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SURVIVAL from page 9

In 2011, the NHMA returned to the 
municipalities that had participated in 
the initial regionalization survey to ask 
what, if anything, had changed in the 
past year. The findings from this second 
study were published in NHMA’s Town 
and City magazine in the January 2012 
edition. (See Christopher J. Porter, 
“Inter-Municipal Sharing Agreements: 
What’s New?,” New Hampshire Town 
and City, January 2012, 19-21.) The 
line of questioning in the 2011 survey 
was as follows:

• Since April of 2010, have you 
entered into any NEW regional, 
cooperative, sharing agreements 
with any municipalities, school 
districts, or the county?

• Have any existing agreements 
changed during this time?

• Are new things under consider-
ation?

The percentages of total responses 
received with regard to these 
questions are summarized in the table 
on this page.

A year later, more municipalities, 
schools and counties were at least 
talking about new inter-governmental 
sharing agreements with their 
neighbors. Over the course of the two 
NHMA statewide surveys, a total of 
141 cities and towns indicated they 
had established at least one regional 
sharing agreement with a neighboring 
city or town. Although many other 
agreements went undiscovered, some 
have now surfaced in the current 
Pilot Study. 

Summary of the Pilot Study’s 
Regionalization Work:
The Pilot Study’s first step involved 
developing an inventory of existing 
mutual sharing agreements within the 
SNHPC Region. The Pilot Study’s 
Advisory Committee then identified 

needs, opportunities and role models 
for mutual sharing and group purchas-
ing. The Mutual Sharing Pilot Study 
Advisory Committee is made up of 
managers, administrators, purchas-
ing agents and appointed representa-
tives from the 14 municipalities and 3 
counties within the region, including 
appointed staff from several key state 
agencies, such as NH Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and the NH 
Department of Administrative Servic-
es, as well Professor Daniel Bromberg 
at the University of New Hampshire.

The inventory discovered a total of 
37 agreements for sharing programs, 
services and functions; six for sharing 
facilities/equipment; and eight 
for cooperative purchasing. Most 
agreements address a number of key 
governmental functions, including: 
mutual aid, law enforcement, code 
enforcement, and building inspection; 
EMT and ambulance services; fire and 
police dispatching services; financing 
legal assistance among MS4 storm 
water municipalities; hazardous 
materials mutual aid; legal services 
for telephone and cable franchise 
agreements; hazardous waste collection 
days; SWAT units; automatic fire aid; 
agreements for use of school sports 
fields; water and sewer services; cell 
towers; solid waste disposal; and 
cooperative purchasing for electricity, 
heating oil and propane. 

The Advisory Committee considered 
a variety of existing and new mutual 
sharing opportunities, including:

• regionalizing prosecutorial ser-
vices through the county, similar 
to existing services provided by 
Strafford County

• sharing municipal assessors, sim-
ilar to the New London-New-
bury-Sunapee service agreement

• using cooperative purchasing for 
property re-valuation services

• participating in the NH Public 
Works Mutual Aid Program

• sharing building inspectors
• sharing in the cost for flagging at 

public events
• using group purchasing for 

office supplies

Results of the Mutual  
Sharing Opportunity/Needs 
Assessment Survey: 
During the summer of 2013, the 
Advisory Committee distributed a 
mutual sharing opportunity/needs 
assessment survey, containing over 70 
potential resource/sharing opportunity 
areas among the local government 
managers and administrators within 
the SNHPC region. Eleven surveys 
were completed among the fourteen 
municipalities and three counties in 
the SNHPC region. 

The survey demonstrated the greatest 
interest for participating or sharing:

• Grant Writers (80%)
• Cooperative Utility Purchasing 

(80%)
• Planners (70%)
• Fuel Purchasing (70%)
• Cooperative Office Supply Bid-

ding (70%)
• Information Technology (IT) 

Functions (66%)

The survey also showed significant 
interest in cooperative purchasing of:

• Utilities (phone and broadband)
• Energy (electricity, power)

New Changed Under Consideration None

Municipal 10% 4% 10% 76%

School 10% 5% 4% 81%

County 1% 0% 4% 95%


