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OVERVIEW

Motivations and Research Questions
e Research Resources!

Our 2013 Survey of NYS Local Governments

Shared Services from two lenses:
* Duration of Intermunicipal Cooperation
o Local-Local Cooperation and Service Costs

How can we further inform State Policy?



MOTIVATING RESEARCH QUESTIONS:

1) What are the determinants of duration in intermunicipal cooperation?
2) Does inter-local cooperation lead to cost savings?

MYTHS TO DEBUNK:

1) Intermunicipal cooperation = stable

2) Cooperation = cost savings/reductions




THE NEW YORK STATE CONTEXT

Environment (which is not unique to NYS)
e High fragmentation — 10,0007?

« ~1,600 localities
 High levels of local taxation

What Does this Mean for Shared Services?

52% of local governments are “exploring sharing arrangements’ as a result of
fiscal stress (Aldag, Kim and Warner 2017)

e Up from 34% in 2013 (Homsy, Qian, Wang and Warner 2013)
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RESEARCH RESOURCES:

2017 Local Government Survey:

 What Causes Fiscal Stress? What Can be Done About It?
e http://cms.mildredwarner.org/p/268

* Fix the Cap
e http://cms.mildredwarner.org/p/281

2013 Local Government Survey:

e Shared Services in New York State: A Reform that Works
e http://cms.mildredwarner.org/p/188

INTRODUCTION

Local governments in New York State are under fiscal
stress. A 2017 survey of New York State local governments
finds the primary sources of this stress come from state level
policy - shifting service and expenditure responsibilities to
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There are 1,593 general purpose municipal governments
in New York State. Fifty-eight percent responded to this
survey (See Table 1). Elected officials, such as mayors, town
supervisors, or county executives, comprised 86 percent of the

local government and restricting their ability to raise revenue  r and the

4

14 percent were appointed

and innovate in servicf
the services critical
of life. To continue py
their constituents, log
must possess adequatd
address fiscal stress.

Focus groups were cond
cities and counties a
fiscal stress, and local
(Anjum etal.,2015).
to design survey ques|
conducted in March 2(]
Cornell University. A
in New York State (
regarding sources of ay

Figure 1: Map of S

Cornell Uniy
the survey w
Institute for
Wlm:n Luca

ional ir

ﬂ Shared Services in New York State: A Reform That Works

¥ f Public

g Yang Wang and Warnes,

.HM\ (B] ¥
SERVICES  gnghamton, Mew vork

Introduction

Le<al governments in New York State face many
challenges: to improve service quality, to controd
costs and to encourage service coordination with
neighbaring gavernments to pramate reglanal
development. Shared service delivery is often
recommended as one approach 1o address all three
goals.

This issue brief reports on a statewide survey,
conducted inWinter 2013, of New York towns,
counties, villages and cities 1o assess their level of
collaboration in the delivery of public services, as
well as the motivators and barriers to such service
sharing. Cornell University partnered with the
fellowing organizations in this survey: New York
Conference of Mayors, New York State Association of
Towmns, and New York State Assoclation of Countles,
This was part of a larger praject that also included
surveys of school superintendents and planners. New
York City and its five counties were net included in
the survey.

The survey had an excellent response rate - 60
percent of all municipalities responded. Elected
officials (mayors, supervisors, county executives)
account for 69 percent of respondents, while 31
|percent were appointed officials (village clerks,
county administratars, etc). While the highest
response rate was from cities and counties, the
largest number of responses was from towns. See
Table 1.

Table 1: Response Rate

Counties Towns Villages
932
494 359

Response  79% 77% 53%  65% S9%
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Service Sharing is Common

New York's municipalities have been sharing services
= and doing it for a long time. Across the responding
municipalities, service sharing accounts for 27
percent of the 29 services measured on the survey.
On average, int icipal sharing

have been in place about 18 years.

Mare than ane-fifth of sharing arrangements are
informal understandings between local officials.
Almost 40 percent use a somewhat mare I’ulmal
memorandum of understanding (MOU), Contracting
with another government is used by one-quarter

of local while joint

production/joint purchase and the creation o! a
special district are less frequent sharing strategies.
See Figure 1.

Figure 1: Service Sharing: How Formal Is the
Arrangement?
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2013 LOCAL GOVERNMENT
SHARED SERVICES SURVEY

Conducted by Cornell University in collaboration with:
* NY Conference of Mayors
* NYS Association of Towns
* NYS Association of Counties

Cities Counties Towns Villages Total
Total NYS 62 57 932 556 1,607
Response Rate 719% 771% 53% 65% 59%




KLY FINDINGS FROM 2013 SURVEY:

Of 29 services measured, sharing rate was 27%
= Highest in public works, public safety, parks and recreation

How are the Myths Holding Up?

e Average sharing duration = 20 years (range = 0.5-80 years).
e Cost savings were only one goal — only achieved half the time.




SHARING OUTCOMES

Cost Improved Improved regional
savings  service quality coordination
All 29 Services 5690 50% 35%
Public Works & Transit 53% 5690 3904
Administrative/Support 7090 3900 25%
Recreation & Social Services 449 59%0 38%
Public Safety 48% 5490 38%

Economic Dev. & Planning 519% 5290 46%0




Fire (198)

Sewer (114)

Youth Social Services (84)
Water (148)

Elderly Services (64)
Refuse, Garbage, Landfill (87)
Roads & Highways (287)
Ambulance/ EMS (147)
Police (62)

Municipal Courts (68)

Tax Collection (46)
Dispatch/911 (113)

Youth Recreation (199)
Library (120)
Purchase of Supplies (66)
Public/Paratransit (58)
Building Maintenance (30)
Planning and Zoning (41)
Parks (60)

Econ. Development (71)

Tax Assessment (160)
Dog/Animal Control (126)
Professional Staff (29)
Building Code Enforcement (105)
Liability Insurance (32)
Energy (60)

Health Insurance (57)
Information Technology (25)
Payroll / Bookkeeping (18)
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Average = 20 years
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Aldag, Austin M. and Mildred Warner (2018) “Cooperation, Not Cost Savings: Explaining Duration of Shared Service Agreements.”
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INTERMUNICIPAL COOPERATION = STABLE?

> Short Term “JEMENLRE

* Focus on Cost Savings * Improved Service Quality
 Service Disruptions: * Improved Regional Service Coordination
» Staff Transitions « Agreement Formality

» Willingness of Sharing Partner
 Evaluation of Sharing

» For-Profit Partner

 Service Capacity
o Community Pressure and Citizen Interest
e Unable to Provide Service Without Sharing

Austin M. Aldag & Mildred Warner. (2018) “Cooperation, Not Cost Savings: Explaining Duration of Shared

Service Agreements.” Local Government Studies (44)3: 350-370. 10



But at What Costs?

Does sharing always result in cost reductions?
Does X (sharing) = Y (declines in service costs)?

Will mandatory service sharing, “generate property tax savings by enabling
collaboration between local governments across the state” (Nys Dept. of State 2017)?




SHARING = LOWER COSTS OR HIGHER QUALITY?

Economies of scale — why cost savings may be absent.

Cost
Single Municipality Multiple Municipalities

— Quality

— Coordination

P1

P2

Cost Savings

Qsm amm Quantity
Based on: Bel, Germa and Mildred E. Warner (2015). “Inter-Municipal Cooperation and Costs: Expectations and
Evidence.” Public Administration 93(1): 52-67. 12



EMPIRICAL METHODOLOGY:

Dependent Variable:

Service Costs = By local service costs between 1996-2016 (constant 2013%)
e N Services = 5,787 — N for cost observations = 110,220
 Data source: NYS Comptroller’s Office
 Total of 12 services matched 2013 survey and Comptroller categories
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EMPIRICAL METHODOLOGY:

Dependent Variable:

Service Costs = By service costs between 1996-2016 (constant 2013%)
* N Services = 5,787 — N for cost observations = 110,220
» Data source: NYS Comptroller’s Office
» Total of 12 services matched 2013 survey and Comptroller categories

Empirical Model:

log TC;; = B, + B, logPop;; + B, logPopDensity;, + B, City;, + B, Shared;, + uj
[Random effect time series estimation]

Explanatory/ Control Variables:
Population — level of service output.
Density — economies (or diseconomies) of density.
City (yes = 1) — Control for formality, union and professionalization.

**Service Shared (yes = 1) — if the service Is provided via a sharing arrangement .



TIME SERIES MODEL RESULTS:
RESULTS OF SERVICE SHARING

Lower Service Costs: Higher Costs: No Difference:
Police Economic Development
Roads & Highways Planning & Zoning Ambulance / EMS
Library Elder Services Fire
Sewer Water

Refuse Youth Recreation




IN SUM...

* Local-local cooperation is not entirely stable:
 Cost savings Is only a short term outcome
e Quality & coordination endure into long run
e Governments need more capacity in order for sharing to stick.

e Cost savings only found in a few services.
e Service costs are higher in planning and zoning & elder care.
* No difference for many common public services.




THANK YOU!

Austin M. Aldag

Cornell University
ama296@cornell.edu

http://www.mildredwarner.org/
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