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purchasing among the fourteen municipalities and 
three counties that make up the SNHPC Region; and 

(3)  Begun to develop five sharing models for how 
local governments can work together in addressing  
these priorities. 

Summary of Key Findings from the NHMA 
Regionalization Surveys:
The genesis for the pilot study grew from two statewide 
surveys conducted by the New Hampshire Municipal 
Association (NHMA) in 2010 and 2011. The purpose of 
the 2010 survey was to take a census of New Hampshire’s 
inter-municipal cooperative agreements, in order to measure 
how many and what types of agreements exist. Areas of 
investigation focused on: (1) Shared Positions/Programs/
Functions; (2) Shared Facilities/Equipment; and (3) 
Cooperative Purchase Agreements. Survey responses were 
obtained from 56 percent of the state’s 234 cities and towns; 
the findings were published in the July/August 2010 edition 
of NHMA’s Town and City magazine. (See Christopher J. 
Porter, “LGC’s 2010 Regionalization Survey: Summary 
Report,” New Hampshire Town and City, July/August 2010, 
14-20.)

The survey revealed that 40 percent of the participating 
municipalities indicated some level of sharing of ambulance/
EMT services, followed by shared transfer stations and 
recycling facilities (26 percent). Shared prosecutorial services 
(19 percent) and parks and recreation (12 percent) rounded 
out the category.

Looking at shared facilities/equipment across the state, 
transfer stations/recycling facilities (20 percent) and 
ambulance services (14 percent) again topped the list among 
these sharing categories. 

Shared purchasing agreements centered on fuel (oil/propane 
17 percent; fuel 16 percent), followed closely by road surface 
materials (13 percent).

The 2010 NHMA survey concluded with the question, 
“What do you see as the impediments or difficulties in 
establishing cooperative, inter-municipal agreements of the 
kind described throughout this survey?” 

Top 10 of Impediments to Establishing Inter-Municipal Agreements:

1. Local control: 
Parochial attitudes • Territorialism • “That’s not how 
we do things here”

2. Local politics: 
Poor communication between towns • Mindset of 
selectmen • Governing bodies tend to disagree • 
Lack of trust between neighboring municipalities

3. Incompatibility: 
Needs and wants of neighboring towns are too great

4. Big town/small town: 
One feels dwarfed by the other • Small towns may 
have nothing to share with a larger town next door

5. Geography: 
Distances between municipalities can be great, 
especially in the north

6. Set-up: 
Resources needed to research the possibilities are 
unavailable

7. Administration and fairness: 
Who’s in charge after the agreement is in place? 
How are the burdens, ownership, and oversight shared? 
Are all towns benefiting equally?

8. Employee benefits/contracts/union agreements: 
How are employee costs split between municipalities? 
Who gets fired or demoted?

9. Equipment and facilities: 
Who gets to use what, and when?

10. Calendar: 
Budget seasons • Town meetings • Forms of 
government don’t coincide
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