintenance Lake Colby Sewer Fund -$7,500 1 Lake Colby Sewer Fund 1 -$7,500 

3 
Long-Term Liabilities/Post-Emp 
Benefits 

Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,000 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$27,000 

3 Celebrations & Events Harrietstown General A Fund -$4,710 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$3,570 

3 Celebrations & Events Harrietstown General A Fund -$4,710 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Cemetery Operations & Maintenance 
Harrietstown Highway DB 

Fund 
-$15,520 1 Harrietstown Highway DB Fund 1 -$15,520 

3 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Harrietstown General A Fund -$8,587 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$6,509 

3 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Harrietstown General A Fund -$8,587 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Human Resources Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$33,204 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$25,167 

3 Human Resources Management Harrietstown General A Fund -$33,204 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Landfill Operations & Maintenance Harrietstown General A Fund -$7,210 0.757956 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$5,465 

3 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General B Fund -$357 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$357 

3 Publicity & Promotion Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,814 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$27,814 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 Publicity & Promotion Harrietstown General A Fund -$27,814 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General B Fund -$3,357 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$3,357 

3 Veterans Services Harrietstown General A Fund -$1,010 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$1,010 

3 Veterans Services Harrietstown General A Fund -$1,010 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Youth Programs Harrietstown General B Fund $1,643 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 $1,643 

3 Water Maintenance Lake Colby Water Fund -$25,000 1 Lake Colby Water Fund 1 -$25,000 

3 Administration/Village Operations Saranac Lake General Fund -$15,760 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$15,760 

3 Billing (Other) Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,044 

3 Clerical Support to Village Board Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,044 

3 Human Resources Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$9,944 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$9,944 

3 Licenses & Permits Saranac Lake General Fund -$3,344 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$3,344 

3 Records Management Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,044 

3 Registrar of Vital Statistics Saranac Lake General Fund -$2,169 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$2,169 

3 Tax Collection Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,044 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,044 

3 Village Elections Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,494 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$8,494 

3 Code Enforcement Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,566 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$10,566 

3 Economic Development Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$11,666 

3 Grantwriting & Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$11,666 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$11,666 

3 Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$10,116 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$10,116 

3 Zoning Saranac Lake General Fund $7,984 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 $7,984 

3 Fire Protection Saranac Lake General Fund -$205,854 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$205,854 

3 Rescue Saranac Lake General Fund -$155,604 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$155,604 

3 Justice Court Operations Saranac Lake General Fund $19,649 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 $19,649 

3 Legal Counsel Saranac Lake General Fund -$22,141 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$22,141 

3 Animal Control Saranac Lake General Fund -$8,741 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$8,741 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 Celebrations & Events Saranac Lake General Fund -$30,433 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$30,433 

3 Programs for the Aging Saranac Lake General Fund -$17,433 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$17,433 

3 Publicity & Promotion Saranac Lake General Fund -$32,433 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$32,433 

3 
Long-Term Liabilities/Post-Emp 
Benefits 

Saranac Lake General Fund $0 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Beach Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$36,761 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$36,761 

3 Mt Pisgah Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$118,276 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$118,276 

3 Parks Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$50,566 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$50,566 

3 
Skating Rink Operations & 
Maintenance 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,741 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,741 

3 Youth Programs Saranac Lake General Fund -$21,541 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$21,541 

3 Police Investigations Saranac Lake General Fund -$140,283 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$140,283 

3 Police Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$209,054 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$209,054 

3 Police Dispatching Saranac Lake General Fund -$71,512 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$71,512 

3 Police Patrol (vehicle and foot) Saranac Lake General Fund -$964,786 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$964,786 

3 Building Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$62,914 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$62,914 

3 Grounds & Parks Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$142,950 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$142,950 

3 Off-Street Parking Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,934 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,934 

3 Public Works Administration Saranac Lake General Fund -$42,937 1 New City of SL General Fund 1.25 -$53,671 

3 Refuse Collection & Disposal Saranac Lake General Fund -$12,884 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$12,884 

3 
Sidewalk Maintenance (including snow 
removal) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$48,988 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$48,988 

3 Street Cleaning Saranac Lake General Fund -$87,041 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$87,041 

3 Sewer Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Sewer Fund -$128,550 1 New City of SL Sewer Fund 1 -$128,550 

3 Highway Garage/Fleet Maintenance Saranac Lake General Fund -$77,261 1 New City of SL General Fund 1.25 -$96,576 

3 Snow Removal Saranac Lake General Fund -$278,533 1 New City of SL General Fund 1.25 -$348,166 

3 Street Lighting Saranac Lake General Fund -$102,087 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$102,087 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 
Street Maintenance (including 
Drainage and Shade Trees) 

Saranac Lake General Fund -$248,419 1 New City of SL General Fund 1.25 -$310,524 

3 Accounts Payable Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$4,080 

3 Billing (Sewer) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$4,080 

3 Billing (Water) Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$4,080 

3 Budgeting & Planning Saranac Lake General Fund -$13,449 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$13,449 

3 Financial Audit Saranac Lake General Fund -$4,080 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$4,080 

3 Financial Reporting & Recordkeeping Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,757 

3 Water Operations & Maintenance Saranac Lake Water Fund -$313,114 1 New City of SL Water Fund 1 -$313,114 

3 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General A Fund -$15,609 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$15,609 

3 Programs for the Aging Harrietstown General A Fund -$15,609 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$17,300 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$17,300 

3 Recreation Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$17,300 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Youth Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$14,375 1 
Diminished Harrietstown General A 

Fund 
1 -$14,375 

3 Youth Programs Harrietstown General A Fund -$14,375 0 New City of SL General Fund 1 $0 

3 Sewer Maintenance Algonquin Sewer Fund -$1,500 1 Algonquin Sewer Fund 1 -$1,500 

3 Sewer Maintenance Duprey Sewer Fund -$1,000 1 Duprey Sewer Fund 1 -$1,000 

3 Water Maintenance Algonquin Water Fund -$2,500 1 Algonquin Water Fund 1 -$2,500 

3 Water Maintenance Duprey Water Fund -$1,500 1 Duprey Water Fund 1 -$1,500 

3 Financial Analysis Saranac Lake General Fund -$6,757 1 New City of SL General Fund 1 -$6,757 

3 Water Capital Project Lake Colby Cap Project AMC -$24,000 1 Lake Colby Cap Project AMC 1 -$24,000 

3 Water Maintenance Lake Street Water District -$3,500 1 Lake Street Water District 1 -$3,500 

3 Sewer Maintenance Lake Street Sewer District $0 1 Lake Street Sewer District 1 $0 

3 North Elba Townwide Services North Elba General A Fund -$1,544,871 0.96317 Diminished NE General A Fund 1 -$1,487,973 

3 North Elba Townwide Services North Elba General A Fund -$1,544,871 0.03683 New City of SL General Fund 0.1 -$5,690 
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Option Service Name Current Municipality/Fund 
Estimated 

Current Cost 
Disposition New Municipality/Fund Weight 

Estimated 
Future Cost 

3 North Elba Highway Services North Elba Highway DB Fund -$357,769 1 North Elba Highway DB Fund 1 -$357,769 

3 North Elba Park District Services North Elba Park District Fund -$1,590,009 1 North Elba Park District Fund 1 -$1,590,009 

3 Fire Protection North Elba Fire District 2 -$24,435 1 North Elba Fire District 2 1 -$24,435 

3 Water Maintenance North Elba Water District 2 $0 1 North Elba Water District 2 1 $0 

3 St Armand Townwide General Services St Armand General A Fund -$380,557 0.896683 Diminished SA General A Fund 1 -$341,239 

3 St Armand Townwide General Services St Armand General A Fund -$380,557 0.103317 New City of SL General Fund 0.1 -$3,932 

3 
St Armand Townwide Highway 
Services 

St Armand Highway DA Fund -$339,630 0.896683 Diminished SA Highway A Fund 1 -$304,541 

3 
St Armand Townwide Highway 
Services 

St Armand Highway DA Fund -$339,630 0.103317 New City of SL General Fund 0.1 -$3,509 

3 St Armand Outside Highway Services St Armand Highway DB Fund -$50,650 1 St Armand Highway DB Fund 1 -$50,650 

3 Fire Protection 
Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake 

Fire Protection District 
-$73,950 1 

Bloomingdale/Saranac Lake Fire 
Protection District 

1 -$73,950 

3 Water Maintenance Rockledge Water District -$49,250 1 Rockledge Water District 1 -$49,250 
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