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Purpose of This Document 

The Final Study of Feasibility and Impact of Village Dissolution Options and Scenarios is part of the Village 

Dissolution Study project for the Village of Keeseville, NY. This document builds on other study work products, 

including the Existing Conditions report provided to the Dissolution Study Committee in April 2012, with the 

intent to provide the Study Committee, residents and local officials with a better understanding of the village 

dissolution process and its potential impacts. The Final version presents revisions and additions based on the 

work of the Dissolution Study Committee, including the identification and analysis of alternatives to dissolution 

(Appendix A) and the development of a Draft Plan for Dissolution (Appendix B). 

While this document examines the feasible options for handling a village dissolution, and the expected impacts 

of dissolution, it is not the intention of the Dissolution Study Committee (nor of its consultants) to imply that 

the village will be dissolved, or that it should be dissolved. As the term “study” implies, this document is 

informational in purpose. The document should be viewed as a resource for the Keeseville community to 

engage in an informed discussion and debate about the pros and cons of village dissolution, with a common 

understanding of the facts about the dissolution process generally, and the specific challenges, opportunities 

and impacts that dissolution would imply for residents of the Village of Keeseville, the Town of Ausable and the 

Town of Chesterfield. 

Study Methodology 

This study was developed by the Village of Keeseville’s Dissolution Study Committee, with technical assistance 

provided by a Fairweather Consulting and Rondout Consulting, the team that was selected by the Village Board 

to assist in the study process. The Dissolution Study Committee consists of volunteer members, appointed by 

the Village Board to study the feasibility and impact of the possible dissolution of the Village of Keeseville, and 

to provide to the Village Board a recommended plan, in the event that the community chooses to initiate 

dissolution proceedings. 

The Dissolution Study Committee

Bill Agoney
Local Resident

Maury Bresette
Local Resident

Butch Clodgo
Local Resident

Linda Guimond
Local Resident

Dale Holderman
Mayor, Keeseville

Mary King
Trustee, Keeseville

Julie Lattrell
Local Resident

Jerry Morrow
Supervisor, Chesterfield

Sandy Senecal
Supervisor, Ausable

 
Figure 1 - The Dissolution Study Committee comprises nine volunteer representatives 

appointed by the Village Board. 

The Fairweather/Rondout team has conducted numerous dissolution and restructuring studies for 

municipalities and not-for-profit clients throughout New York State and beyond. Based on this experience, the 

Fairweather/Rondout team has outlined a plan of study for the project, which has been adopted by the 
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Dissolution Study Committee. The study is further designed to meet strict requirements imposed by New York 

State law, as well as guidelines provided by the New York State Department of State, which provided funding 

for the study through its Local Government Efficiency Grant Program. 

Based on the Fairweather/Rondout team’s past experience, and with input from the Study Committee, the 

overall study methodology has been designed to include the following key activities: 

1. Identify the municipalities, districts and organizations that would be affected if the Village of Keeseville 

was dissolved, 

2. Collect data regarding the structure, services and budgets of the affected municipalities, 

3. Create an inventory of services with estimated costs of providing services, and compare the services 

provided by each municipality, 

4. Identify the range of possible options and scenarios to be studied, 

5. Evaluate the impact and feasibility of each option and scenario, 

6. Review the study findings with the Study Committee and gather public input, 

7. Identify the preferred option for implementation IF the Village was dissolved. 

Following the completion of these activities, the study process will continue by completing several important 

additional steps: 

1. Identify and evaluate alternatives to dissolution 

2. Develop a legal Dissolution Plan to accompany the results of the study 

3. Present the final study, alternatives and Draft Dissolution Plan to the public for input and revision 

4. Submit the revised final study, alternatives and Draft Dissolution Plan to the Village Board 

The Dissolution Study Committee’s role – and the Dissolution Study project itself – concludes with the 

submission of its work to the Village Board. Following this process, it is up to the Village’s elected officials and 

residents whether the actual question of whether or not to dissolve the Village should be put to a vote. 

Existing Conditions 

In April 2012, the Fairweather/Rondout team presented its first workproduct to the Dissolution Study 

Committee. This document, titled the “Interim Report on Analysis of Existing Conditions, Municipal Structures 

and Services” serves as a baseline document for the main body of work that comprises the Dissolution Study. It 

describes the Fairweather/Rondout team’s understanding of the situation in Keeseville, including the following 

key factors: 
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 The municipalities, districts and organizations that would likely be affected if the Village was dissolved 

 A summary of the operating structure, staffing, assets and debts of the affected municipalities 

 A current snapshop of municipal budgets and finances for the affected municipalities 

 A description and comparison of the municipal services provided by the Village and the Towns of 

Ausable and Chesterfield 

In the sections that follow, this study provides a summary of these existing conditions. Additional background 

information is available in the Existing Conditions report, which is available online at the Keeseville Dissolution 

Study web site (http://keeseville.ning.com). 

Affected municipalities, districts and organizations 

When a village dissolves, the impacts invariably spread to touch other municipalities, districts and 

organizations in and around the dissolved village. In New York State, villages are municipal corporations, which 

exist apart from, but are entirely contained within, the surrounding town(s). The result of this overlap is that 

the towns in which a dissolving village lies are certain to be affected by the dissolution. But towns often aren’t 

the only ones affected. Libraries, special improvement districts, fire companies or districts, and even non-profit 

charities can feel the impact when a village dissolves. 

For these reasons, it is important to start the dissolution study process by identifying just which organizations, 

districts and municipalities in the vicinity of the village might be affected if the village was dissolved. In 

Keeseville, our existing conditions report identified the following impacted entities: 

 Local entities directly affected 

o Town of Ausable (and many of its special improvement districts) 

o Town of Chesterfield (and many of its special improvement districts) 

Many local organizations would see varying indirect impacts, including changes in local funding, interactions or 

contracts with local officials/boards, etc. The impacts of dissolution on these organizations would be limited, 

however, and are not handled as extensively in the study process as the potential impacts on the two Towns. 

 Local entities not directly affected 

o The Ausable Valley Central School District 

o Clinton County and Essex County 

o The Ausable-Chesterfield-Keeseville Joint Fire District 

o The Keeseville Free Library 

o The Anderson Falls Heritage Center, Senior Citizens Center, and Youth Program 
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Summary of municipal structures and services 

In order to study the feasibility and potential impact of village dissolution, it’s important to focus on the 

structures and services of the village and its surrounding towns. While New York State law requires additional 

information to be included in a dissolution study and plan, all of the required components revolve around one 

key question: how will municipal services be provided (and paid for) if the village dissolves? 

Since the key question has to do with services, that’s where the study process begins in earnest. Referring back 

to the Existing Conditions report completed in April 2012, the Fairweather/Rondout team has identified the 

services provided by the Village of Keeseville and the services provided in the Town of Ausable and the Town 

of Chesterfield. The Village and Town services were compared to identify whether each Village service is 

redundant, equivalent or unique. These terms are defined in the Existing Conditions report. 

For each Village service, the Existing Conditions report also provided an estimated taxpayer cost for provision 

of the service. These estimates have been updated since the completion of that report, and are summarized in 

the table below. 

Service Name Comparison to Towns Primary Department 
 Estimated Cost 

of Service  

Elections Redundant Clerk ($2,354) 

Human Resources Management Equivalent Clerk ($1,953) 

Licenses and Permits Equivalent Clerk ($3,706) 

Meeting Notices and Minutes Equivalent Clerk ($7,811) 

Records Management Equivalent Clerk ($1,953) 

Vital Statistics Equivalent Clerk ($1,753) 

Subtotal - Clerk     ($19,530) 

Attorneys Equivalent Contractual ($4,816) 

Audit Unique Contractual ($771) 

Beautification Equivalent Contractual ($10,595) 

Historian Equivalent Contractual ($2,889) 

Library Equivalent Contractual ($9,150) 

Senior Citizen Programs Equivalent Contractual ($4,527) 

Street Lighting Equivalent Contractual ($26,969) 

Youth Programs Equivalent Contractual ($20,969) 

Subtotal - Contractual     ($80,686) 

Equipment Maintenance Equivalent Highway ($24,103) 

Garbage Collection Unique Highway ($5,844) 

Parks Maintenance and Operations Equivalent Highway ($17,802) 

Snow Removal Equivalent Highway ($34,027) 

Street Sweeping Equivalent Highway ($29,212) 
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Service Name Comparison to Towns Primary Department 
 Estimated Cost 

of Service  

Streets/Highways Maint/Repairs Equivalent Highway ($30,330) 

Subtotal - Highway     ($141,319) 

Budgeting Equivalent Mayor ($13,878) 

General Gov't Administration Equivalent Mayor ($62,517) 

Subtotal - Mayor     ($76,396) 

Sewer Administration Unique Sewer $729  

Sewer Infrastructure Maintenance Unique Sewer ($1,034) 

Sewer Plant Operations Unique Sewer $305  

Subtotal - Sewer     $0  

AR/AP Equivalent Treasurer ($5,859) 

Financial Management Equivalent Treasurer ($1,953) 

Insurance Admin Equivalent Treasurer ($1,953) 

Payroll Equivalent Treasurer ($5,859) 

Tax Collection Redundant Treasurer ($3,906) 

Subtotal - Treasurer     ($19,529) 

Governance/Legislation Equivalent Village Board ($29,550) 

Subtotal - Village Board     ($29,550) 

Water Administration Equivalent Water $23,728  

Water Infrastructure Maintenance Equivalent Water ($98,490) 

Water Plant Operations Equivalent Water $74,762  

Subtotal - Water     $0  

Debts and Liabilities Unique General Fund ($71,855) 

Subtotal - Debts and Liabilities     ($71,855) 

Total - General Fund Services*     ($438,865) 

Total - Water Fund Services     $0  

Total - Sewer Fund Services     $0  

Grand Total All Services     ($438,865) 

* Total varies from 2011-12 budget due to unallocated Utilities tax receipts, which cannot be collected if the Village 
dissolves. 

 

It is important to provide a brief explanation of the method for calculating these service cost estimates, in 

order to explain why they may seem to differ from figures presented in the Village’s budget. While these 

service cost estimates are derived from the Village’s 2011-2012 operating budget, they represent a different 

aggregation of budget figures than is presented in the budget. First, instead of grouping appropriations and 

revenues by department, our estimates group the budget items by service. Where a budget item crosses 
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multiple services, the budget item is allocated proportionally. Second, our estimates include certain budget 

items that are typically unallocated to any department. These appropriations (for example, insurance costs) 

are allocated proportionally to all of the services provided by the Village. Finally, our estimates are the net 

amount of appropriations less non-property tax revenues. This means that they can properly be considered the 

“total taxpayer cost” for each service provided by the Village. 

For additional details regarding the calculation of estimated service costs, please refer to the Existing 

Conditions report on the Dissolution Study web site (http://keeseville.ning.com). 

Dissolution Options and Scenarios 

Overview of study options 

Once the services are identified, it is much easier to determine how municipal services now provided by the 

Village would be handled if the Village was dissolved. Furthermore, the Existing Conditions report sets the 

stage for a thorough review of the impact of dissolution by estimating the current cost of Village services. In 

this way, the study can provide an analysis of several different ways to accomplish village dissolution, which 

should help residents and local officials understand the pros and cons of dissolution and determine whether 

there is a way to conduct a village dissolution that would result in an overall benefit to the community. 

First, using the inventory of services provided by the Village, we can develop a series of study options to look 

at the many possibilities for continuing former-Village services after a potential dissolution. Within each study 

option, we define three important features of the option: 1) which services (if any) are discontinued, 2) of the 

services that continue, what’s the estimated future cost of those services, and 3) who bears the burden of the 

cost of former-Village services. 

This Final Draft Dissolution Study report reviews the following options for village dissolution: 

Option 1: Standard dissolution option 

Option 2: Minimal special districts option 

Option 3: Minimal districts, maximum savings 

Second, once options are defined to account for the disposition of services, their future cost, and the 

allocation of that cost, we can craft study scenarios to examine several other variables, including increases or 

decreases in state aid or other non-property tax revenues and other areas of uncertainty. Since there is much 

about the future that is always uncertain, study scenarios provide a way to account for some of that 

uncertainty while still providing some answer to residents’ important questions about the potential impacts of 

dissolution. 

This version of the Draft Dissolution Study report provides an analysis of each above option, with figures 

calculated for each of the following scenarios: 

Scenario 1: Conservative scenario 
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Scenario 2: Worst case scenario 

Scenario 3: Most likely scenario 

The most likely scenario is the most important of the three, since it reflects the best estimate of the likely 

outcome of a possible dissolution. The remaining scenarios are intended to convey to residents and officials 

that there is some degree of uncertainty with regard to the impact of dissolution, and that in light of this 

uncertainty it is wise to understand the potential impacts if certain likely assumptions do not hold. The 

conservative scenario shows the potential impact of dissolution with only limited increases state aid from the 

new Citizens Empowerment Tax Credit program. The worst case scenario assumes no increases in state aid, 

and also that there is no reduction in annual debt service payments following the dissolution of the Village. 

While much of the focus in a dissolution study is on the financial (or fiscal) impacts that dissolution could have 

on taxpayers, there are a host of other impacts that need to be considered, including the effect that 

dissolution would have on municipal employees, local laws and regulations, existing contracts and agreements, 

Village assets and equipment, and the Village’s outstanding debts and liabilities. These areas of impact, which 

are often referred to as “nonfiscal” impacts (since they go beyond just dollars and cents), are examined later in 

this report and should be given equal attention when it comes to evaluating the pros and cons of dissolution 

and various alternatives to dissolution. 

The remainder of this section, however, simply sets the stage by explaining the study options and scenarios 

reviewed and evaluated by the Dissolution Study Committee and its consultants. 

Option 1: Standard dissolution option 

The first option presented in this study is a generic one, based on the constraints and conditions set forth in 

New York State law. While the recent change in the law governing the dissolution process has changed some 

aspects of the standard option, there are some general assumptions that can be made about how a dissolution 

would impact services if no other plan for dissolution was in place. 

Service disposition 

Under Option 1, all non-redundant services provided by the Village of Keeseville would continue to be 

provided following the dissolution of the Village. Dissolution itself does not require the elimination of any 

services. Rather, General Municipal Law Article 17-A states that, in the event of dissolution, the Village’s 

dissolution plan must specify “the manner and means by which the residents of the [Village] will continue to 

be furnished municipal services…” (NYS General Municipal Law, Article 17-A, Section 774 (2) (i)).  

In the Village of Keeseville, the following services were identified in the Existing Conditions report as 

“redundant” services, or services that are provided by the Village and the Towns to the same residents or 

geographic areas. 

 Elections 

 Tax Collection 
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All remaining Village services would continue to be provided in some form following dissolution. For a 

complete list, see the Existing Conditions report or the list on pages 4-5 above. The sections below describe in 

greater detail how these services would be provided, and what the estimated future cost of these services 

would be. 

Estimated future service costs 

Perhaps one of the most difficult aspects of any dissolution study is determining how dissolution would affect 

the cost of municipal services that are transferred from the former-Village to the Towns. It is often assumed 

that the Towns would simply provide the former-Village services as part of their existing routines. However, 

the better assumption is that extra work entails an extra cost. Since all of the services that are continued are 

“non-redundant” services (see the section above), the effort of providing these services to Village residents is 

not likely to be free of cost to the Towns. 

Under Option 1, this study assumes that the added cost of former-Village services that are transferred to the 

Towns is equal to the cost that the Village incurs now in providing the service. For example, if the Towns take 

over maintenance and snow removal on streets and roads formerly maintained by the Village Highway 

Department, that service would continue to cost the same amount of money that it cost before dissolution. 

Staff will still need to be available to do the work, supplies and equipment will need to be purchased, and 

contracts will be required to do certain projects related to street maintenance. 

Note: one of the main reasons this study examines multiple options is the recognition that this assumption 

isn’t necessarily the best way to estimate future costs for former-Village services in the event the Village is 

dissolved. However, the Fairweather/Rondout team’s experience shows that this assumption can be an 

informative way to introduce residents to the complexities and challenges associated with estimating the true 

future costs of municipal services. 

Estimated future budget by fund 

Once we’ve established which former-Village services will continue and how much they are estimated to cost 

following their transfer to the Towns, the only remaining step is to determine how the service costs will be 

paid. The easy answer is “they will be paid through taxes,” but that oversimplifies the issue.  

First, it is important to point out that certain former-Village services ARE NOT paid through taxes. The most 

obvious examples are Sewer and Water services, which are paid by users through their sewer and water bills. 

Under Option 1, the cost of Sewer and Water services would continue to be paid by users through 

water/sewer bills. More information is provided in the Fiscal Impact section on how dissolution would be 

expected to affect sewer and water rates. 

Second, though the cost of most remaining services will be paid through residents’ property taxes, the real 

question is which residents will pay for the services. Since former-Village services will be provided by the 

Towns, and since Towns are authorized to utilize special improvement districts and other means to levy certain 

charges against a subset of property owners, there are a number of options available for allocating service 

costs to taxpayers. 
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Under Option 1, we assume that all former-Village services that are continued would be paid by taxpayers 

within the boundaries of the former-Village area. This assumption is based on language in General Municipal 

Law Article 17-A, which states that the Towns may levy the cost of any outstanding obligations to properties 

within the former-Village area (NYS General Municipal Law, Article 17-A, Section 790). In effect, this 

assumption would mean that all former-Village services become Town services provided through special 

districts with boundaries that are the same as the former-Village boundaries. 

Having defined which services would be continued following dissolution, the estimated cost of those services, 

and the allocation of those costs to taxpayers, Option 1 represents a complete set of conditions that allows us 

to study its feasibility and its fiscal and nonfiscal impacts. The full evaluation of this dissolution option is 

provided below, in the Impact of Study Options and Scenarios and the Feasibility of Study Options sections. 

Option 2: Minimal special districts option 

While Option 1 represents a standard, cookie-cutter option for dissolution, it is unlikely that this generic option 

captures the best possible configuration in the event of a dissolution of the Village of Keeseville. Through 

conversations with the Dissolution Study Committee during its April 2012 meeting, the Fairweather/Rondout 

team began to identify alternate assumptions and conditions that could be assembled to compose other 

options for the study. 

Option 2 is the first of these additional, locally-developed options to be defined and studied. In the simplest 

terms, this option reduces the reliance on special districts for the provision of certain former-Village services. 

By incorporating more of the former-Village services into the Towns’ general operating budgets, it is expected 

that greater efficiencies and cost-savings could be achieved. This option also provides a clearer, more 

sustainable structure for service delivery within the Towns, since it doesn’t require a general levy on the 

former-Village area and reduces the number of special districts that would be formed if the Village was 

dissolved.  

Service disposition 

Under Option 2, all redundant former-Village services are discontinued, including Elections and Tax Collection. 

In addition, through input from the Towns, it was determined by the Dissolution Study Committee that this 

option would also involve the elimination of municipal curb-side garbage collection, which is now provided to 

residents of the Village who purchase garbage stickers. In place of this service, residents of the Village would 

be required to either contract with a private garbage hauling company or transport their garbage to one of the 

Town collection centers. 

Estimated future service costs 

Future service costs under Option 2 continue to be based on the estimated current costs of Village services. 

However, under Option 2, input from the Towns is taken into account and the estimated future costs are 

reduced from current cost estimates to reflect specific changes recommended by the Dissolution Study 

Committee. 
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The cost reductions are summarized in the following table. For each service, the table shows the estimated 

current cost of the service, the percent savings estimated by the Study Committee and the 

Fairweather/Rondout team, and the estimated future service cost. 

Service Name 
Estimated Current 

Cost 
Estimated Cost 

Reduction 
Estimated Future 

Cost 

Elections ($2,354) 100% $0  

Human Resources Management ($1,953) 20% ($1,562) 

Licenses and Permits ($3,706) 20% ($2,965) 

Meeting Notices and Minutes ($7,811) 80% ($1,562) 

Records Management ($1,953) 20% ($1,562) 

Vital Statistics ($1,753) 20% ($1,402) 

Subtotal - Clerk ($19,530) 54% ($9,054) 

Attorneys ($4,816) 80% ($963) 

Audit ($771) 100% $0  

Beautification ($10,595) 0% ($10,595) 

Historian ($2,889) 0% ($2,889) 

Library ($9,150) 0% ($9,150) 

Senior Citizen Programs ($4,527) 0% ($4,527) 

Street Lighting ($26,969) 0% ($26,969) 

Youth Programs ($20,969) 0% ($20,969) 

Subtotal - Contractual ($80,686) 6% ($76,062) 

Equipment Maintenance ($24,103) 20% ($19,283) 

Garbage Collection ($5,844) 100% $0  

Parks Maintenance and Operations ($17,802) 20% ($14,242) 

Snow Removal ($34,027) 20% ($27,222) 

Street Sweeping ($29,212) 20% ($23,369) 

Streets/Highways Maint/Repairs ($30,330) 20% ($24,264) 

Subtotal - Highway ($141,319) 23% ($108,380) 

Budgeting ($13,878) 80% ($2,776) 

General Gov't Administration ($62,517) 80% ($12,503) 

Subtotal - Mayor ($76,396) 80% ($15,279) 

Sewer Administration $729  0% $729  

Sewer Infrastructure Maintenance ($1,034) 0% ($1,034) 

Sewer Plant Operations $305  0% $305  

Subtotal - Sewer $0  0% $0  

AR/AP ($5,859) 50% ($2,929) 
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Service Name 
Estimated Current 

Cost 
Estimated Cost 

Reduction 
Estimated Future 

Cost 

Financial Management ($1,953) 50% ($976) 

Insurance Admin ($1,953) 50% ($976) 

Payroll ($5,859) 80% ($1,172) 

Tax Collection ($3,906) 100% $0  

Subtotal - Treasurer ($19,529) 69% ($6,054) 

Governance/Legislation ($29,550) 80% ($5,910) 

Subtotal - Village Board ($29,550) 80% ($5,910) 

Water Administration $23,728  0% $23,728  

Water Infrastructure Maintenance ($98,490) 0% ($98,490) 

Water Plant Operations $74,762  0% $74,762  

Subtotal - Water $0  0% $0  

Debts and Liabilities ($71,855) 0% ($71,855) 

Subtotal - Debts and Liabilities ($71,855) 0% ($71,855) 

Total - General Fund Services* ($438,865) 33% ($292,595) 

Total - Water Fund Services $0  0% $0  

Total - Sewer Fund Services $0  0% $0  

Grand Total All Services ($438,865) 33% ($292,595) 

 

Estimated future budget by fund 

Option 1 involved little in the way of reallocation of municipal services costs, since the cost of all continued 

services under that option would be allocated as a levy against properties in the former-Village area. Option 2, 

however, incorporates a number of former-Village services into the Towns’ townwide budgets, as well as some 

existing and new special district funds. 

The following table summarizes the current and future estimated budget by fund for each Town under Option 

2. 
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Municipality Name Fund Name Assessed Value
Current 

Cost Svcs

Future Cost 

of Services

Village of Keeseville General Fund 55,048,598$         (438,865)$     -$                 

Village of Keeseville Water Fund -$                       (0)$                 (0)$                   

Village of Keeseville Sewer Fund -$                       0$                   0$                    

Village of Keeseville Loan Program -$                       -$                 

Town of Chesterfield General Fund 217,970,443$      (492,942)$     (548,727)$      

Town of Chesterfield General Outside Village 193,309,409$      (33,023)$       -$                 

Town of Chesterfield Highway-Townwide 217,970,443$      (287,740)$     (617,085)$      

Town of Chesterfield Highway- Outside Village 193,309,409$      (285,100)$     -$                 

Town of Ausable General 132,591,468$      (444,385)$     (511,808)$      

Town of Ausable Gen B. 104,359,477$      (33,833)$       -$                 

Town of Ausable Highway DA 132,591,468$      (298,741)$     (525,237)$      

Town of Ausable Highway DB 104,359,477$      (176,603)$     -$                 

Town of Chesterfield Former Village Special Districts 25,666,056$         -$               (39,693)$         

Town of Ausable Former Village Special Districts 29,382,542$         -$               (44,760)$         

(2,491,232)$ (2,287,310)$    
Figure 2 - Option 2 estimated current and future cost of services. 

Later in this study, we will use these fund budgets to estimate the impact of this option on tax rates and typical 

tax bills. 

Option 3: Minimal special districts, maximum savings option (DSC preferred option) 

At its monthly meeting in May 2012, the Fairweather/Rondout team presented Options 1 and 2 to the 

Dissolution Study Committee and to residents during a public meeting. Input from the DSC and from residents 

at the public meeting suggested the creation of a new, third option. This third option is similar to Option 2 in 

terms of the disposition of redundant, equivalent and unique services, but assumes that the Towns of 

Chesterfield and Ausable would incur very little (if any) new costs as a result of continuing former-Village 

services. 

Service disposition 

Under Option 3, all redundant former-Village services are discontinued, including Elections and Tax Collection. 

In addition, through input from the Towns, it was determined by the Dissolution Study Committee that this 

option would also involve the elimination of municipal curb-side garbage collection, which is now provided to 

residents of the Village who purchase garbage stickers. In place of this service, residents of the Village would 

be required to either contract with a private garbage hauling company or transport their garbage to one of the 

Town collection centers. All expenses related to ongoing maintenance of former-Village parks has been 

allocated entirely to the Town of Chesterfield under Option 3, based on input from the DSC. 



Study of  
Feasibility and Impact of Village Dissolution 

Options and Scenarios 
 

 

Keeseville Dissolution Study  Page 13 

Final Version  Version 2.1 – November 5, 2012 

Estimated future service costs 

Future service costs under Option 3 are based on input from the Town representatives on the DSC. These 

estimates are taken as presented, and do not necessarily represent the Fairweather/Rondout team’s 

judgement of the future cost of services. 

For each service, the table shows the estimated current cost of the service, the percent savings estimated by 

the Study Committee and the Fairweather/Rondout team, and the estimated future service cost. 

Service Name 
Estimated Current 

Cost 
Estimated Cost 

Reduction 
Estimated Future 

Cost 

Elections ($2,354) 100% $0  

Human Resources Management ($1,953) 100% $0  

Licenses and Permits ($3,706) 100% $0  

Meeting Notices and Minutes ($7,811) 100% $0  

Records Management ($1,953) 100% $0  

Vital Statistics ($1,753) 80% ($186) 

Subtotal - Clerk ($19,530) 99% ($186) 

Attorneys ($4,816) 100% $0  

Audit ($771) 100% $0  

Beautification ($10,595) 0% ($10,595) 

Historian ($2,889) 0% ($2,889) 

Library ($9,150) 0% ($9,150) 

Senior Citizen Programs ($4,527) 0% ($4,527) 

Street Lighting ($26,969) 0% ($26,969) 

Youth Programs ($20,969) 0% ($20,969) 

Subtotal - Contractual ($80,686) 7% ($75,099) 

Equipment Maintenance ($24,103) 20% ($19,283) 

Garbage Collection ($5,844) 100% $0  

Parks Maintenance and Operations ($17,802) 20% ($14,242) 

Snow Removal ($34,027) 20% ($27,222) 

Street Sweeping ($29,212) 20% ($23,369) 

Streets/Highways Maint/Repairs ($30,330) 20% ($24,264) 

Subtotal - Highway ($141,319) 23% ($108,380) 

Budgeting ($13,878) 100% $0  

General Gov't Administration ($62,517) 80% ($12,503)  

Subtotal - Mayor ($76,396) 100% ($12,503) 

Sewer Administration $729  0% $729  

Sewer Infrastructure Maintenance ($1,034) 0% ($1,034) 
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Service Name 
Estimated Current 

Cost 
Estimated Cost 

Reduction 
Estimated Future 

Cost 

Sewer Plant Operations $305  0% $305  

Subtotal - Sewer $0  0% $0  

AR/AP ($5,859) 100% $0  

Financial Management ($1,953) 100% $0  

Insurance Admin ($1,953) 100% $0  

Payroll ($5,859) 100% $0  

Tax Collection ($3,906) 100% $0  

Subtotal - Treasurer ($19,529) 100% $0  

Governance/Legislation ($29,550) 100% $0  

Subtotal - Village Board ($29,550) 100% $0  

Water Administration $23,728  0% $23,728  

Water Infrastructure Maintenance ($98,490) 0% ($98,490) 

Water Plant Operations $74,762  0% $74,762  

Subtotal - Water $0  0% $0  

Debts and Liabilities ($71,855) 0% ($71,855) 

Subtotal - Debts and Liabilities ($71,855) 0% ($71,855) 

Total - General Fund Services* ($438,865) 42% ($255,520) 

Total - Water Fund Services $0  0% $0  

Total - Sewer Fund Services $0  0% $0  

Grand Total All Services ($438,865) 42% ($255,520) 

 

Estimated future budget by fund 

The following table summarizes the current and future estimated budget by fund for each Town under Option 

3. 
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Municipality Name Fund Name Assessed Value
Current 

Cost Svcs

Future Cost 

of Services

Village of Keeseville General Fund 55,048,598$         (438,865)$     -$                 

Village of Keeseville Water Fund -$                       (0)$                 (0)$                   

Village of Keeseville Sewer Fund -$                       0$                   0$                    

Village of Keeseville Loan Program -$                       -$                 

Town of Chesterfield General Fund 217,970,443$      (492,942)$     (557,315)$      

Town of Chesterfield General Outside Village 193,309,409$      (33,023)$       -$                 

Town of Chesterfield Highway-Townwide 217,970,443$      (287,740)$     (617,085)$      

Town of Chesterfield Highway- Outside Village 193,309,409$      (285,100)$     -$                 

Town of Ausable General 132,591,468$      (444,385)$     (506,175)$      

Town of Ausable Gen B. 104,359,477$      (33,833)$       -$                 

Town of Ausable Highway DA 132,591,468$      (298,741)$     (525,237)$      

Town of Ausable Highway DB 104,359,477$      (176,603)$     -$                 

Town of Chesterfield Former Village Special Districts 25,666,056$         -$               (27,017)$         

Town of Ausable Former Village Special Districts 29,382,542$         -$               (30,467)$         

(2,491,232)$ (2,263,297)$    
Figure 3 - Option 3 estimated current and future cost of services. 

Later in this study, we will use these fund budgets to estimate the impact of this option on tax rates and typical 

tax bills. 

Study Scenarios 

In this version of the Draft Dissolution Study report, the variables defined for each scenario include the 

following: 

1. Dollar amount of new State Aid (e.g. Citizens Empowerment Tax Credits) 

2. Dollar amount of reduction in annual debt payments due to sale of assets 

As described earlier, the most likely scenario presents the analysis of impact of dissolution under a set of 

assumptions deemed to be most likely to occur. This includes the award of Citizens Empowerment Tax Credits 

as currently offered in the 2012 NYS budget, and involves a 50% reduction in the Village’s current debt service 

payments. The Fairweather/Rondout team finds it valuable to present a more conservative analysis to ensure 

that the communities we work with avoid overestimating the benefits of such an important, long-term 

decision as dissolution. Finally, the worst case scenario provides an alternative set of outcomes under the 

assumption that the values for the variables are worse than expected. 

The following table provides the values for each variable used under each scenario for this version of the 

study. 
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Change in State Aid

Increase by 1.5% of 

combined Town/Village 

levy

Increase by 11% of 

combined Town/Village 

levy

No increase

Change in 

Debt/Liability Payment

Proceeds from sale of 

assets results in 20% 

decrease in annual 

payment

Proceeds from sale of 

assets results in 50% 

decrease in annual 

payment

No decrease

Variable Values by Scenario

Variable Conservative Most Likely Worst Case

 
 

These variables are figured into the fiscal impact analysis of each study option in the following sections of this 

report. 

Impact of Study Options and Scenarios 

Fiscal impacts 

Village dissolution often has significant impacts on the financial situation within the affected municipalities. By 

now, it should be clear that the fiscal impacts of dissolution are a result of decisions made regarding the 

disposition of services, the changes in the cost of services, and reallocation of service costs among the 

taxpayers of the two remaining Towns. 

In this section, we start by examining the impact that each study option is expected to have on the assets and 

debts of the former-Village and on the availability of certain non-property tax revenue sources. Later, we put 

all of the pieces together to describe how each option and scenario would be expected to affect the budgets 

and tax rates of the Towns and the cumulative effect these changes would have on taxpayers in each 

jurisdiction. 

Impacts on assets and debts 

Under all options defined in this version of the Draft Dissolution Study, all Village assets required for the 

provision of continuing services would be transferred to the Towns. In the Dissolution Plan these assets are 

identified and their future use and conditions for their future resale or transfer are specified. It is anticipated 

that each asset would be transferred to the town responsible for providing the former-Village service for which 

the asset was purchased. If both Towns will be responsible for providing a portion of the former-Village 

service, the Towns will be responsible for determining the most effective division of former-Village assets, 

which may include the sale of the asset and purchase of similar assets that better meet the Towns’ needs. 

Any assets that are identified by the Towns and the Village as un-needed after dissolution would be sold or 

liquidated, if possible, with proceeds from the sale dedicated to reducing the outstanding debts and liabilities 

of the Village. 

Impacts on non-property tax revenue sources 

The operating budget of the Village of Keeseville includes revenues from a number of non-property tax 

sources. Each source may be affected differently by the dissolution of the Village, though the impacts to each 
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source are likely to be the same under all study options. The potential impacts on these revenue sources are 

described below. 

 Sales taxes (for Essex County portion only) – According to Town officials, the 2011 allocation to the 

Village will continue in the form of increases in the Town of Chesterfield’s receipts. In 2011, the Village 

allocation was $6,000. In all three scenarios, the Village’s revenue from Sales Tax receipts is added to 

the Town of Chesterfield general fund revenues. 

 Mortgage taxes – the 2011 allocation is based on mortgages recorded in the Village area. This amount 

is likely to remain constant, though it would be split between the two Towns. Our fiscal models 

assume that the amount is split proportionally, based on the assessed value of each Town (47% to the 

Town of Chesterfield, 53% to the Town of Ausable). 

 Franchises – like mortgage taxes, this revenue is likely to be unchanged by village dissolution. The 

amount is split proportionally, based on the assessed value of each Town. 

 Gross Utilities Receipts Taxes – these taxes are collected now by the Village, but Towns are not 

authorized under New York State law to collect taxes on utilities. As a result, it is anticipated that this 

revenue source would be eliminated if the Village was dissolved. In 2011, the Village budget for the 

Utility Tax was $20,000. 

 Service Fees – Service fees are derived from the activity of the municipality. These fees will continue to 

be collected so long as the service continues to be offered. In the case of Sewer and Water, the fees 

would be collected through districts following village dissolution. 

 State Aid – State aid allocations are notoriously difficult to predict, except that they are likely to 

decline in the future. However, municipalities that successfully implement a full consolidation or 

dissolution are eligible to receive special incentive funding under the new Citizens Empowerment Tax 

Credit program. While this program can provide a windfall for communities that consolidate, it is 

subject to re-authorization each year, and as such is not as certain as other revenue sources. 

Therefore, our models show the potential impact of this funding under each of the three study 

scenarios. In the conservative case, we assume a small increase in State Aid as a result of village 

dissolution (1.5% of the total combined tax levy of each municipality). In the worst-case, we assume 

that the Towns receive no additional State Aid if the Village is dissolved. In the most likely scenario, we 

assume that the Citizens Empowerment Tax Credit program continues in its current form, and that the 

Towns receive the full allocation based on current formulas (15% of total combined tax levy, with at 

least 70% of that amount used to reduce taxes). 

 Grants – the Village of Keeseville has been the recipient of grant funding from a number of sources in 

the past. In some cases, previously-awarded grants and eligibility for future awards can be affected by 

village dissolution. The following sections describe key grants received by the Village and the impact 

that dissolution would have on these funding sources. 

US Department of Housing and Urban Development (administered by NYS DHCR) 
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The Village of Keeseville has benefited from two sources of funds from this source.  Below is a description of 

those sources and how they would be affected by dissolution: 

 New York State Department of Housing and Community Renewal Community Development Block 

Grant for Housing Rehabilitation:  In 2009, the Village of Keeseville received a housing rehabilitation 

grant. The funds have been fully expended.  NYSDHCR needs only to close out the record-keeping with 

the grant in consultation with the Village and the developer.  The grant is expected to be closed out 

within a year. 

 New York Main Street program:  New York State Department of Housing and Community Renewal has 

awarded a Main Street grant to the Adirondack Architectural Heritage to support the revitalization of 

Keeseville’s main street.  While the grant focuses on a geographic target area, the target area is not 

affected by the presence or absence of Village government.  Also, since the grant has been awarded to 

AAH and not the Village, it will not be affected by village dissolution. 

In general, eligibility for grants offered through the Department of Housing and Community Renewal that 

originate with the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development is determined by the demographic 

characteristics (e.g., median household income) of the geographic area to be served by the grant.  Thus, after 

dissolution, the Town of Chesterfield could apply for HUD funds for the portion of the former Village of 

Keeseville that is within its jurisdiction by referring to the 2010 Census data for the census tracts in 

Chesterfield that correspond to the former village area.  Note:  the applicant would need to establish that the 

area to be served is coterminous with the census tracts.  If so, then the census data can be used in the 

application.  If the area to be served by the grant is not coterminous with the census tracts used, the 

application is at risk of being deemed ineligible.  In such a case, an income survey would need to be conducted 

on the service area to establish that it would be eligible for funding.   

Alternatively, he Town of Chesterfield or the Town of Ausable could apply jointly for funding for a project that 

served the entire former village area, using the 2010 Census data for the Village to establish eligibility when a 

joint effort is required to solve a common water or sewer problem faced by the two towns in the former 

village areas, a joint application may be submitted.  The two towns would have to be able to demonstrate that 

a joint effort is required to solve the problem.  A cooperation agreement between the local governments 

would have to be included as an attachment to the application.  Joint applications submitted only for 

administrative convenience are not eligible and will not be considered for funding. 

Other Grant or Loan Programs 

In the past, the Village has received support through the NYS Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) and 

the Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA). These programs would continue to be available 

through the Towns in the event the Village is dissolved. 

Impacts on operating budgets and tax rates 

The cumulative effect of the options, scenarios and other factors described above on municipal budgets and 

tax rates are not self-evident. Though residents may each have an opinion about whether village dissolution 

would result in savings or cost increases, the facts regarding budget and tax impacts can be difficult to 

discover. 
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However, by defining study options and scenarios, the Draft Dissolution Study permits a closer look at how 

village dissolution could be expected to affect the overall fiscal situation in the Towns. 

First and foremost, the impacts of the disposition of services and the estimated future cost of services can be 

used to determine whether any of the dissolution study options is expected to result in an overall decrease or 

increase in the total budget of the affected municipalities. This answers the simple question: “would 

dissolution reduce the total cost of local government?” The following table shows how each option and 

scenario is expected to affect the total cost of local government in Keeseville (including the budgets of all 

affected districts). This analysis answers an important question, but there are others worth answering. For 

example, “how would dissolution affect the budget of each municipality and each fund within each 

municipality?” The table on the left on the next page shows the impact of each option and scenario on the 

budget for each fund in each municipality. 

With a better understanding of the change in the total levy by fund, the next question has to do with the 

impact these fund-level levy changes would have on tax rates. The table on the right on the next page shows 

the change in tax rate by fund for each option and scenario. 
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Finally, changes in tax rates are useful insofar as they give residents a way to determine how dissolution can be 

expected to affect their own tax bill. By combining various rates for various municipalities and funds, we can 

calculate the percent change in the total tax bill for taxpayers throughout the Keeseville community, including 

taxpayers in the Town of Ausable, both in and outside the Village, and taxpayers in the Town of Chesterfield, 

both in and outside the Village. Much more information on the impact of dissolution on tax rates and 

municipal fees is included the Draft Dissolution Plan (see Appendix B). 

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Village (Ausable portion) $13.10 $14.50 11% $139.28 $13.10 $13.23 1% $12.25 $13.10 $14.91 14% $180.90

Village (Chesterfield portion) $11.08 $12.49 13% $140.73 $11.08 $11.43 3% $34.36 $11.08 $12.87 16% $178.73

Ausable (Outside Village) $7.62 $7.06 -7% -$56.23 $7.62 $6.18 -19% -$144.38 $7.62 $7.22 -5% -$40.54

Chesterfield (Outside Village) $5.23 $4.94 -6% -$29.01 $5.23 $4.27 -18% -$95.90 $5.23 $5.05 -3% -$17.33

* Change in Village and Town Tax Bill is based on assessed value of $100,000

Change in Combined Rate and Tax Bill by Taxpayer Type for Option 1

Taxpayer Type

Option 1

Conservative Most Likely Worst Case

 
 

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Village (Ausable portion) $13.10 $9.34 -29% -$375.99 $13.10 $8.09 -38% -$501.83 $13.10 $9.75 -26% -$335.58

Village (Chesterfield portion) $11.08 $6.89 -38% -$418.66 $11.08 $5.84 -47% -$524.38 $11.08 $7.27 -34% -$381.30

Ausable (Outside Village) $7.62 $7.82 3% $20.03 $7.62 $6.95 -9% -$66.92 $7.62 $7.97 5% $34.52

Chesterfield (Outside Village) $5.23 $5.35 2% $12.12 $5.23 $4.69 -10% -$54.12 $5.23 $5.46 4% $23.16

* Change in Village and Town Tax Bill is based on assessed value of $100,000

Conservative Most Likely Worst Case

Change in Combined Rate and Tax Bill by Taxpayer Type for Option 2

Taxpayer Type

Option 2

 
 

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Current 

Combined 

Rate

Future 

Combined 

Rate

% 

Change

Change in 

Village & 

Town Tax 

Bill*

Village (Ausable portion) $13.10 $8.82 -34% -$439.67 $13.10 $7.55 -42% -$555.14 $13.10 $9.22 -30% -$399.67

Village (Chesterfield portion) $11.08 $6.44 -41% -$457.55 $11.08 $5.38 -51% -$569.82 $11.08 $6.81 -38% -$420.19

Ausable (Outside Village) $7.62 $7.78 1% $5.00 $7.62 $6.91 -9% -$71.59 $7.62 $7.92 3% $19.07

Chesterfield (Outside Village) $5.23 $5.39 4% $22.62 $5.23 $4.73 -10% -$50.18 $5.23 $5.50 6% $33.66

* Change in Village and Town Tax Bill is based on assessed value of $100,000

Taxpayer Type

Conservative Most Likely Worst Case

Change in Combined Rate and Tax Bill by Taxpayer Type for Option 3

 

Depending on the assessed value of each property, the changes in the cumulative tax rates will have varying 

impacts on taxpayers’ actual bills. The following table shows a range of property values and the expected 

dollar change in total Village/Town combined taxes at that value for the most-likely scenario under each of the 

two study options. 
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Village 

(Ausable 

portion)

Village 

(Chesterfield 

portion)

Ausable 

(Outside 

Village)

Chesterfield 

(Outside 

Village)

Village 

(Ausable 

portion)

Village 

(Chesterfield 

portion)

Ausable 

(Outside 

Village)

Chesterfield 

(Outside 

Village)

Village 

(Ausable 

portion)

Village 

(Chesterfield 

portion)

Ausable 

(Outside 

Village)

Chesterfield 

(Outside 

Village)

$30,000 $3.67 $10.31 -$43.31 -$28.77 -$150.55 -$157.31 -$20.08 -$16.24 -$166.54 -$170.95 -$21.48 -$15.05

$40,000 $4.90 $13.74 -$57.75 -$38.36 -$200.73 -$209.75 -$26.77 -$21.65 -$222.06 -$227.93 -$28.64 -$20.07

$50,000 $6.12 $17.18 -$72.19 -$47.95 -$250.91 -$262.19 -$33.46 -$27.06 -$277.57 -$284.91 -$35.80 -$25.09

$60,000 $7.35 $20.62 -$86.63 -$57.54 -$301.10 -$314.63 -$40.15 -$32.47 -$333.09 -$341.89 -$42.96 -$30.11

$70,000 $8.57 $24.05 -$101.07 -$67.13 -$351.28 -$367.07 -$46.85 -$37.88 -$388.60 -$398.88 -$50.12 -$35.13

$80,000 $9.80 $27.49 -$115.50 -$76.72 -$401.46 -$419.50 -$53.54 -$43.30 -$444.11 -$455.86 -$57.27 -$40.14

$90,000 $11.02 $30.93 -$129.94 -$86.31 -$451.65 -$471.94 -$60.23 -$48.71 -$499.63 -$512.84 -$64.43 -$45.16

$100,000 $12.25 $34.36 -$144.38 -$95.90 -$501.83 -$524.38 -$66.92 -$54.12 -$555.14 -$569.82 -$71.59 -$50.18

$110,000 $13.47 $37.80 -$158.82 -$105.49 -$552.01 -$576.82 -$73.62 -$59.53 -$610.66 -$626.81 -$78.75 -$55.20

$120,000 $14.70 $41.23 -$173.26 -$115.08 -$602.19 -$629.25 -$80.31 -$64.95 -$666.17 -$683.79 -$85.91 -$60.22

$130,000 $15.92 $44.67 -$187.69 -$124.67 -$652.38 -$681.69 -$87.00 -$70.36 -$721.69 -$740.77 -$93.07 -$65.24

$140,000 $17.15 $48.11 -$202.13 -$134.26 -$702.56 -$734.13 -$93.69 -$75.77 -$777.20 -$797.75 -$100.23 -$70.25

$150,000 $18.37 $51.54 -$216.57 -$143.85 -$752.74 -$786.57 -$100.39 -$81.18 -$832.71 -$854.74 -$107.39 -$75.27

$175,000 $21.43 $60.13 -$252.66 -$167.83 -$878.20 -$917.66 -$117.12 -$94.71 -$971.50 -$997.19 -$125.29 -$87.82

$200,000 $24.49 $68.72 -$288.76 -$191.81 -$1,003.66 -$1,048.76 -$133.85 -$108.24 -$1,110.29 -$1,139.65 -$143.19 -$100.36

$250,000 $30.62 $85.91 -$360.95 -$239.76 -$1,254.57 -$1,310.95 -$167.31 -$135.30 -$1,387.86 -$1,424.56 -$178.98 -$125.45

$300,000 $36.74 $103.09 -$433.14 -$287.71 -$1,505.49 -$1,573.14 -$200.77 -$162.36 -$1,665.43 -$1,709.47 -$214.78 -$150.54

Assessed 

Value

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Change in Village & Town Tax Bill by Assessed Value for Most-Likely Scenario

Most Likely

 
Figure 4 - Estimated Increase(+)/Decrease(-) in Combined Village/Town Tax Bills by 

Option/Scenario and Assessed Value 

Impacts on sewer, water and other user fees 

While the tables above provide a complete picture of the impact that dissolution would be expected to have 

on taxes, taxes are only part of the picture. Water, sewer, and garbage are three services that are currently 

paid by Village residents through user fees, not taxes. The impact of dissolution on these fees must be 

considered in addition to the impact on taxes. 

 Water and Sewer Rates – Currently, the Village charges different rates for water and sewer users on 

the Village system who are inside the Village and users who are outside the Village. If the Village is 

dissolved and Sewer and Water services are assumed by either of the Towns (or through any other 

means), it is unlikely that the differential rate would continue. Instead, all users on the main system 

would pay the same rate. Based on consumption figures for the period starting June 2011 and ending 

March 2012, the table below shows the average annual consumption by municipality, the effective 

rate, and the total revenue by municipality. 
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Usage Charges

Effective 

Rate per 

1,000 

gallons

Usage Charges

Effective 

Rate per 

1,000 

gallons

Usage Charges

Effective 

Rate per 

1,000 

gallons

Q2 2011 11,112,410 $52,811.32 $4.75 54,710 $702.65 $12.84 164,200 $1,452.10 $8.84

Q3 2011 12,883,715 $59,469.20 $4.62 117,590 $1,063.12 $9.04 151,700 $1,413.05 $9.31

Q4 2011 10,756,670 $51,189.12 $4.76 75,800 $782.80 $10.33 128,890 $1,211.45 $9.40

Q1 2012 10,465,520 $49,300.80 $4.71 69,770 $784.00 $11.24 177,800 $1,633.85 $9.19

Total Sewer 45,218,315 $212,770.44 $4.71 317,870 $3,332.57 $10.48 622,590 $5,710.45 $9.17

Q2 2011 11,169,560 $58,222.58 $5.21 1,516,500 $18,234.45 $12.02 2,126,430 $23,577.14 $11.09

Q3 2011 12,961,295 $64,621.12 $4.99 1,991,480 $21,621.46 $10.86 2,744,400 $27,925.08 $10.18

Q4 2011 10,800,600 $56,726.36 $5.25 1,497,680 $18,192.40 $12.15 2,018,740 $22,321.01 $11.06

Q1 2012 10,511,370 $55,326.15 $5.26 1,467,290 $18,050.17 $12.30 2,127,760 $23,010.33 $10.81

Total Water 45,442,825 $234,896.21 $5.17 6,472,950 $76,098.48 $11.76 9,017,330 $96,833.56 $10.74

Sewer

Water

Water and Sewer Usage, Rates and Revenues by Municipality

Period

Village of Keeseville Users Ausable (Outside) Users Chesterfield (Outside) Users

 
 

Based on these figures, the estimated rates for water and sewer if the Village is dissolved would be 

$6.69 per thousand gallons and $4.81 per thousand gallons respectively. For the average user inside 

the Village, this would translate to an estimated $98 increase in the annual charge for water and 

sewer. For the average user outside the Village, the result would be a decrease of over $500 in the 

annual charge for water and sewer.  

 Garbage Charges – Currently, Village residents pay for their garbage collection through the purchase 

of stickers. In fact, our analysis suggests that the revenue from sticker sales does not cover the entire 

cost of the municipal garbage collection service. In addition, approximately $5,400 of property tax 

revenues are allocated to this service. Under Option 1, the current situation would continue with the 

collection of garbage by the Towns. Under Option 2, municipal curb-side garbage collection would be 

discontinued, thereby eliminating both the cost to users of garbage stickers and to taxpayers of the 

additional revenues required to cover the cost of municipal garbage collection. However, residents 

who still require garbage pick-up would need to contract with a private hauler, at an estimated 

monthly cost of $40, or $480 per year for weekly pickup or $30 per month or $360 per year for bi-

weekly pickup. 

Based on comments from Village officials and the public, the Fairweather/Rondout team performed additional 

analyses to determine the combined effect of property tax decreases and municipal fee increases on residents 

whose property is assessed at a low value, and whose current consumption of municipal services differs from 

the typical household. 

This analysis is important since it reveals that not all Village residents are likely to see savings as a result of 

Village Dissolution. For the vast majority of residents – including those whose property has an assessed value 
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greater than $65,000 or who currently purchase more than 1 garbage sticker per week from the Village (or 

who do not use the Village’s garbage collection service) – the increases in sewer, water and garbage fees 

associated with Village Dissolution are fully offset by decreases in combined Town/Village property taxes. 

However, as the tables below show, some residents with very low assessed values or who use only one 

garbage sticker per week and opt to hire a private hauler in the event of dissolution could see increases in 

municipal fees that are not fully offset by reductions in property taxes. 

For Village Residents in the Ausable Part of Keeseville For Village Residents in the Chesterfield Part of Keeseville

Column A Column B Column C Column D Column E Column F Column A Column B Column C Column D Column E Column F

$0.00 $0.00

$343.00 1 2 3 0 CETC* $382.00 1 2 3 0 CETC*

$30,000.00 ($166.00) ($70.00) $26.00 $38.00 $30.30 $30,000.00 ($155.00) ($59.00) $37.00 $49.00 $23.10

$40,000.00 ($121.00) ($25.00) $71.00 $83.00 $40.40 $40,000.00 ($105.00) ($9.00) $87.00 $99.00 $30.80

$45,000.00 ($98.00) ($2.00) $94.00 $106.00 $45.45 $45,000.00 ($81.00) $15.00 $111.00 $123.00 $34.65

$50,000.00 ($76.00) $20.00 $116.00 $128.00 $50.50 $50,000.00 ($56.00) $40.00 $136.00 $148.00 $38.50

$55,000.00 ($53.00) $43.00 $139.00 $151.00 $55.55 $55,000.00 ($32.00) $64.00 $160.00 $172.00 $42.35

$60,000.00 ($30.00) $66.00 $162.00 $174.00 $60.60 $60,000.00 ($7.00) $89.00 $185.00 $197.00 $46.20

$65,000.00 ($8.00) $88.00 $184.00 $196.00 $65.65 $65,000.00 $18.00 $114.00 $210.00 $222.00 $50.05

$70,000.00 $15.00 $111.00 $207.00 $219.00 $70.70 $70,000.00 $42.00 $138.00 $234.00 $246.00 $53.90

$75,000.00 $38.00 $134.00 $230.00 $242.00 $75.75 $75,000.00 $67.00 $163.00 $259.00 $271.00 $57.75

$80,000.00 $60.00 $156.00 $252.00 $264.00 $80.80 $80,000.00 $91.00 $187.00 $283.00 $295.00 $61.60

$85,000.00 $83.00 $179.00 $275.00 $287.00 $85.85 $85,000.00 $116.00 $212.00 $308.00 $320.00 $65.45

$90,000.00 $106.00 $202.00 $298.00 $310.00 $90.90 $90,000.00 $141.00 $237.00 $333.00 $345.00 $69.30

$95,000.00 $128.00 $224.00 $320.00 $332.00 $95.95 $95,000.00 $165.00 $261.00 $357.00 $369.00 $73.15

$100,000.00 $151.00 $247.00 $343.00 $355.00 $101.00 $100,000.00 $190.00 $286.00 $382.00 $394.00 $77.00

Less than 5% of non-vacant residential properties have an assessed value < $30k Less than 5% of non-vacant residential properties have an assessed value < $30k

$75,000 = Avg Taxable Assessed Value in Ausable Part of Village $69,000 = Avg Taxable Assessed Value in Chesterfield Part of Village

$90,000 = Average Sale Price for Recent Home Sales in Keeseville $90,000 = Average Sale Price for Recent Home Sales in Keeseville

Expected Yearly Savings/(Increase) in Taxes AND Municipal Fees
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# of Garbage Stickers Per Week # of Garbage Stickers Per Week
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INSTRUCTIONS: Find the amount in Column A that most closely matches the Taxable Assessed Value of your property (check your most recent property tax bill or contact your Town 

Assessor if you do not know your property's assessed value). Next, choose the column B through E that represents your current typical weekly use of Village garbage stickers. Then 

choose the cell where your Taxable Assessed Value and your typical weekly garbage stickers meet. The amount in this cell represents your expected savings (or increase, if the amount is 

in parentheses) if the Village dissolves.

*The figures above do NOT include any tax savings from Citizens Empowerment Tax Credits that may be available following dissolution. In the Ausable part of the Village, these credits are 

expected to be $1.01 per $1000 of taxable assessed value. In the Chesterfield part of the Village, these credits are expected to be $0.77 per $1000 of taxable assessed value. To calculate 

your savings WITH the CETC, simply add the number you get using the instructions above to the number in Column F for the row representing your property's assessed value.  

Nonfiscal impacts 

The financial effects of village dissolution are complex, but through careful analysis they can be examined with 

a reliable degree of precision. The above sections describe the estimated fiscal impact of each of the study 

options and scenarios presented in this version of the Draft Dissolution Study. 

While fiscal impacts are often cited as important considerations, the Fairweather/Rondout team’s experience 

shows that non-fiscal impacts often have a more profound impact on public perceptions about the topic of 

dissolution. 
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Impacts on staff 

Perhaps the most important non-fiscal impact is the impact that dissolution has on the workforce of the 

Village. While the effect varies according to the disposition of services defined for each study option, the fact 

remains that some Village employees are likely to lose their job as a result of dissolution. This is only avoided if 

there is a shared commitment by the Towns to retain all Village staff, but in doing so, the Towns are likely to 

require tax increases to support their increased personnel costs. 

Under all options, all current Village positions would be eliminated upon dissolution of the Village. Depending 

on the study option, however, new positions may be required within the Towns’ workforce. This raises the 

possibility of transferring current Village employees to the Towns to fill a newly-created position within the 

Town. This arrangement would be contingent on a number of factors yet to be determined, including the 

willingness of the Towns to commit to additional staff positions, employment conditions of the Towns, and 

Civil Service requirements. 

Option 1, which involves the continuation of all non-redundant Village services at a cost equal to the current 

Village budget, provides the maximum available resources to add new Town positions (and possibly retain 

current Village employees). Under this option, the following new Town positions would be established: 

 New Town of Ausable Positions Established (Option 1) 

o Sewer Operator (1 FTE) 

o Sewer Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Sewer Laborer (0.5 FTE) 

o Deputy Town Clerk (1 FTE) 

o Highway Equipment Operator (1.5 FTE) 

o Seasonal Laborer (1 PT seasonal) 

 New Town of Chesterfield Positions Established (Option 1) 

o Water Operator (1 FTE) 

o Water Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Water Laborer (0.5 FTE) 

o Deputy Town Clerk (1 FTE) 

o Highway Foreman (1 FTE) 

o Highway Equipment Operator (1 FTE) 
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The cost of these positions is included in the estimated future cost of services for Option 1. Specific 

arrangements including the municipality in which each position is created, the title of each position, the salary 

and benefits and others would be established by the Towns and may be included in either the final Dissolution 

Plan or an Intermunicipal Agreement between the Towns and the Village. 

Option 2 involves more significant staffing cutbacks. Under this option, the following new Town positions 

would be established to provide the former-Village services that are continued. 

 New Town of Ausable Positions Established (Option 2) 

o Sewer Operator (1 FTE) 

o Sewer Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Sewer Laborer (0.5 FTE) 

o Deputy Town Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Highway Equipment Operator (0.5 FTE) 

o Seasonal Laborer (1 seasonal) 

 New Town of Chesterfield Positions Established (Option 2) 

o Water Operator (1 FTE) 

o Water Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Water Laborer (0.5 FTE) 

o Deputy Town Clerk (0.5 FTE) 

o Highway Equipment Operator (1 FTE) 

The cost of these positions is included in the estimated future cost of services for Option 2. As with Option 1, 

the details regarding the creation of these positions would be established through the final Dissolution Plan or 

an Intermunicipal Agreement between the Towns and the Village. 

Under Option 3, there is little funding left to cover additional personnel for either Town, with the exception of 

the Sewer and Water services. Under this option, only the following new positions would be established within 

the Towns. 

 New Town of Ausable Positions Established (Option 3) 

o Sewer Operator 



Study of  
Feasibility and Impact of Village Dissolution 

Options and Scenarios 
 

 

Keeseville Dissolution Study  Page 27 

Final Version  Version 2.1 – November 5, 2012 

o Sewer Clerk 

o Sewer Laborer (0.5 FTE) 

o Seasonal Laborer 

 New Town of Chesterfield Positions Established (Option 3) 

o Water Operator 

o Water Clerk 

o Water Laborer 

o Highway Equipment Operator 

Beyond the obvious impact of staff reductions, another impact on staff is the continuation of existing post-

employment benefits. Any existing obligations of the Village would be assumed by the Towns if the Village is 

dissolved, with the cost of these obligations levied as a charge to taxpayers in the former-Village area. In 

practice, this means that retirees who are receiving benefits from the Village would continue to receive those 

benefits following dissolution. However, any employees who are terminated would no longer be eligible for 

future benefits from the Village, even if they are transferred and become employees of one of the Towns. 

Impacts on laws 

General Municipal Law Article 17-A provides that all Village Laws effective at dissolution would continue to be 

enforced by the Towns for a period of two years following the dissolution (NYS General Municipal Law Article 

17-A, Section 789). At the discretion of the Town Boards, these laws can be modified or repealed at any time, 

or they may be adopted as Town Laws that would continue beyond the standard two-year period. 

Of note are the existing zoning ordinances in effect in the Village. Currently, the Town of Ausable has no zoning 

regulations, and as a result, the Town Board would need to establish a Zoning Board of Appeals in order to 

enforce the Village’s zoning ordinance if the Village is dissolved. The alternative – repealing the Village’s zoning 

ordinance so that the Town of Ausable does not need to enforce those laws – is not recommended, since the 

land use patterns in the Village area appear to call for zoning regulations. Instead, the Fairweather/Rondout 

team recommends that the Town of Ausable establish its own zoning ordinance in accordance with its recent 

Comprehensive Plan, and that efforts be taken later, if the Village dissolves, to reconcile the Village and Town 

ordinances. 

Impacts on contracts/agreements 

A number of contracts and agreements would be affected by village dissolution. Most important among these 

are contracts between the Village and other municipalities or organizations. The Village currently provides a 

number of services through contractual arrangements, including its annual independent audit, beautification, 

the Library, senior citizen’s programming, youth programming, and street lighting. If the Village dissolves, 

these contracts should be reviewed and amended as necessary, possibly to include one or both of the Towns 

as party to the agreement in place of the Village. 
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These changes imply a certain financial commitment, as well. In each of the study options presented in this 

version of the Draft Dissolution Study, we have continued all of the Village’s current contractual services by 

shifting the costs of those services either to the Towns’ townwide budget or one or more special district 

budgets. For example, Village taxpayers pay an annual net levy for the library in the amount of approximately 

$9,000. If the Village is dissolved, this amount would continue to be paid through a contract with each Town, 

where the total amount would equal the current service cost. Under Options 1, 2 and 3 this amount would be 

paid through increases in the Town general budget. 

Feasibility of Study Options 

Once study options are defined, each must be evaluated to ensure that it complies with a complicated array of 

State laws governing the dissolution process and that it presents a workable operating model for the Towns. 

An important aspect of this feasibility assessment is the determination of whether there are complicated steps 

or challenges required in order to implement each option. This information will be useful when a preferred 

option is identified later in the study process, since it will contribute to a more valuable comparison among the 

various options for dissolution. 

Legal feasibility 

The legal feasibility of each study option involves two types of assessment: first, is the option legally permitted 

as an action of the Village and/or the Towns; and second, what is the estimated level of effort or cost 

associated with implementing the option from a legal standpoint. Steps such as annexation, referenda, 

development of intermunicipal agreements, etc all entail a cost when it comes to legal support, and these 

costs must be figured into the final assessment of the pros and cons of each option and the alternatives to 

dissolution. 

Legal Issues Related to Disposition of Services 

Option 1 is the standard option, which follows the requirements of General Municipal Law 17-A for the 

dissolution process. As such, the question of legal permissibility is relatively easy to establish. The option 

involves the transfer of several former-Village services to the Towns, which is permitted as part of a village 

dissolution. Further, the option provides a detailed account of the disposition of former-Village services in the 

form of estimated future costs and the method of collection of the levy necessary to pay these costs. 

Specifically, Option 1 states that all non-redundant former-Village services will be transferred to the Towns, 

that the cost of those services is estimated to be equal to the current cost, and that the former-Village 

properties will be levied a charge sufficient to cover those costs. 

Option 2 would result in the establishment of at least two new Town special improvement districts within each 

Town: one for Street Lighting in the former Village area and one for Sidewalk Maintenance in the former 

Village area. For these services and others, it is likely that the Towns would need to establish new 

Intermunicipal Agreements to ensure that the services are provided efficiently and effectively to all former-

Village residents. 
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Like Option 2, Option 3 involves the creation of special districts. In this case, besides Sewer and Water, the only 

additional special district included in the study is a Sidewalk Maintenance district. Street lighting costs are 

included in the Town of Chesterfield’s general budget under Option 3, if the Village dissolves. 

The most significant legal challenge in the continuation of former-Village services under any option is related 

to the Sewer and Water services. These services may be handled in a variety of ways, but all available methods 

will entail some new form of district structure. One option is the creation of new special improvement districts 

for each service in each Town. Another option would be to merge the former-Village area into an existing 

Sewer or Water district of the Town, if one exists. Finally, the provision of Sewer and Water services to current 

users of the Village system could be accomplished through the creation of a Joint Water/Sewer District or 

Authority. 

Legal Issues Related to Disposition of Assets/Debts 

As detailed in the previous section, disposition of assets and debts under each option is designed to align with 

the disposition of services. That is, as the services go, so go the assets and debts. In both options, this means 

that the Village’s assets and outstanding debts (as of the date of dissolution) would be assumed by the Towns. 

The assets would be utilized for the provision of former-Village services. Payments required to satisfy 

outstanding debts would be levied against the properties within the former-Village area. 

To enable this disposition of assets/debts, the final Dissolution Plan must provide detailed instructions as to 

which of the two Towns will acquire each of the Village’s assets and debts. Additionally, the final Dissolution 

Plan should specify the mechanisms that will be used by the Towns to collect the levy for outstanding debts, 

and how that collection will be used to make actual debt service payments. For instance, the plan may specify 

that the Town of Chesterfield will assume all non-Sewer debts of the former Village. To pay the ongoing costs 

associated with these debts, the Towns will adopt an intermunicipal agreement, which will define the 

percentage share of each debt for which each Town’s former-Village residents will be responsible. When it 

comes time to collect the required levy, the Town of Chesterfield would collect its portion directly for former-

Village residents within the Town of Chesterfield. The Town of Ausable would collect its portion directly for 

former-Village residents within the Town of Ausable, and would then make a transfer payment to the Town of 

Chesterfield in the amount of the Town of Ausable’s agreed portion of the total debt payment. 

Legal Issues Related to Disposition of Staff 

The outcome of dissolution with regard to staff of the Village depends also on the disposition of services. For 

services that are continued following dissolution, it is anticipated that current Village staff required to perform 

those services would be transferred to the Towns in order to continue providing those services. In keeping 

with Civil Service law, this entails a transfer of function, and requires certain conditions to be met by the 

Towns. If the Towns elect to transfer certain employees, the matter should be reviewed by the Town’s 

attorney to determine whether any conditions apply that would prevent or alter the transfer. 

Operational feasibility 

From an operational standpoint, each option must be evaluated to determine whether it would allow the 

Towns sufficient resources, materials and legal instruments to perform the services that are required if the 

Village was dissolved.  
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Option 1 would maintain a high level of resources for the provision of former-Village services by the Towns, 

since the current cost of Village services is assumed to be the future cost of those services after dissolution. 

The operational challenges under Option 1 are related to the complex service delivery structure that this 

option entails. All non-redundant former Village services are continued through the equivalent of special 

districts, which means that the staff, equipment, debts and other resources required to deliver those services 

are maintained through separate funds, with separate budgets and will separate levies. This is an inefficient 

operating model, which is likely to place a burden on the Town’s administrative and legislative functions. 

Option 2 reduces the complexity involved with ongoing provision of former-Village services by the Towns. First 

of all, the garbage collection service – a service not currently provided by either Town – is eliminated, which 

avoids the need to incorporate this new service into the Towns’ existing structures. Furthermore, many 

former-Village services are provided through funds from the Towns’ townwide general or highway budgets.  

This allows those services to be integrated with the Towns’ existing service delivery, legislative and 

administrative structures. Operationally, the fewer special districts the simpler and more efficient the delivery 

of services is likely to be. 

Option 3 closely follows Option 2, with additional plans to reduce the expense of Village services. These 

reductions raise the risk that service levels currently enjoyed by Village residents could be altered (e.g. longer 

wait for responses to records requests, less frequent street sweeping, etc.). Town representatives on the 

Dissolution Study Committee have approved these cost reductions, though and anticipate in all areas to be 

able to maintain or improve service levels, even at these greatly reduced costs.  

Managing the Water/Sewer System Following Dissolution/Consolidation 

Under New York State’s General Municipal Law Article 5B, municipalities are authorized to enter into 

agreements to jointly provide for water supply.  The structure of such agreements varies from those 

established as joint districts operated by both municipalities to those operated by separate authorities that 

report to the affected municipalities.  Section 113 of 5B states “The joint water works system may be managed 

and operated  by  a  joint  operating  agency,  by  one  of  the contracting municipalities or by contract with a 

public authority as the contracting  municipalities  shall  provide.  A contract with a public authority shall 

provide for  periodic  reports  of  operations  to  the participating municipalities.” 

Examples of such systems range from the joint water board through which the villages of Schuylerville and 

Victory operate a water system in the Town of Saratoga, to more ambitious inter-county projects, one of the 

most prominent being the Monroe County water authority, which by contract provides water to communities 

in Genesee and Ontario counties. 

Part of the dissolution process would therefore involve deciding upon an appropriate management structure 

for the water/sewer system and including those recommendations in the dissolution plan and resolution. 

During the Dissolution Study, the Fairweather/Rondout team provided several examples of agreements and 

related instruments used in other communities to implement a consolidated, joint water or sewer system. 

These are offered as resources for the Dissolution Study Committee and the Keeseville Village Board to 

consider in evaluating the best course of action for the continued provision of Sewer and Water services in the 

event the Village is dissolved. 
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The options for provision of Sewer and Water services are as follows: 

1. One municipality furnishes each service for its own residents connected to the system and for the 

residents of the other municipality who are connected to the system. This option would require an 

intermunicipal agreement to define the procedure for metering, charging/billing and collecting water 

or sewer rents, the roles/responsibilities of each municipality with regard to system maintenance and 

upgrades, and the procedures for resolving conflicts or grievances. 

2. The two municipalities form a “joint commission,” governed by an appointed board of commissioners, 

which acts as a quasi-independent entity to furnish sewer and/or water services for the connected 

users in both municipalities. A joint commission does not have authority to levy taxes or issue bonds, 

but rather would rely on the municipalities for these functions. Other functions, such as operations of 

the sewer/water plant, maintenance of infrastructure, billing, etc, would all be defined and delegated 

in the enabling agreement, either to the commission or to one of the municipalities. This option would 

require a more detailed intermunicipal agreement or agreement of municipal cooperation (see 

Southern Cayuga Lake Intermunicipal Water Commission agreement) to define the governance 

structure, operating parameters, municipal roles and responsibilities, allocation of assets and debts, 

procedures for addition of users and metering, charging/billing and collecting rents, etc. 

3. The two municipalities could apply to the legislature to form an intermunicipal water/sewer authority, 

which would be a separate corporate entity governed by an appointed board of directors. If consistent 

with its public benefit purpose, the authority may be permitted to levy taxes or issue tax-exempt 

bonds without approval of the municipalities. Any debts incurred by the authority would not be 

subject to the municipalities’ constitutional debt limits. This option would require an act of the 

legislature to approve the creation of the authority, and thereafter, would require bylaws and policies 

to govern its structure and ongoing operations. 

Conclusions and Next Steps 

This Final Dissolution Study is one step in the completion of the Keeseville Dissolution Study project. In some 

cases, the report may raise more questions than it answers. The Dissolution Study Committee and the 

Fairweather/Rondout have encouraged public input in order to determine which issues and challenges 

revealed by the study would receive the most attention in the development and evaluation of alternatives to 

dissolution and the creation of a Dissolution Plan. 

The results of this additional work completed by the DSC is contained in the remaining study materials 

appended to this study document, which include the following: 

 Appendix A: Alternatives to Dissolution 

 Appendix B: Draft Plan for Village Dissolution (provided as a separate file) 

 Appendix C: Inventory of Village Laws and Ordinances 
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 Appendix D: Letter from the Village’s Bond Counsel Regarding Disposition of Debts 

 Appendix E: Flowchart of Next Steps in the Dissolution Process 

 Appendix F: Log of Questions, Comments and Responses from DSC Public Meetings 
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Appendix A: Alternatives to Dissolution 

This appendix presents and discusses several alternatives to dissolution. Alternatives are options available to 

Keeseville, Chesterfield and Ausable that could, theoretically, be more effective means for achieving the goals 

of greater efficiency  and quality of service, but do not involve the dissolution of the Village of Keeseville. This 

appendix discusses five alternatives to dissolution, including: 

 Consolidation of the Village and Towns through GML 17-A 

 Consolidation of the Village and Portions of the Towns through Creation of a City 

 Consolidation of the Village and Portions of the Towns through Creation of a Coterminous 

Town/Village 

 Additional Shared Services and Functional Consolidations 

 No Action 

Consolidation of the Village of Keeseville into Chesterfield and Ausable 

In New York State, villages are incorporated through New York State Village Law as an act of voters within the 

village area. Since these voters create the village and sustain the village during its existence, it is these voters 

alone who can choose to dissolve the village. 

Village dissolutions are typically accomplished according to the provisions of General Municipal Law 17-A, 

which describes the process of studying and planning for dissolution, and for holding the vote that determines 

whether the village will be dissolved. Though this process includes steps and requirements that encourage 

cooperation between the village and its underlying Town (the two towns of Ausable and Chesterfield in this 

case) in identifying the impacts of dissolution and determining the appropriate means of providing necessary 

local government services following dissolution, these steps often fail to encourage the level of shared 

planning necessary to bring about a mutually-beneficial consolidation. Village dissolution is a unilateral act of 

village voters, and this fact makes it difficult for town and village officials to agree on the best means of 

achieving a successful consolidation. 

Note:  the introduction of new consolidation procedures afforded by General Municipal Law 17-A makes it 

possible to achieve many of the outcomes typical of village dissolutions through a new approach that involves 

bi-lateral planning and ratification by residents of both the Village and Towns, making the traditional village 

dissolution approach to consolidation unnecessary. 

Through a municipal consolidation, it would appear that the Village of Keeseville could be consolidated into 

the two surrounding towns, through the creation and adoption by voters in all three municipalities of a joint 

consolidation agreement. This agreement could be crafted to reflect any number of various strategies for 

transferring services, assets and debts, etc, and so is not likely to achieve substantially different results than 

the typical dissolution process. It is noteworthy, however, since it presents a method for achieving those 

results that requires the vote of all affected residents, in the Village and the two surrounding Towns. 
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Merger by Establishment of a City of Keeseville 

Cities in New York State are stand-alone local governments that are not required to have an underlying Town 

government. Due to this structural difference, many villages perceive the establishment of a city as an 

effective means for consolidating town and village government into a single municipal structure. While this 

option is appealing for a number of reasons, not least of which is the broader authority to impose local taxes 

afforded to cities, the procedure for establishing a new city in New York State would appear to eliminate this 

option in all but the most extreme cases. 

Unlike villages, cities gain their status and authority as local government entities through a city charter. The 

only body with the power to grant cities the charter required for their establishment is the New York State 

legislature. In practice, the Legislature has not established a city in the State since 1942, when the City of Rye 

was established. 

Two additional conditions detract from the appeal of the city structure as an option for local government 

consolidation. First, while cities have authority to retain a portion of sales tax receipts on sales within the city 

limits—a fact that often weighs in favor of the city option in local conversations on restructuring—this 

authority has broad political implications that often pit local advocates against other interests at the county or 

regional level. While county support is not an official precondition of the Legislature’s establishment of a city, 

the political calculus suggests that city pre-emption of sales taxes would be perceived as undermining a 

county’s ability to raise its own revenue, and that this fact could establish a detrimental conflict on the matter 

between local proponents and county-level officials in both Essex and Clinton counties. 

Finally, if the preceding reasons do not fully eliminate the city option from consideration, one remaining factor 

often does. In New York State, routine maintenance and repair of State roads and highways is provided 

through the State Department of Transportation, except within the limits of a city. In Keeseville, the 

establishment of a city would add new lane-miles of heavily-traveled roadways to the responsibility of the 

Highway/Streets departments, potentially generating new costs that would be passed on through property 

taxes on the city residents. 

Merger by Establishment of a Coterminous Town/Village between Keeseville and one of the Two Towns 

Article 17 of New York State Village Law identifies a hybrid town-village municipal structure often referred to 

as a coterminous town/village. This name is meant to distinguish this structure, where the legal entity of the 

village and the town both survive the consolidation, from other structures where only one legal entity survives 

the consolidation. In some ways, as the name implies, this option is not a true consolidation, since both 

entities continue to exist. However, the resulting structure may be considered a consolidated municipality 

since it operates under the authority of a single governing board.  

Unlike the other options, where consolidation of the municipal structures implies the consolidation of most 

municipal services provided under each of the current structures, the coterminous town/village option 

provides greater flexibility. While the consolidation of governing authority is a necessary step in the creation of 

a true coterminous town/village, service delivery following consolidation of the municipalities may be handled 

differently, based on the preferred configuration of area residents. Existing town special improvement districts 

may be consolidated or eliminated, but alternatively they may continue to exist, limiting the extent to which 
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consolidation re-allocates service costs among residents of the consolidated municipality. New special 

improvement districts may be formed to cover the former area of the village, in order to provide for the 

maintenance, operation and functioning of important improvements in that area and further limiting the re-

allocation of costs resulting from consolidation. 

The fact that Keeseville straddles Essex and Clinton counties makes the coterminous option difficult to 

implement.  It would have to be determined with which of the two towns Keeseville would become 

coterminous, Ausable in Clinton County or Chesterfield in Essex County.  Once that decision is made, the 

portion of the Village outside of the town selected would have to be annexed into the corresponding county.  

For example, if Keeseville were to become coterminous with the Town of Ausable, the portion of the Village in 

the Town of Chesterfield would have to be annexed into Clinton County (and into Ausable) in order to become 

coterminous with Ausable.  Similarly, if Keeseville were to become coterminous with Chesterfield, that portion 

of the Village in Ausable would have to be annexed into Essex county (and into the Town of Chesterfield). 

Article 17 of the General Municipal Law of New York State covers the process of annexation as allowed under 

the provisions of the Bill of Rights of Local Governments New York State Constitution, Article 9 §1(d).  

Annexation must be initiated by a petition filed by the residents of the properties that are to be annexed into 

the town under question.  For example, if the portion of Keeseville that is in Ausable (and Clinton County) were 

to be annexed into Essex County and Chesterfield, a petition would have to be circulated among the residents 

or property owners in the portion of Keeseville that is in the Town of Ausable and Clinton County.  According 

to the New York State Department of State, this would involve the following process: 

A petition for annexation must describe the territory, state the approximate number of inhabitants, 
and be signed by at least twenty percent of the residents or by the owners of a majority in assessed 
valuation of the real property in such territory. The petition must be authenticated as to all the 
signatures and presented to the governing board or boards of the affected local government in which 
such territory is situated. A certified copy of such petition would be presented to the governing 
board(s) of the local government(s) that would annex such territory (General Municipal Law §703). 
 

New York State Department of State, Consolidation, Dissolution and Annexation of  Towns and 
Villages, How To Guide, February 12, 2008, page 17. 

 

Once the petition is received by the affected governments, they must then hold a joint public hearing on the 

proposed annexation, following certain requirements for public notice and notice of the owners of the 

properties to be affected by annexation.   

Within ninety days after the hearing, the governing board of each affected local government shall 
determine by a majority vote whether the petition complies with the provisions of Article 17 and 
whether it is in the overall public interest to approve such annexation. At such time, each governing 
board shall adopt a resolution that includes findings with respect to compliance of the petition with 
the provisions of Article 17 and with respect to the effect of such proposed annexation on the overall 
public interest. Each board shall then make and sign a written order containing its determination and 
file copies together with copies of an agreement, if any, the petition, the notice, the written 
objections, if any, and testimony and minutes of proceedings taken and kept on the hearing, in the 
offices of the clerks of all the affected local governments. If a governing board does not make, sign, 
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and file a written order, then the governing board shall be deemed to have approved the proposed 
annexation at the expiration of the ninety day period.  
 

New York State Department of State, Consolidation, Dissolution and Annexation of Towns and 
Villages, How To Guide, February 12, 2008, page 19. 

 
If a governing board of one of the involved municipalities decides that it is not in the public interest to approve 
the proposed annexation, the governing board of any of the other involved municipalities can appeal to the 
Appellate Division of the Supreme Court for a determination on whether the annexation is in the overall public 
interest. 
 

Once the determination has been made that the annexation is in the public interest, the municipalities have 90 

days in which to hold special elections to determine whether or not the proposed annexation shall take place. 

Following all of this, if the annexation is approved, then the Village of Keeseville can initiate the process to 

become a coterminous town/village with the newly configured town that would now include the properties 

annexed into it from the other town and county.   

Additional Shared Services or Functional Consolidation 

The previous alternatives share one element in common with Village Dissolution – they each entail a full 

consolidation of municipal functions of the Village and the Towns. In these cases, the full consolidation is 

enabled by a structural reorganization of local government, from which follows a consolidation of services and 

functions of the involved municipalities. In a sense, these alternatives – like Village Dissolution – are all “big-

bang” approaches to consolidation, wherein all services and functions are consolidated through an 

organizational merger. 

An alternative to this full consolidation approach is the identification of individual services and functions that 

may generate savings or increase efficiencies through shared services arrangements or functional 

consolidations. This approach is not new to Keeseville, Ausable and Chesterfield. In fact, in light of the 

significant functional and service consolidation already completed in the Keeseville area, there are few 

remaining opportunities for this particular approach. 

The following services have already been consolidated in the Keeseville area, in most cases with one or both of 

the Towns providing the service as part of the Townwide budget and to all residents of the Town. 

 Justice Courts 

 Property Assessment 

 Code Enforcement 

 Dog Control 



Study of  
Feasibility and Impact of Village Dissolution 

Options and Scenarios 
 

 

Keeseville Dissolution Study  Appendix A – Page 37 

Final Version  Version 2.1 – November 5, 2012 

In addition, community services such as the Library, Senior Citizens services, Youth Programs, the Historian and 

others have already been consolidated through contracts with separate not-for-profit organizations, which 

provide services to the three municipalities. 

Our analysis suggests that the areas where further consolidation of services and functions remains possible are 

limited to Streets Maintenance, Snow Removal, and back-office administrative functions (including Permits, 

Licenses, Records Management, etc.). 

Streets Maintenance and Snow Removal 

Based on the results of the Dissolution Study, it would appear that the two Towns are prepared to perform 

necessary street repairs and seasonal maintenance, including snow removal and street sweeping, at a cost 20% 

lower than the current cost for Village operations. This potential cost reduction is attributed to economies of 

scale gained by the consolidation of equivalent functions across the Village and the Towns. Town staff in the 

Highway Departments would see increased workloads and some increased costs, but those costs would likely 

be less than the current costs of the Village for the same services. 

The estimated savings from consolidation of streets-related services is approximately $24,000 per year. The 

effect on municipal budgets is complicated, however. Today, the two Towns maintain separate budgets and 

funds for Highway services provided to the residents outside of the Village of Keeseville. While consolidation of 

the Village’s streets-related functions could generate a savings of $24,000, a further and potentially more 

significant impact would come from a reallocation of highway-related costs to include all Town taxpayers. 

The steps involved in determining the impact this change would have on taxpayers are as follows: first, remove 

all streets-related budget items from the Village’s budget. Next, add the expected Town cost for performing 

those former-Village services to the Town’s budgets. We assume that the two Towns would take on those 

costs in proportion to their share of the Village’s total taxable assessed value (53% Ausable, 47% Chesterfield). 

Then, once these new costs are added to the Towns’ current highway outside (DB) budgets, those budgets are 

folded into the Towns’ highway townwide (DA) budgets. 

The table below shows the expected change in tax rates from this action. 



Study of  
Feasibility and Impact of Village Dissolution 

Options and Scenarios 
 

 

Keeseville Dissolution Study  Appendix A – Page 38 

Final Version  Version 2.1 – November 5, 2012 

Municipality Name Fund Name
Effective 

Tax Rate

Future Tax 

Rate

Change in 

Tax Rate

Village of Keeseville General Fund 7.50$        5.83$           (1.67)$             

Village of Keeseville Water Fund -$          -$             -$                

Village of Keeseville Sewer Fund -$          -$             -$                

Village of Keeseville Loan Program -$          -$             -$                

Town of Chesterfield General Fund 2.26$        2.26$           -$                

Town of Chesterfield General Outside Village 0.17$        0.17$           -$                

Town of Chesterfield Highway-Townwide 1.32$        2.83$           1.51$              

Town of Chesterfield Highway- Outside Village 1.47$        -$             (1.47)$             

Town of Ausable General 3.35$        3.35$           -$                

Town of Ausable Gen B. 0.32$        0.32$           -$                

Town of Ausable Highway DA 2.25$        3.96$           1.71$              

Town of Ausable Highway DB 1.69$        -$             (1.69)$             

Town of Chesterfield Former Village Special Districts -$          -$             -$                

Town of Ausable Former Village Special Districts -$          -$             -$                 
Figure 5 - Expected Change in Tax Rates By Fund, Consolidated Streets Functions 

The table above shows that the consolidation of streets functions into the Towns’ Highway budgets results in a 

rate reduction of $1.67 per $1,000 of assessed value for Village taxpayers. For Town residents, the impact 

involves two factors: a reduction in the Highway Outside tax rate of $1.47 for Chesterfield and $1.69 for 

Ausable AND an increase in the Highway Townwide tax rate of $1.51 for Chesterfield and $1.71 for Ausable. 

When these two changes are taken together, they spell a NET INCREASE in the tax rate for Chesterfield of 

$0.04 and $0.02 for Ausable. 

While there may be opportunities to increase the savings from consolidation of the Village’s streets functions 

into the Towns’ Highway Departments, the current estimates suggest that this consolidation would not result 

in sufficient savings to create positive tax benefits for all three municipalities. Further complicating the 

potential of this alternative is the fact that the Village’s garbage collection service is provided using staff from 

the Streets department. If that department was consolidated into the Towns’ Highway functions, it is assumed 

that the garbage collection service would be eliminated. 

Administrative Functions 

Besides streets maintenance and sewer/water operations, administrative functions consume the largest share 

of the Village’s budget. These costs are difficult to address, however, so long as there is a municipal 

corporation to run. Functions such as budgeting, payroll, records management, legislation and HR 

management are part of the cost of doing business for any village. 

In analyzing the current structures and budgets for administrative services provided by the Village, we have 

identified the following recommendations: 
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 The Village’s general government administration budget item should be broken out to better account 

for the Village’s various administrative costs. 

 The Village should establish policies and procedures that ensure adequate allocations are being made 

for the Clerk/Treasurer and Deputy Clerk’s time spent conducting business related to the Sewer and 

Water services. 

Apart from these recommendations, there does not appear to be a promising alternative to dissolution 

involving consolidation of administrative functions. These functions would be difficult to consolidate with the 

Towns, and where limited redundancies might be identified and eliminated, the overwhelming majority of 

these costs are unlikely to be reduced through functional consolidation. As a result, the goals of increased 

efficiency and lower municipal service costs are not likely furthered by this alternative. 

No Action 

One obvious but easy-to-overlook alternative to dissolution is the option of no action. In many cases, Villages 

that choose to study dissolution end up choosing this alternative, having found in the process of studying 

dissolution that the cumulative benefits of dissolution do not outweigh some of the real or perceived 

drawbacks. 

To facilitate evaluation of the “no action” alternative, all of the options and scenarios laid out in this study 

document are presented with impact assessments that calculate the impact of dissolution in comparison to 

the status quo. That is, where we identify the fiscal impact of dissolution for an option, that impact is 

presented as a percent change from the current tax rate, tax bill, or municipal fee. Wherever the option results 

in savings, it can be concluded that that option is preferable over no action. 

It is important to note that the study findings demonstrate that Village Dissolution is the most promising 

means available to Village residents to achieve the goals of increased efficiency and lower local government 

costs. 

In many cases, however, the most compelling reasons that residents favor the no action alternative is a fear of 

the unknown or a fear that there are unidentified risks that outweigh the benefits discussed during the 

Dissolution Study process. The public engagement process of the study is designed to identify these concerns 

and attempt to provide a response that allows residents to focus on the facts regarding dissolution, rather 

than on rumors or suspicions. 
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Appendix C: Inventory of Village Laws and Ordinances 
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Appendix D: Letter from Village Bond Counsel 
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Appendix E: Flowchart of Next Steps in the Dissolution Process 
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Appendix F: Log of Questions, Comments and Responses 
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ID
Question/Suggestion 

Description
Asked By

Date 

Recorded
Answer/Resolution Action Steps Assigned To Type Priority Effort

TARGET 

Resolution 

Date

Status

32 If the Village dissolves, will 

resulting cost increases in the 

Towns be subject to the property 

tax cap?

DSC 10/17/2012 According to the NYS Dept of Taxation and 

Finance, "When a local government dissolves, 

the Office of the State Comptroller will 

calculate the tax levy limit for the local 

government that assumes the debts, liabilities 

and obligations of the former local 

government.  This calculation will be based 

upon the prior year tax levy limits of both local 

governments, but other factors pertaining to 

the dissolution may also be considered."

Include in Q&A appendix T. Weidemann Verified

33 If the Village has cash assets 

even after general debts are all 

paid off, what happens to those 

assets on the dissolution effective 

date?

DSC 10/17/2012 According to NYS law, any and all assets 

pass to the Town(s). The plan specifies in 

general how remaining assets will be 

transferred to the towns. If the Village pays 

down all general fund debt and still has a 

surplus of cash, it is recommended that the 

Village use available cash to pay down any 

other debts that can be paid.

Include in Q&A appendix T. Weidemann Verified

34 If the Village's zoning code is not 

formally adopted by the Town(s), 

would APA regulations take 

effect?

DSC 10/17/2012 Yes. In the absence of zoning, APA 

regulations would take effect. The entirety of 

the Village area (including some areas just 

outside of the Village) are designated as 

hamlet-areas by the APA and would be 

subject to APA permit requirements for 

specific uses.

Include in Q&A appendix T. Weidemann Verified

35 Are APA land use regulations for 

hamlet areas more or less 

stringent than the Village's zoning 

code.

DSC 10/17/2012 Generally speaking, the APA's regulations are 

much less stringent that locally-designed and 

adopted zoning ordinances. A cursory review 

suggests that this is true for the Village of 

Keeseville, where the local zoning 

requirements are significantly more strict 

regarding allowable uses, permitting 

requirements and site plan requirements than 

APA regulations for hamlet areas. See 

Technical Memo for more details.

Include in Q&A appendix T. Weidemann Verified

 

 

 


