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June 30, 2006 
 
Matthew T. Ryan, Mayor   
City of Binghamton 
38 Hawley Street - Fourth Floor, City Hall 
Binghamton, NY 13901 
 
RE:  Planning &  Development Restructur ing Repor t 
 
 
To the Honorable Mayor Ryan: 
 
In accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding dated February 8, 2006, J. Justin Woods 
Consulting (JWC) is pleased to present the City of Binghamton Planning & Development 
Restructuring Report.   
 
The Planning and Development Restructuring Report reviews Binghamton's Planning, Housing, & 
Community Development and Economic Development departments’  operational budgets and 
functions, and analyzes where the City’s government organization could be structurally improved.  
The report proceeds to describe the components of a stronger, more effective governmental 
organization and proposes a new structure called the Division of Planning & Development (DPD). 
 
Furthermore, the report recommends solutions to operational problems in areas such as payroll and 
accounting, as well as information technology.  Collectively, these recommendations are designed to 
save money, improve public services, empower the staff, increase civic participation, institute a 
system of accountability over the use of City and federal funds, and ensure that funding decisions are 
made strategically. 
 
While the submission of this report concludes our business together, I would be happy to present this 
report to you, members of City Council or to the public.  It has been a pleasure and an honor working 
with the City of Binghamton and your new administration.  I wish you and the City much success 
over the next four years, and I look forward to hopefully working together on future projects.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
J. Justin Woods 
JWC President  
 
 
cc: City Clerk 
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“Two tests of practical efficiency may be applied to the government of a city:  
what does it provide for people, and what does it cost the people.”  

~ Lord James Bryce 
 

 
 
 
 
 

I .  Executive Summary 
Binghamton’s departments have become too compartmentalized and fail to supplement each other’s 
strengths and services.  Disconnect is largely based on a lack of interdepartmental communication, 
which is facilitated by an organizational structure where each department head (and many mid-level 
managers) report directly to the Mayor’s office.  The Planning & Development Restructuring Report 
analyzes the current organizational structure and outlines the proposed Division of Planning & 
Development (DPD).  Administration and organizational principles such as reinventing, total quality 
management, reengineering, and strategic planning were employed to conduct the organizational 
assessment and to develop the proposed administrative and organizational structures.  The guiding 
philosophy of this report is based on sound public management, a belief in the professional capacity 
of governing, and commitment to the fundamental needs for equity and respect for the public’s 
interests. 
 
The most significant institutional change is to consolidate and integrate complimentary departments 
under a common DPD Commissioner.  This will facilitate interdepartmental collaboration, functional 
flexibility, and begin to infuse the concept of strategic planning throughout City Hall.  The proposed 
model will empower staff level employees to work more directly with management in the 
development and implementation of the City’s policy objectives.  The most dramatic structural 
change is a proposal to eliminate the Economic Development Department as an independent 
department.  After outlining the model, the report provides a detailed analysis of how the proposed 
reorganization will affect each position in the affected departments.  The plan proposes: (1) 
eliminating four positions, (2) creating three new positions, and (3) reclassify five upper management 
positions.  It also recommends transferring personnel and fiscal oversight of the Broome County 
Empire Zones to Broome County.   
 
The proposal is largely structured around defining the proper relationship between the City and the 
Binghamton Local Development Corporation (BLDC).  There are recommendations to integrate the 
City’s planning and economic development activities and to clearly delineate the actions and 
activities of the City from the BLDC.  The DPD should be the Binghamton’s chief planning 
department and the BLDC’s role should be to implement specific programs and plans.  Accordingly, 
the proposal separates the two entities; the Planning Department will develop strategic community 
and economic development plans and the BLDC (and other non-profit development agencies) will 
implement specific programs for the City.  Clearly, this should be a collaborative relationship 
enabled by the precise definition of each organization’s role.  
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The report continues with a financial analysis that discusses Binghamton’s current and historical 
budgets and staff levels.  The financial and staffing analysis is necessary to understand the fiscal 
changes proposed in the Planning & Development Restructuring Report.  The plan seeks to improve 
the City’s financial and personnel positions by:  
 

(1)  Establishing a more balanced distribution of the City’s General and CDBG Funds to 
salary and operational expenses,  

(2)  Freeing nearly $290,000 in CDBG funds for housing, community, and economic 
development programs,  

(3)  Reducing the total cost of the salaries and benefits for the departments by $75,000, and  
(4)  Simultaneously setting fair salary ranges and instituting long overdue raises for all 

affected employees.   
 

The Implementation Plan should coincide with the development and adoption of the Fiscal Year 
2007 Budget.  Upon City Council’s approval of the administrative and operational plans, certain 
changes to job duties and positions will require the approval of the Civil Service Commission.  While 
some of the changes will have immediate impact on positions and duties, it is important to note that 
some changes may not affect current staff and will not become effective until the next vacancy.    
 
Following the Implementation Plan, the report discusses significant operational problems that 
structural changes such as departmental reorganization cannot independently solve.  These 
operational issues include payroll and accounting as well as information technology.  The report 
concludes with recommendations to implement a 3-1-1 Information System, Performance Based 
Budgeting, Capital Improvement Program, and to modify the Community Development Advisory 
Committee.  Collectively, these recommendations are designed to empower the community, increase 
civic participation, institute a system of accountability over the use of City and federal funds, 
improve services, and ensure that funding decisions are made strategically.   
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“To improve is to change; to be perfect is to change often”  
Sir Winston Churchill, English Prime Minister 

 
 
 

I I . Introduction to Binghamton Planning &  Development Restructur ing Repor t 
Change is all around us but government is often the last to change.  Many government organizations 
are looking for ways to restructure and reshape their activities in order to deliver and respond to 
change. The reality, however is that most change occurs as a result of high leverage decisions and 
actions that can propel an enterprise in a new direction.  The election of Mayor Matthew T. Ryan, as 
well as his subsequent determination that the City of Binghamton needs a better system to deal with 
and shape future changes, provided this high leverage decision.  To aid the process, Mayor Ryan 
secured the services of J. Justin Woods Consulting to assess the current administrative and 
operational capacities of the City of Binghamton’s planning, community and economic development 
departments.  The consultant was charged with reviewing relevant operational budgets and functions 
of the departments and creating a more flexible, dynamic governmental organization.   
 
Over the past 15 years, Binghamton's Planning, Housing, and Community Development (PHCD) and 
Economic Development departments have become powerless as their influence dwindled and staff 
reduced by half.  The City of Binghamton Planning & Development Restructuring Report outlines 
the components of this stronger, more effective governmental organization.  With the support of City 
Council and Mayor Ryan, the proposed Division of Planning & Development (DPD) will sit as the 
lead department, influencing not only the neighborhood, community, and economic development, but 
also the implementation of strategic planning throughout City Hall.   
 
President John Fitzgerald Kennedy once said that, “Change is the law of life, and those who look 
only to the past or present are certain to miss the future.”   Therefore, while this report analyzes the 
past and present, it does so only as a means of explaining what the City needs to prepare for the 
future.  City Council legislatively created and modified the Community Development Department 
three times between its creation in the mid 1960’s and 1982.  Following an administrative 
reorganization by Mayor Crabb in 1987, the PHCD and Economic Development departments have 
operated distinctly for nearly twenty years. 
 
Reorganizing the City’s departments creates the opportunity to designate the proposed DPD as the 
lead department for a number of activities.  However, in order to be successful, the City cannot 
simply adopt the apparatus of planning for permit reviews or develop plans that will be ignored.  The 
City should embrace a philosophy of making strategic decisions and investments, as an enormous 
amount of planning needs to be done in the Binghamton.  The Mayor and City Council should be 
willing to engage in bold planning, and commit to implementing these plans.  Municipal energy, 
downtown and neighborhood redevelopment plans, the Binghamton Plaza, Waterfront 
Redevelopment, transit-oriented plans, implementing a 3-1-1 Information System, Capital 
Improvement Program, and Performance Based Budgeting are among the activities that a dynamic 
planning department could facilitate to improve public services.  
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The first and most fundamental component of this proposal is based on the fact that it is essential to 
have the support of the elected leadership.  The City cannot fundamentally change the bureaucratic 
machine or dedicate the resources necessary to leverage private funds without the support of City 
Council. The PHCD & Economic Development departments have been eviscerated. There are only 
two professional planners in the City and consequently, planning is not the driving force in 
Binghamton’s development decisions.  Mayor Ryan has expressed commitment and understanding 
that the City needs to rebuild and restructure its Planning functions, but City Council and the Mayor 
must share this understanding and become partners leading Binghamton’s revitalization. 
 
Embracing planning as the proper department to lead economic development lies in the realization 
that strategic planning is at the heart of all the complex issues of economic development, including 
zoning, land use, permitting, and financial planning.  The Mayor sets policy and City Council 
controls the finances.  While both should be informed of important issues, empowering the planning 
staff to make key decisions produces a government that is more professional and less politicized.  
Good government is a platform that all elected officials can embrace, regardless of party or ideology.
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“Unless things change, they stay the same”   
~ Harold Hook, Chairman, American General 

 
I I I .   City of Binghamton Organizational Structure 
The City of Binghamton has a strong-Mayor form of government, with the Mayor possessing great 
power and latitude with respect to planning. In a sense, the Mayor is the chief planner of the City, but 
it is the exercise of this power that makes planning either very weak or very influential.  Mayor Ryan 
has chosen to make planning influential.  However, City Council, as most legislative bodies, controls 
the  City’s purse strings.  Therefore, in order to have a sufficient budget to hire the best planners 
available or perform major planning studies, City Council must be a supporting partner in the 
process.  In doing so, City Council and the Mayor should give planning the primary role in 
strategically drafting and implementing key proposals for all the projects throughout the City. In 
order to make planning effective, the City mandate must be to elevate the Planning Department in 
terms of its stature within government, staff it, and then give planning a seat at the table on all the 
major decisions.  In order to realize this, the City needs to have the resources to secure a professional 
and experienced planning, community, and economic development staff.  
 
Under the current organization, the City’s departments have become too compartmentalized and fail 
to supplement each other’s strengths and services.  Disconnect is largely based on a lack of 
interdepartmental communication, which is facilitated by an organizational structure where each 
department head (and many mid-level managers) report directly to the Mayor’s office (see 
Organizational Diagram 1).  In, Imaginization: The Art of Creative Management, York University 
Business Professors Gareth Morgan and Asaf Zohar describe six models of organizations suited to 
different degrees of environmental change.  Binghamton’s organizational structure what Morgan and 
Zohar would identify as a "Model 3" organization (with strong elements of Models 1 and 2).  These 
are organizations that get stuck in their attempts to change because they are trapped by the 
bureaucratic forces they are attempting to shake off.  This section will discuss three relevant models 
as the foundation for understanding some of the structural problems the proposed Division of 
Planning & Development seeks to rectify.  
 
Organizational Assessment 
Model 1 is the classic bureaucracy, carefully blueprinted into 
functional departments, run from the top by the Mayor through 
various department structures, rules, regulations, job descriptions 
and controls. Its functions resemble a machine, and it operates 
very efficiently, as long as nothing changes.  Bureaucracies are 
similar to machines in that they operate well when there are 
stable functions to be performed, especially when they can be 
broken down into a series of separate operations coordinated 
from the top. However, when the City's tasks and the 
community’s needs keep changing, it's a different story. Changes 
create a host of problems that no one is mandated to solve.   The 
problems thus work their way up the hierarchy, and eventually fall on the Mayor's desk.   The 
Mayor’s office soon gets overloaded, and therefore initiates a shift to Model 2 by appointing a top 
management team. Collectively, the management team now deals with the problems, leaving the 
bureaucratic machine below (i.e. the functional departments) to continue with the routine work.  
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Model 2 is reasonably efficient addressing moderate 
amounts of change.  However, if the pace heats up, the 
management team gets overloaded with a host of 
operational and strategic decisions demanding attention at 
team meetings. Gradually, or as a result of a specific 
organizational redesign, Model 2 is thrust towards Model 
3. Interdepartmental committees or project-teams are 
established within the body of the organization. Routine 
work is still conducted through departmental hierarchies 
with special problems or projects being delegated to the 
project-teams for investigation and the development of 
appropriate action plans.  
 

This initiative, often heralded as a move to a "project organization," reduces the overload at the top 
by the delegation of work.  However, because the teams are set within the context of a bureaucratic 
structure, they often fail to take off.  Wile a significant amount of project meetings occur, a lot of 
spinning wheels are also involved.  The team meetings become ritualistic. Team members are usually 
representatives of their departments. As such, they have dual loyalties - to their department heads and 
the project team.  Since the real power over day-to-day activities and career progress rests with the 
departmental heads, the teams themselves do not develop any real clout. Members usually "sit in" on 
team department's point of view. If problems arise in the meeting, decisions are usually delayed until 
representatives have had a chance to "report back" and test departmental reactions. Truly 
controversial issues are generally passed to the top team for resolution by the department heads. 
 
Model 3 is thus an organization characterized by pseudo teams 
that are only capable of dealing with relatively minor issues. In 
effect, Models 1 and 2 still rule. Elements of all three models 
are evident in Binghamton, which exhibits many of the 
problems described above. The cynical culture that has 
developed in the staff and public is predicated on a sense of 
generic powerlessness, a feeling shared by countless other 
citizens and governmental organizations caught in similar 
bureaucratic traps. The structure of the organization might 
change, but often the culture and politics remain firmly set in 
the old mold.  
 
Organizations can often make successful transitions from Models 1 or 2, to Model 3, but Model 3 is 
only effective when the issues delegated to the teams are small in number, require consultation rather 
than action, and allow generous time-frames for producing results. To be effective, the City must 
structure its operations through a model that is appropriate for addressing the external challenges it 
faces.  The objective is to create an organizational structure that is driven from and enlivened by the 
staff. Such a model will be characterized by flexible, aggressive, innovative teams that are 
empowered to action.   
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"Where there is no vision, the people perish." 

~ Proverbs 29:18 
 

“Men often oppose a thing merely because they have had no agency in planning it.”  
~ President Alexander Hamilton 

 
 
Vision Sessions 
Vision sessions were conducted to ensure that the staffs affected by the reorganization were 
participants in the process of developing the plan.  Staff interviews revealed that many long-term 
staff members are frustrated. They think or hope that the proposed model will enable a dynamic 
team-based approach to government work.  Such an approach cannot simply involve upper and 
middle managers in time-consuming processes of interdepartmental consultation; it must require a 
flexible integration of staff functions and objectives.   
 
Empowering the staff, facilitating the creation of a dynamic team-based culture, and setting the 
framework for departmental integration were the primary objectives of the interdepartmental 
visioning sessions.  Dynamic team-based energy can only be harnessed if department heads empower 
the staff by including them in the process that sets collective goals and authorizes them to act in 
advancing these goals.  The vision sessions resulted in the development and adoption of mission 
statements by the participating departments, and the proposed organization model will assist the staff 
in implementing these mission statements.  See Appendix A for a complete discussion of the vision 
sessions and Appendices A1-A3 for copies of the Mission Statements and notes from the sessions.   
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“To improve is to change; to be perfect is to change often”  
~ Sir Winston Churchill, English Prime Minister 

 
IV.  Division of Planning &  Development 
The proposed model is based on a matrix organization.  It is a hybrid bureaucratic form with 
complementary administrative and operational structures (See Organizational Diagrams 2 and 3, 
pages 10 and 11 respectively).  The operational model gives equal priority to functional departments 
such as administration, planning, community, and economic development, recreation and 
inspectional services, (the department columns of the administrative plan chart) and to the various 
services and programs the City provides to its citizens and businesses (symbolized by the 
interdepartmental project teams).  
 
People working in various service areas and on program teams have a dual focus: combining 
functional skills and resources with an orientation driven by the key tasks they have been assigned 
and implementing the departments’  missions.  Such dual orientation dilutes bureaucratic power 
because the heads of major projects or groups of projects become as influential as heads of traditional 
departments. In this way, members of project-teams are not necessarily pulled back into the 
traditional lines of bureaucracy.  An empowered staff enables real team commitment to develop on 
the project teams.  If the model is successful, the staff-lead project-teams will become the driving 
force to solve problems and improve services.  The resulting climate will allow the departments to 
change and adapt to the challenges emerging from the community.  
 
In this model, the influence of functional departments is minimized as staff is appointed to work on 
specific project teams.  While focusing on a particular project, an individual may still contribute to 
others. As work on one project-team winds down, commitments on other teams increase.  This kind 
of organization is ideally suited for addressing the challenges of a changing community.  The focus is 
on teamwork, innovation, and efficient services provided in a timely fashion. Functional 
departments, insofar as they exist as part of the City’s administrative structure, are support 
departments committed to enhancing the work of the project teams for the benefit of the citizens, 
residents, and businesses. The whole operation is guided by the management team at the center, 
which provides a strategic thrust, defining operational parameters, marshalling and channeling 
resources, monitoring results, and facilitating the general management of the system as a whole.  
 
The departments should operate more like a fluid network of team interaction than a government 
bureaucracy. The project teams are powerful, exciting and dynamic entities. There will be frequent 
cross-fertilization of ideas and a regular exchange of information, especially between team leaders 
and the senior management group. Much effort is devoted to creating shared appreciation and 
understanding of the nature of the organization and its mission, but always within a context that 
encourages an open, evolving, service-oriented approach to government.  The project teams will be 
empowered to find and create new initiatives, ideas, systems, and processes leading to the City’s 
revitalization. The City needs to adopt an innovative organizational model to meet the challenges of 
its local environment.  In doing so, Binghamton can introduce a new potential for entrepreneurship 
and improvement in specific pockets of the government, while exceeding and expanding the quality 
of services it provides.  
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For this model to succeed, directors must master the art of change by learning how to be driven by a 
sense of vision, while finding "doable," high impact initiatives that challenge and transform the status 
quo; by learning how to allow one change to build on another to achieve a compounding effect; and 
by utilizing opportunities created by random changes that can result in unanticipated breakthroughs.  
In addition, the proposed model is designed to facilitate more collaborative, integrated, and dynamic 
services and to help implement the Departments’  mission statements.  The vision sessions were 
conducted to empower the staff to develop ownership and embrace the proposed changes as an 
opportunity to develop creative solutions to the City’s problems – first organizationally, then 
programmatically.  The proposed model is also designed to help alleviate the types of bottlenecks at 
the Mayor’s office that are discussed in the above section.  It will foster interdepartmental discussion 
and collaboration by unifying the common elements of the following five departments into a 
Division of Planning & Development (DPD): 
 

1. Code Enforcement,  
2. Parks & Recreation, 
3. Building & Construction 
4. Economic Development, and 
5. Planning, Housing, & Community Development. 

 
The proposed DPD will operate under the administrative guidance of a Commissioner who will 
report directly to the Mayor.  Each Department will function under the Commissioner’s leadership, 
and four Program Directors will work as part of the management team.  The DPD will work with 
other departments to package and integrate services that better serve the community.  Under this 
model, the DPD would share a common support staff and consist of the following three restructured 
departments:  
 

1. Building & Code  
2. Citizens Bureau & Recreation, and 
3. Community & Economic Development 

 
The Supplemental Charter & Related Legislation, Part S Non-Amendatory Local Laws, Part 5, 
SubPart XXXVIII.  L.L. No. 1-1982, § 6  requires that “City Council authorize by ordinance, the 
creation of bureaus or divisions within the Department of Developmental and Community Services 
upon the submission of administrative and operational reorganization plans by the Director of 
Community Development.”  Accordingly, administrative and operational reorganization plans will be 
submitted to City Council (See Appendix B for a complete legal history of the department’s 
organizational structure).    In addition to City Council’s approval, certain changes to job duties and 
positions will require the approval of the Civil Service Commission.  Some suggested changes 
simply clarify or distinguish between different positions with similar titles, while others significantly 
alter the positions, classifications and duties.  Some of the changes will have immediate impact on 
positions and duties, while others may not affect current staff and will become effective only upon 
the next vacancy.  The following sections outline the details of the proposed changes, including the 
creation, elimination, and modification of departments as well as job duties, functions, and titles.  
Also embedded in the section is a discussion of how the City can improve the overall efficiency of 
unchanged positions.  
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Organizational Diagram 2 
DPD Administrative Plan 

Proposed May 2006 
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Commissioner (R) 

 

Citizen’s Bureau &  Recreation 
 
CBR Director (R) 
Youth Bureau Coordinator (N) 
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Summary:   
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BCD Director (R) 
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Comm. &  Econ. Development 
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“ If anything is certain, it is that change is certain.  
The world we are planning for today will not exist in this form tomorrow.”  

Philip Crosby, Reflections on Quality 
 
 

 
Planning &  Economic Development 
The PHCD & Economic Development Departments are currently independently responsible for the 
coordination and administration of a broad scope of planning, community, and economic 
development functions.  However, the Economic Development Department remains a separate 
department without a professional planner.  Under the current structure, economic development 
programs exist in a vacuum.  While certain programs have existed for a long time, but they do not 
contribute to a strategic plan to stimulate community or economic development.  Unfortunately, this 
results in the Economic Development Department concentrating on short-term projects while 
ignoring long-range planning and big-picture economic development strategies.  This can result in 
future opportunities being lost for short term gains.   
 
Fortunately, Binghamton’s 2003 Comprehensive Plan endorses an integrated approach to planning, 
community, and economic development.  The preferred strategy is to reestablish the City as a vibrant 
regional center by revitalizing neighborhood centers.  In order to implement the 2003 Comprehensive 
Plan, it is recommended that the DPD assume responsibility for developing the specific 
implementation plans for Binghamton’s economic development strategy.  Integrating planning and 
economic development will enable the department to develop long-term, comprehensive, and 
sustainable economic development plans and strategies.  It will also ensure that economic 
development projects the City commits to receives special attention from the planners. This does not 
mean that planning compromises due process or land use review requirements.  Rather it guarantees 
that planners are involved in the front end of projects before the City makes too many commitments. 
The planners can also ensure that projects are well-coordinated across all departments, and aid with 
developing permit timelines that balance legal requirements and the needs of project sponsors.  
 
BLDC/Economic Development Depar tment 
In addition to transferring economic development to the proposed DPD, it is strongly recommended 
that Binghamton clearly distinguish its economic development activities from those of the 
Binghamton Local Development Corporation (BLDC).  In order to delineate these spheres, it is 
recommended that the City eliminate the existing Economic Development Department.  The 
Director’s position would be reclassified, and the other three positions would be eliminated.  This 
proposal is structured around two objectives.  The first, which is discussed above, is improving the 
City’s ability to develop and implement strategic initiatives. The second is defining the proper 
relationship between the City and the BLDC.   
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The BLDC is a private, not-for-profit corporation that should operate exclusively under the guidance 
of its Board of Directors.  The BLDC should function as a partner in collaboration with the City, but 
the activities and responsibilities of the two organizations must be clearly differentiated.  The 
Executive Director should report to the BLDC Board of Directors, and BLDC staff should not remain 
City employees.  This proposal clearly separates the two entities, and the contractual agreements 
between the BLDC and the City ensure that the City can protect its interests through City Council 
and Mayoral representation on the BLDC’s Board of Directors. 
 
The DPD will be the City’s chief planning division and will develop strategic community and 
economic development plans.  The BLDC and other non-profit development agencies’  roles will be 
the implementation of specific programs and plans for the City.  Clearly, this should be a 
collaborative relationship.  In order to create a sound economic development plan, the City must 
involve implementers. On the other hand, the development of a good implementation strategy 
includes the planners.  The clear definition between the planning and implementation roles enables 
planning to work in this scenario.  
 
Hiring the National Development Council (NDC) is one option that has been discussed as a means of 
providing technical, financial and analytical support to the City and BLDC.  NDC’s specialty is 
putting together complex financing packages for development.  NDC or another consultant could 
potentially help Binghamton evaluate and revise its community and economic development 
programs.  However, before hiring an outside consultant to revise its programs, the City must first 
identify its community and economic development goals and establish a strategic plan.  Only after 
this is accomplished can an organization such as NDC be helpful in evaluating and identifying 
programs that will implement these goals.  If the City and the BLDC revise their programs without 
first establishing a strategic plan, they will be maintaining the status quo of running programs that are 
independent of any strategic objective.  Furthermore, such an endeavor should be supplemental to, 
rather than in lieu of, hiring leaders for the City’s departments. 
 
Periodically, and specifically following the creation of a strategic community and economic 
development plan and the corresponding revision of its programs, the City can reevaluate its staffing 
needs.  The BLDC should undertake a similar staff assessment, but as the BLDC will be 
independently operating under the authority of its Board or Directors, any additional BLDC staff 
should be paid for from funding sources other than the City.  Furthermore, the BLDC’s programs 
must be continuously evaluated in terms of whether they are successfully implementing the City’s 
strategic plan and economic development goals.   
 
Separating the operations of these two organizations will set the foundation for eventually moving 
the BLDC out of City Hall.  The City should provide the BLDC with Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) money to hire a small staff (1-2 people) and eventually approve the use of 
some Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) money to support the revolving loan funds.  Over 
time, the revolving loan fund should assist the BLDC in becoming a self-sustaining organization.  
However, the City should also expect the BLDC to continue operating out of its current space in City 
Hall until it can secure additional funding and develop a plan for moving into the community.  The 
City and the BLDC might consider setting a goal of moving the organization out of City Hall by the 
spring or summer of 2007.   
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The BLDC should be separate from the City to avoid political conflicts and the duplication of 
services.  There are a number of programmatic details that the BLDC can improve with guidance 
from a strategic economic development plan, but the greatest challenge to moving the BLDC out of 
City Hall will be securing supplemental funding. To assume legitimate development power, the 
BLDC will need enough support to function until additional sources are acquired.  Binghamton 
should be prepared to be the primary source of funding for three to five years.  However, a 
diversified financial scheme will ensure a more balanced approach to development.  Therefore, in 
addition to receiving some CDBG funds from the City, the BLDC must pursue financial support 
from foundations and grants from both public and private entities. 
 
The success of the BLDC will depend on how well the Board of Directors and staff address the key 
elements of building consensus, procuring stable funding, establishing due process, and creating a 
sound organization, as well as good community relations. The BLDC must explore all available 
funding resources, including state and federal incentives, foundations, philanthropic groups, and 
existing community and economic development project groups.  For example, private banks and 
financial institutions often provide grants via the Community Reinvestment Act, which encourages 
depository institutions to help meet the financial needs of the communities in which they operate. 
CRA provisions include not only loans but grants, which commonly fall within the range of $2,500 
to $5,000. 
 
The BLDC could also pursue funding from local and regional nonprofit institutions such as the South 
Central New York Community Foundation, which provides grants in the range of $10,000 for 
programs that strengthen communities. The Foundation also has environmental programs that fund 
development plans for Brownfield areas, which include former shopping centers, vehicle storage 
sites, and other areas that do not necessarily pose a health threat. Grants of this type typically range 
from $20,000 to $30,000.   The BLDC should bring a proactive vision to the area and provide a long-
term organizational means for sustainable economic development.  In addition to serving as a vehicle 
to filter federal funds for the City, the BLDC should become an independent instrument for directing 
funds from various sources into the City.   
 
 
Empire Zone 
Economic Development Zone Coordinator (Transfer to Broome County) 
The State of New York has designated both Empire Zones in Broome County under Section 958-C of 
General Municipal Law.  This designation gives the zones a countywide focus and assigns Broome 
County as the primary applicant for the program.  Given the County’s superior resources, the county-
wide focus of the program, and the current trend towards shared services, Binghamton should 
consider transferring administration of the program to the County.  This would designate the County, 
rather than the BLDC, as the grant administrator and relieve the City and the BLDC from providing 
personnel and financial oversight of the program.  In addition, such changes would probably require 
revising the funding formula.  The agreement establishing the Broome County Empire Zone was 
made when the City was the primary applicant for the program, and consequently, the City is 
required to make the largest contributions.  However, the County should probably be assessed the 
largest levy because it is the primary applicant for the program. 
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“The new situation did urgently demand a drastic revision of strategic planning”  
~ General Douglas MacArthur 

 
 
Division of Planning &  Development (DPD) 
The proposed Division of Planning & Development (DPD) will act as the lead agency, influencing 
neighborhood, community, and economic development as well as facilitating the implementation of 
strategic planning throughout City Hall.  DPD administration will serve all departments in the DPD. 
 
DPD Administration 
PHCD Director (Vacant) - Reclassified to DPD Commissioner (R) 
The DPD Commissioner has direct charge of the departments of Community & Economic 
Development, Building & Code, and the Citizens Bureau & Recreation.  This will be an important 
administrative position responsible for planning and implementing the activities of the CDBG, 
planning, housing, economic development, building and code enforcement, and recreational 
programs.  The Commissioner will oversee, facilitate, and coordinate the integration and application 
of these programs within the procedures and polices prescribed by State and Federal officials.  A 
Commissioner of Planning & Development will report directly to the Mayor and should have a 
Master’s degree in Planning or Public Administration, extensive knowledge of federal, state, and 
local regulations, and high level management experience in the public sector.  The salary range for 
this appointed unclassified policy/management position will be $65,000-85,000.   
 
DPD Attorney 
All of the departments in the proposed DPD require legal support.  Specifically, legal support is 
needed for staffing citizen judicial boards (Planning Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals, and 
Commission on Architecture and Urban Design), contracts and grants administration, housing and 
economic development financing projects, and code enforcement.  For many years, the department 
had legal services with as many as two attorneys housed in the department.  This proposal suggests 
designating one staff attorney from Corporate Counsel’s office to be the DPD Attorney, with primary 
responsibilities for land use, planning, development, and enforcement related issues. Corporation 
Counsel and the DPD Commissioner will jointly oversee the DPD Attorney.   
 
PHCD Asst Director – Title Change to Compliance Officer 
There is an immediate need for better financial management in the department.  As discussed in 
greater detail in the Grants Administrator section, the City must improve its ability to compile, track, 
and collect reimbursement from grantors in a more timely fashion.  Therefore, it is proposed that the 
Assistant Director position be modified in title to serve as a Compliance Officer.  This position will 
help manage HUD’s IDIS system and improve fiscal management throughout the DPD.  This 
position requires strong knowledge of accounting and financial management practices and a 
familiarity with federal, state, and local regulations.  This would be a CDBG funded position under 
the DPD staff branch.  The funds will be equally divided out of Housing (eliminated clerk position) 
and CDBG Administration.  The Compliance Officer will remain an exempt, civil service position, 
and therefore, should not require any new testing.  The salary for this position should be $40-50,000. 
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Grants Administrator  
Binghamton’s administration of grants, which encompasses a variety of duties including data 
collection, report preparation, and financial management, can be improved in a number of areas.    
First, the City must link departments benefiting from grants with administering responsibilities.  If 
the City expects the Grants Administrator to embark on an ambitious agenda identifying, applying, 
and securing new grants, the departments benefiting from grants must shoulder more of the 
responsibility for administering them upon receipt.  
 
Second, in the preparation of grant application budgets, the City should seek reimbursement for 
administrative expenses whenever allowed.  The City is currently administering or has applied for a 
number of grants that allows for administrative reimbursement, but has not requested it.  Receiving 
administrative reimbursements will enable the City to hire temporary project managers to administer 
grants that the departments cannot administer themselves.  Consequently, the Grants Administrator 
will be allowed to focus exclusively on administering grants that do not provide administrative 
reimbursement, and have additional time to research and apply for further grant opportunities. 
 
Third, the City must improve its ability to compile, track, and collect reimbursement from grant 
sources in a more timely fashion.  In certain instances involving granted administrative 
reimbursement, the City of Binghamton failed to collect the money.  The proposed Compliance 
Officer will greatly enhance the City’s ability to improve its financial management and grant 
reimbursement.  This will enable the Grants Administrator and Planners to spend more time 
identifying priority projects and subsequently researching, organizing, and writing grant applications.   
 
Finally, as the Grants Administrator and Planners shift focus to researching funding opportunities 
and applying for grants, there should be a particular emphasis on acquiring community and economic 
development, job creation and workforce development grants.  If Binghamton is committed to the 
goal of eventually moving the BLDC out of City Hall, other funding sources will be necessary, and 
the Grants Administrator and Planners can play an integral role in making this goal a reality.   
 
Typist/Clerks (4) – (PHCD Admin, Building, Code, Parks - one from Housing eliminated) 
(Senior) Typist/Clerk positions are defined as moderately difficult clerical work involving 
responsibility for a variety of clerical tasks including the full-time or substantial part-time operation 
of a typewriter.  However, over the years these positions have evolved to become more 
administrative/office management jobs.  The duties currently being performed include assisting with 
budget control, payroll, correspondence, public contact, public relations, administrative details, and 
solving administrative and clerical problems as well as working on special projects.  Under the 
proposed reorganization, their duties would include providing administrative support all to three 
departments.  These positions would remain civil service, union positions with a salary range of $20-
30,000.  Additionally, one of these administrators could be trained as the central receptionist for the 
department, to be located at the second work station outside the Mayor’s office.  This modification 
would accomplish two important objectives: (1) it would free the other typists to focus on important 
administrative responsibilities; and (2) it would ensure constant coverage of the Mayor’s office, 
which has been a consistent problem due to staff shortages. 
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“ In preparing for battle I have always found  
that plans are useless, but planning is indispensable.”  

~ President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
 
 
Community &  Economic Development 
The Community & Economic Development Department will embody planning as the driving force 
for the City’s development activities.  Strategic planning is at the heart of neighborhood, community 
and economic development, including housing, social services, zoning, land use, and financial 
planning. Strategic investment by a city is the product of good planning.  The goal of this proposal is 
to advance the professional planning capabilities of the office such that it has the resources and skills 
to facilitate the implementation of strategic planning throughout City Hall and the community.   
 
Economic Development Director - Reclassified to Community & Economic Development Director 
In conjunction with the Commissioner, this position will be responsible for the daily management of 
CDBG, planning, community and economic development services.  The position requires strong 
knowledge of federal, state and local regulations governing the Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnership (HOME), Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), and 
economic development programs.  The Director will be responsible for developing and implementing 
CDBG, planning, housing, community and economic development policy.  The Director should have 
a Master’s Degree in Planning and experience developing and implementing community and 
economic development plans.  It should be an appointed, unclassified, policy/management position 
and the salary for this position should be $50-60,000. 
 
Neighborhood/Community Development Planner (New) 
The Neighborhood Planner will work closely with the management team and community 
organizations to evaluate and revise the Binghamton’s community development programs.  This 
position will support and implement neighborhood planning initiatives and coordinate the City’s 
participation in the Neighborhood Assemblies.  The Neighborhood Assistance Center, which has 
been established by the Mayor’s Office to assist with the follow-up of the Neighborhood Assembly 
Committees, is currently staffed by volunteers and interns.  However, a dedicated staff person could 
provide a central role in community and economic development activities by coordinating citizen 
groups and neighborhood business associations with different departments and programs.  The 
Neighborhood/Community Development Planner should have a Master’s or Bachelor’s Degree in 
Planning, and should have a strong background in developing and implementing strategic community 
and economic development plans.  The Neighborhood/Community Development Planner will advise 
the management team on neighborhood revitalization and community development policy, and 
should therefore, be an exempt, civil service position with a salary of $40-50,000. 
 
Economic Development Planner (New) 
The Economic Development Planner will work closely with the management team, community 
organizations, and the business community to evaluate and revise Binghamton’s economic 
development programs.  The Economic Development Planner should have either a Master’s or 
Bachelor’s Degree in Planning, and should have a strong background in planning and implementing 
strategic community and economic development plans.  The Economic Development Planner should 
be designated as an exempt, civil service position with a salary of $40-50,000. 
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Senior Planner  
The Senior Planner is responsible for preparing plans for major projects in the Community 
Development Programs as well as staffing the Zoning Board of Appeals and City Planning 
Commission.  The Senior Planner should also play a greater role in the planning of long term 
economic development strategies and a capital improvement program.  The Senior Planner must be 
able to balance the responsibilities of staffing boards and participating in a variety of planning, 
community and economic development projects.  This position plays an integral role in guiding the 
creation and implementation of planning and economic development initiatives as well as 
coordinating projects with other departments.  The position remains a civil service position and the 
salary for this position should be $40-50,000. 
 
Planner 
The job duties and functions of this position as listed in the official job description are adequate.  It is 
envisioned that the Planner and the Senior Planner will play important roles in the development and 
implementation of the Capital Improvement Program, discussed later in this report.  The position 
remains a civil service position with a salary of $35-45,000. 
 
Design Planner 
Over the years, the Design Planner has become involved in a number of time-consuming projects and 
activities that are largely unrelated to the specific responsibilities for performing planning 
assignments related to architecture, landscape architecture, and/or urban design.  Most of these 
activities were assigned by the previous two Mayors, while other activities have been assumed either 
because no one else was doing them or because it was a topic of interest to the Design Planner.  
Regardless, it is important to thoroughly review and reassign many of these activities in order to 
allow the Design Planner to focus on design work.   
 
By request, the Design Planner prepared a list of standing meetings regularly attended, indicating a 
minimum of twenty meetings per month.   These as well as other meetings occupy a significant 
amount of time and prevent the Design Planner from accomplishing any design work.  The Design 
Planner should not be functioning as Binghamton’s de facto cultural affairs liaison, and many of 
these duties would be more properly assigned to a community or economic development planner or a 
cultural affairs staff.   
 
The primary duties, as outlined in the official job description include staffing the Commission on 
Architecture and Urban Design, providing advisory opinions to the ZBA, Planning Commission and 
BURA on design issues, and undertaking design related planning projects.  Additional planning and 
design projects could include activities such as designing landscape, park, façade and lighting plans.  
As outlined in the 2003 Comprehensive Plan, specific emphasis should be placed on the Design 
Planner developing design standards and a comprehensive historic preservation strategy.  The Design 
planner should also be working on community and economic development programs such as 
coordinating conceptual plans for the BLDC’s façade program and working with other departments 
to prepare landscape plans and conceptual designs for City projects. 
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Housing 
Binghamton’s 2003 Comprehensive Plan recommends the development of a strategy to address the 
issue if vacant and foreclosed property.  Since 1990, the City has seen a 47 percent increase in vacant 
housing units while owner occupied housing units have decreased.  The national average for 
homeownership rate is 68%, in contrast to Binghamton’s 43%.  Improving the City’s neighborhoods 
through housing rehabilitation is an extremely important endeavor and should be considered a top 
priority.  In addition to dedicating a larger share of CDBG money to home ownership and 
rehabilitation programs, the housing branch of the Community & Economic Development 
Department should help plan and implement strategic community development programs in targeted 
areas.   
 
Housing & Relocation Supervisor  - Reclassified to Housing Director  
In conjunction with the management team, the Housing Director will be primarily responsible for the 
management of all housing, rehabilitation, and Section 8 programs.  This will be reclassified as a 
management position, with the duties including planning, implementing, and managing the 
department’s housing programs and policies.  The Housing Director should work to secure funding to 
develop programs that (1) assist moderate-income first-time home buyers and (2) help homeowners 
cure code violations through rehab assistance, thereby improving the housing stock.  The Housing 
Director position should be an appointed, unclassified policy/management position with a salary of 
$45-55,000. 
 
Section 8 Housing Caseworkers (2) 
Section 8 Program Assistant 
The job duties and functions of these positions as listed in the official job description are adequate. 
 
Housing Coordinators: 

Title Change to Housing Program Coordinator 
Title Change to Rehab Coordinators (2) 
Title Change to Section 8 Housing Inspector 

 
The four Housing Coordinators possess the same title and job descriptions, while performing 
different tasks.  The specific aspects of the jobs being performed are so fundamentally distinct that 
the positions should be distinguished from each other via title changes.  One is really a Housing 
Program Coordinator, two are Rehab Coordinators, and the fourth is the Section 8 Housing Inspector.  
These positions will remain civil service, union positions.  No new testing should be required due to 
the housekeeping nature of the title changes.  These changes are consistent with the previous title 
changes that distinguished the Section 8 Housing Caseworkers from the Housing Coordinators (the 
only testing was to elevate the Assistant Housing Coordinators and this is not applicable in the 
present situation). 
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Building &  Code Depar tment (BCD) 
The demand of up to 40% of the Fire Marshall’s time necessitates relocating Code Enforcement.   
Housing or Building & Construction are the two logical options.  Given the related nature of 
building, construction, code inspection and enforcement, as well as the fact that the Building 
Superintendent, Building Inspector, and Zoning Enforcement Officer all rose through the ranks of 
Code Enforcement, integrating Building & Construction with Code Enforcement under a single 
Director is a logical step.   Integration will ensure the coordination of enforcement between building, 
construction, zoning, and code.  The logistics involved with such a move would probably include the 
Fire Department Administration switching places with Building & Construction.  Such a move would 
conveniently place all of Binghamton’s Planning and Development Services in one location and 
allow the Building & Code Department to tie into the Infinite phone system.   
 
Building &  Construction 
Superintendent of Building & Construction - Reclassified to Director of Building & Code 
Moving Code Enforcement into Building & Construction will create the need to have a position that 
is responsible for the management of the activities of the building, construction, zoning, and code.  
The Director requires strong knowledge of the City’s zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, and 
local and state building, housing, property maintenance, and rehabilitation codes.  This position 
would be under the general direction of the Commissioner of Planning & Development and will be 
responsible for developing, implementing, and managing the building, construction, zoning and code 
policies, as well as managing the inspectors and clerical staff.  The Building & Code Director should 
be an appointed, unclassified policy/management position with a salary of $45-55,000. 
 
Building Inspector II, Zoning Enforcement Officer, Plumbing & Electrical Inspectors 
The job duties and functions of these positions as listed in the official job description are adequate.   
 
Code Enforcement 
Code Inspector 
The job duties and functions of these positions as listed in the official job description are adequate.   
 
The placement of Code Enforcement in Building & Construction will result in a new department with 
10 people familiar wit code.  Cross-training the inspectors and enforcement officers in building, 
code, and zoning would create a department of inspectional services staffed with officers capable of 
doing a wide spectrum of enforcement and inspections.  These positions could merge the 
requirements for the Zoning Officer, Building Inspector II, and Code Inspector to a single description 
potentially called Inspectional Service Officer.  Future reclassifications may be necessary in the 
event that the recommendation to cross-train the inspectors and enforcement officers in building, 
code, and zoning is adopted.   
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Citizens Bureau &  Recreation Depar tment (CBR) 
The Parks & Recreation Department could benefit from a more dedicated utilization of the planners 
for open space and capital improvement planning, as well as technical assistance for grants writing 
and GIS mapping.  In addition, maintenance of code violations and In Rem properties could be more 
effectively facilitated by integrating the Parks and Recreation and Code Departments into the DPD.  
Lastly, the City of Binghamton is in the process of applying for funds to establish a Binghamton 
Youth Bureau.  The Youth Bureau would be a natural compliment to the City’s Recreation 
Department, which through its recreation programs, already maintains significant contact with the 
City’s youth.  The Parks & Recreation Department also provides recreational opportunities for adults 
and operates the senior centers.  Therefore, it is proposed that the City of Binghamton establish a new 
Citizens Bureau and Recreation Department within the Division of Planning and Development.   
 
Parks &  Recreation Administration 
Director - Reclassified to Citizens Bureau & Recreation Director 
The Director, reporting to the DPD Commissioner, will be responsible for the routine management of 
this department, including developing, implementing, and managing the youth bureau, recreational 
programs, park maintenance and park facility permits.  The Director will work closely with the 
Community & Economic Development and Code departments on coordinating and implementing a 
better policy for the management of vacant, foreclosed and In Rem properties.  The CBR Director 
will also oversee the development of the Youth Bureau and continue the management of parks 
facilities.  The Citizens Bureau & Recreation Director should be an appointed, unclassified 
policy/management position with a salary of $45-55,000. 
 
Recreation Supervisor 
The Recreation Supervisor will continue planning, promoting, and implementing the City’s leisure 
and recreation activities.  The salary for this position should be $35-45,000. 
 
Youth Bureau Coordinator (New)  
The job duties and functions of this position will be characterized by planning, promoting, and 
implementing Binghamton’s youth development initiatives.  According to the International 
City/County Management Association (ICMA), youth programs that provide counseling and 
parenting skills classes are most likely to target at-risk youths but are least likely to be offered by 
communities.  Accordingly, this position will be created to develop and implement the needed youth 
development programs. The Youth Bureau Coordinator should be designated as an exempt, civil 
service position, with an anticipated salary of $35-45,000. 
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“Community development is the process of building communities with emphasis on building the 
economy, forging and strengthening social ties, and developing the private and non-profit sectors.”  

~ The Community Development Society 
 
 

V. City of Binghamton Financial Analysis 
Discussion of the fiscal implications of implementing the proposed DPD recommendations requires 
an understanding of the current and historical budgetary framework.  This section compares the 
current and historical budget and staff levels to show the decline in the General Fund contribution for 
staffing and administrative expenses, as well as the increased reliance on CDBG funds to pay for 
basic government services. While this situation is not unique to Binghamton, in light of decreasing 
federal funds for community development, the Department of Housing & Urban Development is 
increasing the auditing and enforcement of municipal expenditures to ensure CDBG funds are spent 
on eligible activities.  The process of self-evaluating the budget allocations and developing a plan to 
restructure funding priorities is simpler than conducting the same process at the behest of the federal 
government.  After outlining the budgetary framework, this section will discuss the specific funding 
changes proposed in the new model.  In addition to improving the operations, the proposed DPD 
strengthens Binghamton’s financial and personnel positions by: 
 

(1) Establishing a more balanced distribution of General and CDBG funds, 
(2) Freeing nearly $290,000 in CDBG funds for CDBG-eligible programs, 
(3)  Reducing the total cost of the salaries and benefits by $75,000, and  
(4) Simultaneously setting fair salary ranges for each position and instituting long over due raises 

for all affected employees. 
 
City Budget – General Fund 
Figure 1 shows the population of Binghamton has been 
steadily declining since the early 1950’s, with the current 
levels equivalent to 1910.  In addition to population 
decline, due to the forces of urban renewal, neglect, and 
decay, the City’s physical and building infrastructure 
declined an estimated 15-20%.  Despite these decreases in 
population and buildings, the level of resources allocated 
to police and fire have grown at disproportional rates, and 
at the expense of other City functions; most notably 
planning, community and economic development, and 
maintaining infrastructure.  In an introductory message 
attached to the 1996 proposed budget, Mayor Bucci wrote: 
 

“ It is a significant challenge to balance the mandate to provide essential City services and the 
availability of resources to meet those needs.  Certain options, such as reducing our 
commitment to public safety, are not realistic.  However, it’s important to emphasize that 
public safety consumes the vast majority of our local tax dollars. Close to sixty percent of our 
General Fund resources go to public safety.  If that sixty percent remains firm, that means 
vast reductions have to be made in other service areas if we are to avoid tax increases.  But if 
we do that, those services will eventually become gutted and essentially ineffective.”  



Planning & Development Restructuring Report                City of Binghamton Financial Analysis 
City Budget - CDBG Funds 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

 
      Page 24          

 
 
Mayor Bucci did not meet the challenge of maintain the balance to which he alluded, and his 
prophecy ultimately proved correct; the over-commitment of municipal resources to police and fire 
gutted the City’s other departments and rendered many essential services ineffective.   
 
A recent report by the Office of the New York State Comptroller on the Fiscal Stress of Cities in 
New York reports that, on average, public safety spending constituted 31% of expenditures for cities 
in New York (excluding NYC) from 2000-2004.  Table 1 lists general fund data from the adopted 
budgets in five year increments between 1991 and 2006.  In 2006, police and fire spending 
constitutes close to 60% of all general fund spending.  Figure 2, demonstrates that the only area of 
general fund spending to significantly increase over the last fifteen years is police and fire, from 
$16.3 to $27.2 Million.  Figure 3 highlights the general fund decline in all areas of Community 
Development spending (Figures 2 and 3 both on next page).  So while police and fire constitute 60% 
of all general fund expenditures in 2006, the amount of general fund money the City of Binghamton 
contributes to Planning and Economic Developments is only $65,000, less than 10% of the $680,000 
general fund dollars spent in 1991 and merely 0.14% of the City’s total general fund expenditures in 
2006.  It’s important to note that these comparisons are in current dollar values, meaning the figures 
have not been adjusted for inflation so the disparity in terms of real dollars is even greater!   
 

Table 1: General Budget Data 1991-2006 
Adjusted General Fund Expenditures*  

  1991 1996 2001 2006 
PHCD $588,747  $107,914  $93,110  $60,285  
Code Enforcement $269,081  $156,459  $191,299  $165,984  
Bldg &  Const $178,342  $147,198  $178,149  $194,920  
Econ. Development $93,309  $22,022  $26,224  $5,200  
Total Dev Services $1,131,469  $435,589  $490,783  $428,396  
  
  1991 1996 2001 2006 
Police/Fire $16,334,392  $20,167,376  $21,657,097  $27,165,208  
General Gov©t $7,065,483  $5,666,194  $6,303,124  $6,035,165  
Transpor tation $1,994,616  $2,365,740  $1,726,790  $1,575,050  
Parks &  Recreation $2,998,060  $2,856,772  $3,122,852  $3,388,591  
Sanitation Bureau $2,144,769  $2,304,558  $2,855,415  $3,421,376  
PHCD &  Econ Dev. $682,055  $129,936  $119,334  $65,485  
Total Exp.  $35,767,228.00  $35,070,838.00  $37,697,579.00  $46,087,050  

Percent of Adjusted General Fund Spending 
  1991 1996 2001 2006 
Police/Fire 45.67% 57.50% 57.45% 58.94% 
General Gov©t 19.75% 16.16% 16.72% 13.10% 
Transpor tation 5.58% 6.75% 4.58% 3.42% 
Parks &  Recreation 8.38% 8.15% 8.28% 7.35% 
Sanitation Bureau 6.00% 6.57% 7.57% 7.42% 
PHCD &  Econ Dev. 1.91% 0.37% 0.32% 0.14% 
 
*Note:  CDBG Expenditures include the costs of salaries and benefits.  Therefore, the general fund budgets were 
adjusted to reflect the cost of benefits so that they could be compared consistently.  The Comptroller advised that 
a multiplier of .445 should be used for 2006 budget and .30 could be assumed for years prior to 2002. 
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Figure 2:  General Fund Spending 1991-2006
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City Budget – Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
In the 2001 budget message Mayor Bucci indicated that his philosophy regarding CDBG funds was 
“ to target these resources to broaden our level of key services without impacting the local property 
tax rate.”   As a result of this thinking, general fund dollars were withdrawn from the PHCD, 
Economic Development, Building & Construction, and Code Enforcement departments, and CDBG 
funds were distributed to a variety of departments beyond PHCD and Economic Development.  
While limited public services are allowable under the CDBG program, the above initiative resulted in 
an increase in the expressly prohibited practice of employing CDBG funds to staff basic government 
services.   
 
Table 2 lists CDBG expenditures in five year increments from Block Grant Years 16 to 31.   General 
fund contributions historically paid for most of the administrative staff and operational expenses 
(salary, benefits, rent, legal and financial services, etc.), and CDBG money was spent on 
implementing CDBG programs (producing affordable housing, creating jobs and serving low and 
moderate income populations).   
 
 
 

Program $: 16th Year 21st Year 26th Year 31st Year
Housing $725,000 $695,500 $380,500 $473,136

BLDC $388,000 $900,000 $357,000 $0
Human Services $176,206 $314,446 $292,400 $50,000

Streets $143,794 $650,000 $520,000 $600,000
Parks $0 $65,000 $136,325 $249,000

Sec 108 Loan 0 0 $685,000 $143,864
Program Total $1,433,000 $2,624,946 $2,371,225 $1,516,000

Administration Costs: 16th Year 21st Year 26th Year 31st Year
Dog Warden* $0 $0 $0 $38,000

Zoning $0 $0 $31,094 $42,700
Planning $10,000 $37,000 $38,063 $105,000

Code $0 $60,000 $62,675 $185,300
Housing $155,000 $256,000 $214,509 $248,000

Econ. Dev. $160,000 $250,000 $288,147 $270,000
Police* $0 $0 $0 $300,000

PHCD Admin** $278,000 $380,554 $373,787 $425,244
Admin Total $603,000 $983,554 $1,008,275 $1,614,244

Program &  Admin Total $2,036,000 $3,608,500 $3,379,500 $3,130,244

Table 2: CDBG Budget Data Years 16- 31
CDBG Expenditures

*Note:  Police Officers & Dog Warden were first proposed in the Year 26 budget, 
but not approved until Year 27.
* *Note:  PHCD Admin includes $110,000 for Accounting/Data Depts in Year 31, 
$95,400 in Year 26, and $55,400 in Year 21.  Data not available for Year 16.  
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For example, in 1991, the general fund contribution to PHCD and Economic Development was over 
$680,000, the CDBG expenditure for the administration of these departments totaled another 
$600,000, and the program spending, which consisted mostly of housing, economic development and 
human services spending, was more than $1.4 Million (See tables 1 and 2).  However presently, 
general fund support for PHCD and Economic Development combined is $65,000, merely 0.14% of 
the City’s total expenditures, while CDBG money is used primarily to pay for administrative staff 
and operational expenses leaving a much smaller share for implementing CDBG programs.   
 
The data table in Figure 4 demonstrates the result of withdrawing general fund dollars from these 
departments, as they collectively lost more than a third (50 to 32) of their staff between 1991 and 
2006.  (See Appendix C for a detailed listing of Community Development staff levels by funding 
source from 1991 to 2006 ).  Figure 4 also depicts that staff declined in all areas of Community 
Development, with the noted exception of the Building & Code Departments where the levels 
remained stable.  Taken into consideration the stable or declining general fund budgets displayed in 
Figure 3, it becomes clear that the only way these departments maintained stable staff levels was by 
using CDBG funds to pay for staff salaries and benefits.  This fund transfer rendered Binghamton's 
PHCD and Economic Development departments powerless, with dwindling influence and a staff 
reduced by half (37 to 19). 
 

Figure 4: Community Development Staff Levels 1991-2006
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Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of CDBG Funds to the various departments, and Figure 6 shows 
the CDGB program spending that does not constitute administrative or operational expenses (Figures 
5-6 on next page).  The spending in Figure 5 is exclusively for salary, benefits, and other 
administrative expenses while Figure 6 displays the resulting decreases in: 
 

·  Housing, which has decreased from a high of over $700,000 in Year 16 to less than $475,000 
in Year 31, and  

·  Economic Development (BLDC), which decreased from a high of $900,000 in Year 21 to $0 
in Year 31.   

 
Collectively, Figures 5 and 6 display a significant increase in CDBG spending for salaries and 
benefits and a dramatic decrease in targeted programmatic spending. This is a direct result of the lack 
of City contributions to the operational expenses of these departments.  Furthermore, program areas 
that increased were for streets and parks, facilities that the City should maintain with its capital 
budget.  There are legitimate CDBG-eligible costs associated with the administration of public 
programs, and certain CDBG funds should be directed to pay for staff implementing CDGB 
programs.  Eligibility for CDBG funds can be determined by: (1) Reviewing the Department of 
Housing & Urban Development Guidelines; (2) Assessing whether the position would exist in the 
absence of CDBG funds.  
 
PHCD and Economic Development are prime examples of programs unlikely to exist absent federal 
funds.  It is not a coincidence that these were the only departments receiving administrative funding 
from CDBG funds in 1991.  However, due to budgetary shortcomings and Mayor Bucci’s concerted 
effort to use CDBG funds in lieu of raising taxes or cutting police and fire, other related and 
unrelated departments have been receiving CDBG funds.  The Department of Housing & Urban 
Development has notified the City that the four funded Police Officers (based on the City’s crime 
statistics) and Dog Warden are not CDBG-eligible expenses.  Other positions, such as the planner, 
whose primary duties are to staff the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals, and the 
Zoning Officer, who enforces the zoning ordinance, are questionable CDBG expenditures.  
 
Binghamton must balance its funding priorities or risk the possibility of rendering City government 
completely incapable of providing basic services.  The State Comptroller’s report on the Fiscal Stress 
of Cities in New York found that the City of Binghamton has the fourth highest level of revenue-
related stress in the state.  According to the same report, police and fire spending on average 
constituted 31% of expenditures for other cities in New York (except NYC) from 2000-2004.  Given 
that revenues are not growing and police and fire consume 60% of the general fund resources, police 
and fire is an area that should be explored for savings.  This does not necessarily entail cutting police 
officers or firefighters, but it does recommend investigating at all areas of spending to seek savings 
that will allow the City to maintain a broad range of critical services.  
 
Lastly, the City’s financial crises will only be intensified as a large portion of its workforce is nearing 
retirement age.  In addition to failing to adequately contribute to the operations of the departments 
discussed above, the City will soon face a significant challenge attracting and retaining future 
employees due to its low wages, as well as paying for staff because retirement benefits for former 
PHCD employees are paid with CDBG funds.  Some savings may be achieved through consolidating 
services with the County, but without significant increases in the tax base, the only possibility to 
maintain essential services is to shift existing resources.   
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Figure 5:  CDBG Expenditures for Administrative Costs by Department Years 16 to 31
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Figure 6:  CDBG Expenditures for Non-Administrative Costs Years 16 to 31
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“Two tests of practical efficiency may be applied to the government of a city:  
what does it provide for people, and what does it cost the people.”  

~ Lord James Bryce, 1838-1922 
 
 
VI .  Fiscal Impacts of Proposal &  Implementation Plan 
This section answers the two most important questions associated with any study or plan:  (1) “How 
much does it cost?”  and, (2) “What are the likely impediments to implementation?”   The good news 
is that the entire plan can be implemented for approximately $75,000 less than is currently being 
spent on salaries and benefits.  However, in order to achieve this, the elected leaders must agree with 
the proposed organizational plan and accept the assumptions outlined below.  If these assumptions 
can be agreed upon, the implementation plan should be relatively simple and efficient. 
 
Fiscal Impacts of Proposal 
In addition to improving Binghamton’s operational capacity through reorganization, the proposed 
DPD will improve the City of Binghamton’s financial and personnel positions.   This will be 
accomplished by implementing the plan for at least $75,000 less than is currently being spent on 
salaries and benefits, while simultaneously setting fair salary ranges and instituting raises for each 
position.  Table 3 (Page 32) shows the existing and proposed salary ranges for each position. Table 4 
(Page 34) compares the total costs of the existing salaries to the proposed salaries for each position 
and Table 4-1 (Pages 35) breaks down the salary costs by showing whether each position is, and is 
proposed to be, funded by general fund or CDBG dollars. 
 
Four key assumptions went into developing the fiscal impacts of the proposal.  First, the City is likely 
to hire a Commissioner and new planners at the lower limits of the salary ranges, attracting a pool of 
younger professionals who have experience and are willing to work upward over a long period of 
time.  However, the upper limits of the ranges enable the City to offer competitive salaries and hire 
staff with significant experience in planning and implementing strategic community and economic 
development policies.     
 
Second, the City assumes the salaries of the Planner and Zoning Officer, whose duties collectively 
include staffing the Planning Commission, Zoning Board, and enforcing the City’s zoning code.  As 
discussed above, these positions are prime examples of basic government services that should not be 
CDBG-funded.   
 
Third, the City funds the BLDC at $100,000, enabling the organization to hire an Executive Director 
and potentially one other staff member.  Consequently, the organization will receive an urgent 
incentive to secure other sources of funding.  The grants administrator and planners can assist the 
BLDC with grants applications.  In addition to the financial and technical assistance, the City should 
allow the BLDC to operate out of City Hall during a transitional period.  
 
Lastly, the City adheres to the recommendation of the Department of Housing & Urban Development 
and ceases funding four police officers and a dog warden with CDBG resources.  This is a 
controversial and emotions issue exacerbated by recent press coverage.  The decision by HUD does 
not necessarily jeopardize funding for the Community Response Team, which is a tremendous asset 
to Binghamton.  Through retirement and attrition, the general fund can be utilized by the City during 
budget time to support the team without placing any additional burden on the taxpayers. 
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The City should recognize that public safety entails more than simply law enforcement, and requires 
a variety of projects:  removing blight, increasing the percentage of family-owned homes, investing 
in small business districts, providing safe and desirable recreational facilities for its citizens. The 
necessary stabilization of the City’s neighborhoods requires urgent investments in housing stock, 
projects regarding neglected properties, and incentives for homeownership. CDBG funds are 
specifically earmarked for such uses, and the proposed DPD budget establishes a more appropriate 
balance between CDBG and general funds by focusing on a results-oriented distribution of CDBG 
funds. 
 
In sum, this proposal creates net savings of between $75,000 and $130,000 in operating salaries, 
depending on whether the City is ready to hire a Youth Bureau Coordinator.  By funding source, 
under either scenario, the City would save nearly $290,000 in CDBG funds that should be directed to 
housing rehab, home ownership and other community and economic development programs.  The 
impact on the General Fund would be an increase of $215,000 with, and approximately $160,000 
without, the Youth Bureau Coordinator.  More than $100,000 of the increase in general fund dollars 
results from shifting the Planner and Zoning Officer from CDBG to General Fund.   
 
Implementation Plan  
As explained in Section 3 and Appendix B of this report, Binghamton’s Supplemental Charter & 
Related Legislation, Part S Non-Amendatory Local Laws, Part 5, SubPart XXXVIII.  L.L. No. 1-
1982, § 6  requires that “City Council authorize by ordinance, the creation of bureaus or divisions 
within the Department of Developmental and Community Services upon the submission of 
administrative and operational reorganization plans by the Director of Community Development.”  
Accordingly, the administrative and operational reorganization plans must be submitted to City 
Council.   
 
Following City Council approval, the proposed reclassifications and new positions must be submitted 
to the Civil Service Commission.  It is important to note that of the five management positions 
proposed to be reclassified, two are already mayoral appointments.  They are the vacant PHCD 
Director and the Economic Development Director and the proposed changes affect the job 
descriptions but not the classifications.  However, the suggestions regarding the other three positions 
(the Housing Supervisor, Superintendent of Building & Construction, and Parks & Recreation 
Director) involve changing the classifications and the job duties of protected civil service positions.  
Each of these individuals has over 30 years of City employment and collectively, they have about 
100 years of service to Binghamton.  With due respect, they should be afforded the option to waive 
their civil service protection and accept the appointment with the accompanying raise, offered early 
retirement, or the proposed changes to their positions should go into effect upon their respective 
retirements. 
 
The other main issue in implementing this plan is the fate of Economic Development Department 
(EDD) employees.  The recommendation to eliminate the department was not made without 
considering the impact on these employees’  and their families’  lives, but ultimately the proposal was 
made using the utilitarian principal of the greatest-good for the City.  Since the EDD is funded 
through the 2006 budget, these employees will have a number of months to plan for the change 
following City Council approval.  The City of Binghamton should conduct a program to place all 
these employees in other departments, other governmental agencies, non-profit, or even private 
positions for which each person may be qualified.  The goal should be 100 % placement.   
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Salary Benefits Total Low Benefits Total High Benefits Total Average Benefits Total
Administration

Commissioner (R) 52,544.00        23,382.08     75,926.08        65,000.00        28,925.00     93,925.00        85,000.00        37,825.00     122,825.00      75,000.00        33,375.00     108,375.00      
Compliance Ofc 42,116.00        18,741.62     60,857.62        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        
Grants Admin 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Sr. Typist 21,295.00        9,476.28       30,771.28        20,000.00        8,900.00       28,900.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
SubTotal 152,023.00      67,650.24     219,673.24      160,000.00      71,200.00     231,200.00      210,000.00      93,450.00     303,450.00      185,000.00      82,325.00     267,325.00      

Econ. Dev.
Asst Director (E) 42,116.00        18,741.62     60,857.62        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
Bus Dev (E) 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
Fin Analyst (E) 41,852.00        18,624.14     60,476.14        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
E-Zone 16,667.00        -               16,667.00        16,667.00        -               16,667.00        16,667.00        -               16,667.00        16,667.00        -               16,667.00        
BLDC -                  -               -                  100,000.00      -               100,000.00      100,000.00      -               100,000.00      100,000.00      -               100,000.00      
SubTotal 136,703.00      53,416.02     190,119.02      116,667.00      -               116,667.00      116,667.00      -               116,667.00      116,667.00      -               116,667.00      

Planning &  Dev.
P & ED Director (R) 49,640.00        22,089.80     71,729.80        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        60,000.00        26,700.00     86,700.00        55,000.00        24,475.00     79,475.00        
Nbhd Pl (N) -                  -               -                  40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        

Econ Dev Planner (N) -                  -               -                  40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        
Senior Planner 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        
Planner 31,705.00        14,108.73     45,813.73        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Design Planner 38,352.00        17,066.64     55,418.64        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
SubTotal 155,765.00      69,315.43     225,080.43      240,000.00      106,800.00   346,800.00      300,000.00      133,500.00   433,500.00      270,000.00      120,150.00   390,150.00      

Housing

Housing Director (R) 41,805.00        18,603.23     60,408.23        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        55,000.00        24,475.00     79,475.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        

Rehab Coord 37,402.00        16,643.89     54,045.89        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        

Rehab Coord 33,524.00        14,918.18     48,442.18        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        

Program Coord 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Clerk/Typist (E) 22,475.00        10,001.38     32,476.38        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  

Sec 8 Inspector 45,481.00        20,239.05     65,720.05        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Case Worker 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Case Worker 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Program Assistant 28,987.00        12,899.22     41,886.22        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
SubTotal 308,245.00      137,169.03   445,414.03      250,000.00      111,250.00   361,250.00      330,000.00      146,850.00   476,850.00      290,000.00      129,050.00   419,050.00      

2006 Salar ies Proposed Salary Range
Table 3: Existing Salary and Proposed Salary Ranges by Position 

 
 

Table 3 continued on Next Page 
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Salary Benefits Total Low Benefits Total High Benefits Total Average Benefits Total
Building &  Code
BCD Director (R) 48,593.00        21,623.89     70,216.89        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        55,000.00        24,475.00     79,475.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Building Inspector 31,515.00        14,024.18     45,539.18        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Plumbing Inspector 30,343.00        13,502.64     43,845.64        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Zoning Officer 31,515.00        14,024.18     45,539.18        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        

Account Clerk Typist 19,542.00        8,696.19       28,238.19        20,000.00        8,900.00       28,900.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Account Clerk Typist 20,226.00        9,000.57       29,226.57        20,000.00        8,900.00       28,900.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Code Inspector 27,702.00        12,327.39     40,029.39        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
SubTotal 368,286.00      163,887.27   532,173.27      335,000.00      149,075.00   484,075.00      465,000.00      206,925.00   671,925.00      400,000.00      178,000.00   578,000.00      

Citizens Bureau
CBR Director (R) 47,884.00        21,308.38     69,192.38        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        55,000.00        24,475.00     79,475.00        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Rec. Supervisor 40,571.00        18,054.10     58,625.10        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Sr. Typist 21,295.00        9,476.28       30,771.28        20,000.00        8,900.00       28,900.00        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Y-Bureau Coord. (N) -                  -               -                  35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
SubTotal 109,750.00      48,838.75     158,588.75      135,000.00      60,075.00     195,075.00      175,000.00      77,875.00     252,875.00      155,000.00      68,975.00     223,975.00      

Police
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
SubTotal 192,684.00      85,744.38     278,428.38      -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  

Dog Warden
SubTotal 23,797.00        10,589.67     34,386.67        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  
SubTotal 23,797.00        10,589.67     34,386.67        -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  -                  -               -                  

TOTAL 1,447,253.00   636,610.77   2,083,863.77   1,236,667.00   498,400.00   1,735,067.00   1,596,667.00   658,600.00   2,255,267.00   1,416,667.00   578,500.00   1,995,167.00   

Continued Table 3: Existing Salary and Proposed Salary Ranges by Position 
2006 Salar ies Proposed Salary Range
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Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total
Administration
Commissioner (R) 52,544.00        23,382.08     75,926.08        70,000.00        31,150.00     101,150.00      
Compliance Ofc 42,116.00        18,741.62     60,857.62        45,000.00        20,025.00     65,025.00        
Grants Admin 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        38,000.00        16,910.00     54,910.00        
Admin Asst 21,295.00        9,476.28       30,771.28        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
SubTotal 152,023.00      67,650.24     219,673.24      178,000.00      79,210.00     257,210.00      

Econ. Dev.
Asst Director (E) 42,116.00        18,741.62     60,857.62        -                   -                -                   
Bus Dev (E) 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        -                   -                -                   
Fin Analyst (E) 41,852.00        18,624.14     60,476.14        -                   -                -                   
E-Zone 16,667.00        -                16,667.00        16,667.00        -                16,667.00        
BLDC -                   -                -                   100,000.00      -                100,000.00      
SubTotal 136,703.00      53,416.02     190,119.02      116,667.00      -                116,667.00      

Comm &  Econ Dev.
P & ED Director (R) 49,640.00        22,089.80     71,729.80        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Nbhd Pl (N) -                   -                -                   40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Econ Dev Planner (N) -                   -                -                   40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Senior Planner 36,068.00        16,050.26     52,118.26        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
Planner 31,705.00        14,108.73     45,813.73        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Design Planner 38,352.00        17,066.64     55,418.64        40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
SubTotal 155,765.00      69,315.43     225,080.43      245,000.00      109,025.00   354,025.00      

Housing
Housing Director (R) 41,805.00        18,603.23     60,408.23        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Rehab Coord. 37,402.00        16,643.89     54,045.89        39,000.00        17,355.00     56,355.00        
Rehab Coord. 33,524.00        14,918.18     48,442.18        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Program Coord. 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Clerk/Typist (E) 22,475.00        10,001.38     32,476.38        -                   -                -                   
Sec 8 Inspector 45,481.00        20,239.05     65,720.05        46,850.00        20,848.25     67,698.25        
Case Worker 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Case Worker 32,857.00        14,621.37     47,478.37        35,000.00        15,575.00     50,575.00        
Program Assistant 28,987.00        12,899.22     41,886.22        30,000.00        13,350.00     43,350.00        
SubTotal 308,245.00      137,169.03   445,414.03      305,850.00      136,103.25   441,953.25      

Building &  Code
BCD Director (R) 48,593.00        21,623.89     70,216.89        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Building Inspector 31,515.00        14,024.18     45,539.18        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Plumbing Inspector 30,343.00        13,502.64     43,845.64        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Zoning Officer 31,515.00        14,024.18     45,539.18        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Account Clerk Typist 19,542.00        8,696.19       28,238.19        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Account Clerk Typist 20,226.00        9,000.57       29,226.57        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Code Inspector 27,702.00        12,327.39     40,029.39        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38     38,256.38        32,500.00        14,462.50     46,962.50        
SubTotal 368,286.00      163,887.27   532,173.27      425,000.00      189,125.00   614,125.00      

Citizens Bureau
CBR Director (R) 47,884.00        21,308.38     69,192.38        50,000.00        22,250.00     72,250.00        
Rec. Supervisor 40,571.00        18,054.10     58,625.10        42,000.00        18,690.00     60,690.00        
Sr. Typist 21,295.00        9,476.28       30,771.28        25,000.00        11,125.00     36,125.00        
Y-Bureau Coord. (N) -                   -                -                   40,000.00        17,800.00     57,800.00        
SubTotal 109,750.00      48,838.75     158,588.75      157,000.00      69,865.00     226,865.00      

Police
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                   -                -                   
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                   -                -                   
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                   -                -                   
Grade 1 Officer 48,171.00        21,436.10     69,607.10        -                   -                -                   
SubTotal 192,684.00      85,744.38     278,428.38      -                   -                -                   

Dog Warden
Dog Warden 23,797.00        10,589.67     34,386.67        -                   -                -                   
SubTotal 23,797.00        10,589.67     34,386.67        -                   -                -                   

TOTAL 1,447,253.00   636,610.77   2,083,863.77   1,427,517.00   583,328.25   2,010,845.25   

2006 Salar ies Proposed 2007 Salar ies
Table 4: Existing &  Proposed 2007 Salary by Position
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Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total
Administration
Commissioner (R) -                  -                  -                  52,544.00           23,382.08           75,926.08           -                  -                      -                  70,000.00        31,150.00        101,150.00         
Compliance Ofc -                  -                  -                  42,116.00           18,741.62           60,857.62           -                  -                      -                  45,000.00        20,025.00        65,025.00           
Grants Admin -                  -                  -                  36,068.00           16,050.26           52,118.26           -                  -                      -                  38,000.00        16,910.00        54,910.00           
Admin Asst -                  -                  21,295.00           9,476.28             30,771.28           -                  -                      -                  25,000.00        11,125.00        36,125.00           
SubTotal -                  -                  -                  152,023.00         67,650.24           219,673.24         -                  -                      -                  178,000.00      79,210.00        257,210.00         

Econ. Dev.
Asst Director (E) -                  -                  -                  42,116.00           18,741.62           60,857.62           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Bus Dev (E) -                  -                  -                  36,068.00           16,050.26           52,118.26           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Fin Analyst (E) -                  -                  -                  41,852.00           18,624.14           60,476.14           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
E-Zone -                  -                  -                  16,667.00           -                      16,667.00           -                  -                      -                  16,667.00        -                  16,667.00           
BLDC -                  -                  -                  -                      -                      -                      -                  -                      -                  100,000.00      -                  100,000.00         
SubTotal -                  -                  -                  136,703.00         53,416.02           190,119.02         -                  -                      -                  116,667.00      -                  116,667.00         

Planning &  Dev.
P & ED Director (R) -                  -                  -                  49,640.00           22,089.80           71,729.80           -                  -                      -                  50,000.00        22,250.00        72,250.00           
Nbhd/CD Pl (N) -                  -                  -                  -                      -                      -                      -                  -                      -                  40,000.00        17,800.00        57,800.00           
Econ Dev Pl (N) -                  -                  -                  -                      -                      -                      -                  -                      -                  40,000.00        17,800.00        57,800.00           
Senior Planner 18,034.00        8,025.13          26,059.13        18,034.00           8,025.13             26,059.13           20,000.00        8,900.00             28,900.00        20,000.00        8,900.00          28,900.00           
Planner -                  -                  31,705.00           14,108.73           45,813.73           35,000.00        15,575.00           50,575.00        -                  -                  -                      
Design Planner 19,176.00        8,533.32          27,709.32        19,176.00           8,533.32             27,709.32           20,000.00        8,900.00             28,900.00        20,000.00        8,900.00          28,900.00           
SubTotal 37,210.00        16,558.45        53,768.45        118,555.00         52,756.98           171,311.98         75,000.00        33,375.00           108,375.00      170,000.00      75,650.00        245,650.00         

Housing
Housing Director (R) -                  -                  -                  41,805.00           18,603.23           60,408.23           -                  -                      -                  50,000.00        22,250.00        72,250.00           
Rehab Coord -                  -                  -                  37,402.00           16,643.89           54,045.89           -                  -                      -                  39,000.00        17,355.00        56,355.00           
Rehab Coord -                  -                  -                  33,524.00           14,918.18           48,442.18           -                  -                      -                  35,000.00        15,575.00        50,575.00           
Program Coord. -                  -                  -                  32,857.00           14,621.37           47,478.37           -                  -                      -                  35,000.00        15,575.00        50,575.00           
Clerk/Typist (E) -                  -                  -                  22,475.00           10,001.38           32,476.38           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Sec 8 Inspector -                  -                  -                  45,481.00           20,239.05           65,720.05           -                  -                      -                  46,850.00        20,848.25        67,698.25           
Case Worker -                  -                  -                  32,857.00           14,621.37           47,478.37           -                  -                      -                  35,000.00        15,575.00        50,575.00           
Case Worker -                  -                  -                  32,857.00           14,621.37           47,478.37           -                  -                      -                  35,000.00        15,575.00        50,575.00           
Program Assistant -                  -                  -                  28,987.00           12,899.22           41,886.22           -                  -                      -                  30,000.00        13,350.00        43,350.00           
SubTotal -                  -                  -                  308,245.00         137,169.03         445,414.03         -                  -                      -                  305,850.00      136,103.25      441,953.25         

Table 4-1:  Existing and Proposed Salar ies by Position &  Funding Source
2006 General Fund 2006 Federal Funds (CDBG &  Section 8)   2007 Proposed General Fund   2007 Proposed Federal Funds (CDBG &  
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Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total Salary Benefits Total
Building &  Code
BCD Director (R) 48,593.00        21,623.89        70,216.89        -                      -                      -                      50,000.00        22,250.00           72,250.00        -                  -                  -                      
Building Inspector 31,515.00        14,024.18        45,539.18        -                      -                      -                      32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Plumbing Inspector 30,343.00        13,502.64        43,845.64        -                      -                      -                      32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Zoning Officer -                  -                  -                  31,515.00           14,024.18           45,539.18           32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Clerk/Typist 19,542.00        8,696.19          28,238.19        -                      -                      -                      25,000.00        11,125.00           36,125.00        -                  -                  -                      
Account Clerk Typist 20,226.00        9,000.57          29,226.57        -                      -                      25,000.00        11,125.00           36,125.00        -                  -                  -                      
Code Inspector 27,702.00        12,327.39        40,029.39        -                      -                      -                      32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38        38,256.38        -                      -                      -                      32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Code Inspector 26,475.00        11,781.38        38,256.38        -                      -                      -                      32,500.00        14,462.50           46,962.50        -                  -                  -                      
Code Inspector -                  -                  -                  26,475.00           11,781.38           38,256.38           -                  -                      -                  32,500.00        14,462.50        46,962.50           
Code Inspector -                  -                  -                  26,475.00           11,781.38           38,256.38           -                  -                      -                  32,500.00        14,462.50        46,962.50           
Code Inspector -                  -                  -                  26,475.00           11,781.38           38,256.38           -                  -                      -                  32,500.00        14,462.50        46,962.50           
Code Inspector -                  -                  -                  26,475.00           11,781.38           38,256.38           -                  -                      -                  32,500.00        14,462.50        46,962.50           
SubTotal 230,871.00      102,737.60      333,608.60      137,415.00         61,149.68           198,564.68         295,000.00      131,275.00         426,275.00      130,000.00      57,850.00        187,850.00         

Citizens Bureau
CBR Director (R) 47,884.00        21,308.38        69,192.38        -                      -                      -                      50,000.00        22,250.00           72,250.00        -                  -                  -                      
Rec. Supervisor 40,571.00        18,054.10        58,625.10        -                      -                      -                      42,000.00        18,690.00           60,690.00        -                  -                  -                      
Sr. Typist 21,295.00        9,476.28          30,771.28        -                      -                      -                      25,000.00        11,125.00           36,125.00        -                  -                  -                      
Y-Bureau Coord. (N) -                  -                  -                  -                      -                      -                      40,000.00        17,800.00           57,800.00        -                  -                  -                      
SubTotal 109,750.00      48,838.75        158,588.75      -                      -                      -                      157,000.00      69,865.00           226,865.00      -                  -                  -                      

Police
Grade 1 Officer -                  -                  -                  48,171.00           21,436.10           69,607.10           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Grade 1 Officer -                  -                  -                  48,171.00           21,436.10           69,607.10           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Grade 1 Officer -                  -                  -                  48,171.00           21,436.10           69,607.10           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
Grade 1 Officer -                  -                  -                  48,171.00           21,436.10           69,607.10           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
SubTotal -                  -                  -                  192,684.00         85,744.38           278,428.38         -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      

Dog Warden
Dog Warden -                  -                  -                  23,797.00           10,589.67           34,386.67           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      
SubTotal -                  -                  -                  23,797.00           10,589.67           34,386.67           -                  -                      -                  -                  -                  -                      

TOTALS 377,831.00      168,134.80      545,965.80      1,069,422.00      468,475.98         1,537,897.98      527,000.00      234,515.00         761,515.00      900,517.00      348,813.25      1,249,330.25      

GF 545,965.80         GF 761,515.00         
CDBG 1,537,897.98      CDBG 1,249,330.25      

Total 2,083,863.77      Total 2,010,845.25      

GF 215,549.21         increase
CDBG (288,567.73)        decrease

Total (73,018.52)          decrease

Net Change

2006 General Fund 2006 Federal Funds (CDBG &  Section 8)   2007 Proposed General Fund 
Continued Table 4-1:  Existing and Proposed Salar ies by Position &  Funding Source

2006 2007 Proposed

  2007 Proposed Federal Funds (CDBG &  
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“For a successful technology [to get implemented],  
reality must take precedence over public relations”  

~ Richard Feynman 
 
 
VI I .  Other Recommendations/Operational Assessment 
In addition to the organizational assessment, the investigation and the vision sessions highlighted a 
number of significant operational problems that structural changes, such as reorganization, cannot 
independently solve.  This section addresses systemic operational issues that transcend department 
boundaries.  These operational concerns include payroll and accounting as well as information 
technology.  The section includes proposals to adopt performance-based budgeting, implement a 
capital improvement program, and recommends modifying the Community Development Advisory 
Committee.  Collectively, these recommendations are designed to empower the community, increase 
civic participation, institute a system of accountability over the use of City and federal funds, 
improve public services, and ensure that funding decisions are made strategically.   
 
Payroll &  Accounting 
One the biggest problems reported by staff members during the departmental vision sessions was 
payroll and accounting.  Some departments manage many distinct payrolls that have different pay 
periods and reporting dates.  For instance, the Parks Department manages (1) CSEA payroll two 
times per month on the first and fifteenth, (2) Teamsters, administration, and part time payrolls 
biweekly (M-F), and (3) seasonal snow and summer payrolls biweekly (Th-W).  In addition to the 
Parks Department’s different payrolls, PHCD runs four separate CSEA payrolls, and two seasonal 
biweekly payrolls for summer cleanup (CDBG Th-W) and Weed and Seed (M-F).  Code 
Enforcement and Building also run two separate CSEA payrolls each (for CDBG and General Fund 
positions).   
 
In addition to payroll, the PHCD Department reports problems concerning recruiting and maintaining 
contractors for housing rehabilitation work, and the Parks Department reported losing vendors due to 
untimely payments.  The payrolls listed above, along with the Police and Fire payrolls indicate that 
the Finance Department spends a considerable amount of time running and processing payrolls.  
Since payroll inefficiency has been raised by staff at every single vision session as the most likely 
contributor to the other accounting problems, the City’s financial and payroll policies, as well as the 
technological capacities of these departments should be thoroughly reviewed.  There may be an 
opportunity to economize time and money by switching to an electronic, universal, biweekly payroll 
period.   
 
Serious consideration should be given to developing departmental accounting services in the 
restructured DPD, which would enable the Department to oversee the financial elements of their 
programs, to better complete HUD’s required financial reporting and program forecasting, and to 
compile, track, and collect reimbursement grant money in a more timely fashion.  The City currently 
spends 25% of the PHCD Administration budget for accounting and data services and could easily 
pay for an additional person to develop and implement an internal accounting/financial management 
system in the DPD for an amount substantially smaller than the $110,000 of CDBG funds that are 
currently dedicated to the Comptroller’s office for these services.   
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Information Technology/3-1-1 System 
The improvement of Binghamton’s technological capacity necessitates the integration and 
centralization of the phone and voicemail systems, as well as the standardization of internet 
capabilities across City departments.  Supervisors in the Parks & Recreation department personally 
pay for internet service in order to maintain email contact with City Hall, and Code Officers email 
New York Code Bulletins home in order to access information on the internet.  Both of these 
situations are unacceptable and could be easily resolved.  Many departments also report lack of 
reception services and voicemail as considerable obstacles to providing prompt and efficient 
customer service.  One consideration is to implement a citywide 3-1-1 system, which would provide 
a convenient, centralized access point to City services and information.  3-1-1 initiatives help 
departments provide efficient service delivery by allowing them to focus on their core missions, 
manage workloads more efficiently, gain insight into the needs of residents, and measure how well 
services are delivered.   
 
The 3-1-1 system began in Baltimore as a way to ease the burden on 9-1-1 by redirecting non-
emergency calls.  In many places it has transformed into something bolder: a sweeping civic 
management system that smoothly captures citizen complaints, allows departments to better analyze 
the data of dissatisfaction, and track problem-solving, and then lets officials accurately judge whether 
the performance of their staff is meeting its goals.  Baltimore is changing the 3-1-1 police-only 
system into a total citywide one number system, following the successes of major cities like Dallas, 
Texas and Columbus, Ohio and smaller cities such as Somerville, Massachusetts.  Rochester was the 
first City in New York to use a 3-1-1 system for non-emergency police calls, and New York City has 
implemented a citywide 3-1-1 system for all services.   
 
A 3-1-1 system is a capital improvement that would increase customer service, promote employee 
efficiency, and provide an important management tool to track the departments’  performances in 
responding to the community.  A certain amount of time is required to assess the feasibility and costs 
of developing such a system.  Nonetheless, at minimum, a short-term solution would be to integrate 
the phone systems and reception services for the entire fourth floor of City Hall.  There is a 
substantial problem with administrative support for the Mayor’s office that can be solved by 
integrating the phone system and reception services (the entire fourth floor, except the Mayor’s 
office, is equipped with Infinite phone technology).  Furthermore, integrating a centralized phone 
system and providing all staff with voice mail will free clerical staff to perform other important 
administrative tasks and ensure that clerical staff exclusively covers the phones.  Professional staff is 
frequently reassigned from their duties to cover phones.  
 
Performance Based Budgeting 
The City is encouraged to spend the time and resources necessary to devise a performance 
measurement program as a part of its comprehensive strategic planning initiative. This initiative can 
yield critical success factors to achieve a citywide vision that gives department heads a clear set of 
action priorities on which to base their programs and service objectives for the next year.  The City's 
mission would be tied to a companion pay-for-performance program that links annual evaluations 
and pay increases with completing objectives. Department heads monitor performance and report 
progress toward their respective objectives in the following year. This generates the flow of 
performance-based management, where the vision informs the organization-wide goals, the 
organization-wide goals inform department heads' program objectives, and performance measures 
indicate progress toward these objectives.  Integrating performance management into the budget 
process will provide the greatest challenge of this process.  Appendix D includes steps recommended 
to adopt a strategic performance management approach to budgeting. 



Planning & Development Restructuring Report        Other Recommendations/Operational Assessment 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

 
      Page 39        

 

 
 
Capital Improvement Program 
Municipalities wrestle with budget issues every year and Binghamton is no exception.  Local policy 
makers have to decide between spending for operating expenses and investing in infrastructure.  
Revenue related fiscal stress and the cost of maintaining services have left Binghamton unable to 
keep pace with its capital needs.  One way to plan for both the City’s present and future infrastructure 
requirements is to design a capital improvement program (CIP).  A CIP is a policy program 
recommended in the 2003 Comprehensive Plan that could be employed City Council to direct the 
administration to develop a strategic, proactive approach to assess Binghamton’s existing and future 
capital needs. In support of this program, attention is directed towards identifying appropriate 
funding sources and project maintenance-operational costs for all capital projects.   
 
At its essence, a CIP is a long-range financial planning tool designed to address the community needs 
for improving infrastructure, streets, drainage, parks, public facilities, utilities, equipment, and other 
City functions.   Utilizing this process, the City schedules necessary improvements over time and in 
so doing, is able to afford them.  A CIP is comprised of two parts — a capital budget and a capital 
program. A capital program is an important planning tool that examines the physical components, 
financial capacity, and long-range needs of a community.  It is recommended to project five years 
beyond the capital budget (six years total) to determine and prioritize the City’s needs within its 
financial constraints. A CIP plan represents the best efforts to strategically allocate available 
resources toward projects that provide the most benefit for the citizens of Binghamton. Generally, 
capital items are relatively expensive, have a multi-year useful life, and result in fixed assets.  
Specifically, capital items or projects are defined as having a cost of at least $10,000 with a useful 
life of at least three years.   The CIP will be reviewed each year to reflect changing priorities and 
provide a framework for identifying capital requirements and the impact of capital projects on 
operating budgets, scheduling, and coordinating related projects.  The capital budget is the capital 
spending plan for each year.   
 
A CIP is fluid in nature, with projects added and deleted from the approved list due to adjusted 
funding or project completion. The CIP lists each capital project and the proposed methods of 
financing, attempts to identify and plan for all major capital needs, and addresses the capital items 
that are different from those covered under the capital outlay category in each department's annual 
operating budget.  A CIP has many benefits, including enhancing a City’s credit rating, 
stabilizing its tax rate, identifying revenue sources including potential grants, controlling debt, 
identifying and pr ior itizing projects, and keeping the capital needs of the community in the 
forefront. 
 
City Council attempted to implement such a plan for streets and the golf course in early 2004 (Perm. 
No. 04-10 & 04-16, respectively).  However, there are various steps a City should take to implement 
a successful CIP.  New York General Municipal Law specifically states, “Any municipal 
corporation, by resolution or ordinance of the governing board, may undertake the planning and 
execution of a capital program (See NY CLS Gen Mun § 99-g).  Therefore, City Council should 
adopt a resolution establishing a more comprehensive CIP process, formalizing process and 
guidelines the City should follow.  
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The Mayor should appoint a CIP project team to coordinate the staff work on this important endeavor 
and ensure that the City’s goals are met.  The project team should include the Commissioners of 
Planning & Development, Public Works, and Finance and should commence by preparing an 
inventory of existing assets and properties. This inventory should identify the age, condition, and use 
of every City asset. A subsequent review of previously approved projects should determine the 
availability of funds from completed projects, once the associated debt has been repaid. One of the 
most important duties of the CIP project team will be to assess the City’s financial capacity to ensure 
that the tax levy and debt service remain stable. Any attempt to stabilize the annual amount of debt 
service requires a coordinated effort with the financial and operational officers of the City. The CIP 
project team should compile and evaluate project requests, using a rating system to prioritize all 
submissions.  Prioritizing the requests is often the most difficult task for the CIP project team, as it 
requires subjective analysis by the members. Therefore, requiring a team review of each project 
institutes a system of checks and balances.  Each project should then be analyzed to identify outside 
sources of revenue such as federal or state aid or grants. Utilizing this process reduces the impact on 
the community’s tax burden and allows the City to work strategically with its state and federal 
legislators to secure funding that will be needed in the future.   
 
Upon completion, the CIP project team should send the draft to the Planning Commission who, in 
turn, will arrange a public hearing. Finally, the CIP and the Planning Commission’s 
recommendations should be forwarded to the City Council for its consideration and review. The CIP 
project team should continuously monitor approved items, updating the program to meet the needs of 
the City. A comprehensive CIP will be a major benefit to both the present and future well-being of 
the City of Binghamton by strategically determining which projects are undertaken, and how they 
will be financed (See Appendix E for a draft CIP Policy for the City). 
 
 
Par ticipatory Budgeting/Proposed CDAC Revisions 
In order to achieve the DPD Departments’  stated mission of increasing civic engagement, 
Binghamton should consider amending the structure of the Community Development Advisory 
Committee by adopting a city-wide participatory budget process in the allocation of CDBG funds.  
Par ticipatory budgeting can be defined as a process of prioritization and conjoint decision-making 
through which community representatives and local governments decide on the final allocation of 
public investment in their cities on a yearly basis. It is a process of democratic deliberation and 
decision-making, in which ordinary residents decide how to allocate the public budget. Participatory 
budgeting is characterized by several basic design features: identification of spending priorities by 
community members, election of budget delegates to represent different communities, facilitation 
and technical assistance by public employees, local and higher level assemblies to deliberate and vote 
on spending priorities, and the implementation of local direct-impact community projects. Various 
studies indicate that participatory budgeting results in more equitable public spending, higher quality 
of life, increased satisfaction of basic needs, greater government transparency and accountability, 
increased levels of public participation (especially by marginalized residents), and provides a 
valuable training ground for future city leaders. 
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The City of Binghamton is clearly facing a crisis in civic engagement. According to the City Clerk, 
voter turnout rates in municipal elections are typically between 30 and 40%. Trust in government and 
political leaders have reached alarmingly low levels.  While citizen groups have demanded more 
opportunities for participation in decision-making, most initiatives for public participation in local 
governance have been merely consultative and have not allowed for real, deliberative decision-
making. Such initiatives only create unmet expectations, and leading to greater voter apathy and 
distrust of government. This democratic deficit creates difficulties in addressing social exclusion, 
economic dislocation, and environmental degradation, and in fostering citizenship in a multicultural, 
multi-ethnic context such as the City of Binghamton. These challenges are collective in nature and 
can only be addressed through collective action, the normal vehicle for which is government.  The 
direct involvement of citizens in governmental budgeting can provide potential solutions to this 
crisis.  
 
Properly utilizing the Neighborhood Assemblies, which are an example of consultative process, with 
the aims of facilitating and implementing more deliberative processes can create a vehicle for citizen 
education and public participation in decision-making regarding improvements in vital infrastructure 
and services to the community.  Ultimately, this process may result in increased trust in City 
government.  Building on the foundation of the Neighborhood Assemblies, the City of Binghamton 
might consider reducing the CDAC from thirteen to nine members, with eight budget delegates 
elected annually by the eight neighborhood assemblies and ninth member being appointed by the 
Mayor to Chair the committee.  A CDAC composed of neighborhood delegates working with the 
Mayor to develop and propose the CDBG budget to City Council would be a truly empowering, 
community-deliberative process that could stimulate and sustain the energy of the Neighborhood 
Assemblies. 
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"We must become the change we want to see in the world." 
~ Mohandas Gandhi 

 
 
VI I I .  Conclusion 
 
To combat persistent organizational and operational problems, the City of Binghamton must 
simultaneously adopt a more dynamic, flexible organizational model as well as cut expenses, 
improve efficiency, and attract economic development.  Adopting strategic planning and 
implementing the recommendations in this report will give Binghamton the tools to accomplish all 
these objectives.  Two factors are critical for the success of such a comprehensive reorganization 
effort:  (1) the extent to which the Mayor can make the case for undertaking the process based on 
meeting reasonable expectations for results, and (2) building and maintaining City Council and staff 
member’s commitment to a lengthy, evolutionary process.  The quality of the staff and the 
commitment of the elected leaders, as they collectively identify and implement strategic objectives 
throughout the City, will be the determining whether the proposed DPD model works.  There is 
always a temptation to consider the strategic planning process finished when the consultant departs, 
but it really begins when Binghamton tries to translate this plan into action.   
 
The City of Binghamton is in the third year of an enduring commitment to the approved 
Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed Division of Planning and Development will provide the City 
with an organizational structure better-suited to refining and implementing its goals and objectives.  
The DPD will play a vital role linking the strategic objectives of the departments and project teams 
with the priorities of the people and their elected leaders. The key to establishing and monitoring the 
success of Binghamton’s reorganization is building on the organizational strengths of proposed DPD 
to revise the City’s programs and operations.   
 
A number of considerations must be taken into account as the City considers adopting the proposed 
reorganization plan and other recommendations in this report.  First, any City activity should begin 
with a thorough strategic planning process.  Second, the activities of the DPD must be programmatic 
and must come from both those who manage and work in the departments and on projects.  It is 
unreasonable to expect department heads or staff to fully embrace a set of service priorities that come 
from outside the department.  It is equally unrealistic to expect the Mayor to make sound choices 
regarding strategic community and economic development objectives without having the counsel of 
an experienced community and economic development staff.  Therefore, City Council is encouraged 
to approve the proposed reorganization with the recommended pay raises and to ensure that funds 
remain in the budget for continuous staff training and support, as the City makes the transition to 
embracing a philosophy of strategic decision making and investments.  
 
The elected leaders must understand that the proposed DPD is the embodiment of the strategic 
planning approach the City should undertake to shape future change.  Council Members should focus 
on the strategic objectives of the reorganization plan rather than search for specific line items of 
interest in the proposed pay schedule.  In this way, the presentations of the plan and budget requests 
reflect an open discussion about the direction of the City.  An effective political process is one in 
which the attention of elected leaders is directed toward matters requiring leadership and direction, 
while a professional staff addresses the details of implementing new plans. 
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Appendix A: Vision Sessions 
 
The vision sessions were conducted to ensure that the staffs affected by reorganization were included 
in the process of developing the plan, thereby avoiding top-down, isolated planning and the potential 
consequent resentment.  These vision sessions provided a forum for staff members to actively 
participate in the development of the reorganization plan and created a foundation for more 
interdepartmental collaboration on projects and services. 
 
The Planning & Economic Development Departments had two strategic vision sessions.  The first 
session, on March 6, enabled the staff to discuss what they perceive as the City’s strengths and 
weaknesses as well as their collective vision for the City and goals as departments.  The discussion 
culminated with the development of a cohesive mission around which the departments coalesced and 
by which future action can be guided and measured (See Appendix A-1 for a copy of the Mission 
Statement and the notes from the session).  To build on this momentum, a second Planning & 
Economic Development session was held on March 16.  The purpose of this session was to identify 
areas where the departments can capitalize on each others strengths and expertise so that they can 
collectively implement the goals and mission.   
 
The second session focused largely on housing initiatives.  Specifically, there are approximately 350-
400 people on the different housing rehab waiting lists.  The problem rests with the fact that 
Binghamton does not have enough contractors that are trained and certified to perform this work.  A 
project team was assembled to explore the impediments and develop a plan to enlist additional 
contractors to resolve this backlog.  Staff from the Housing, Planning, Economic Development, Code 
and Building will develop a strategy to train more contractors and more evenly distribute the work.  
A major impediment to securing additional contractors is Binghamton’s payment system.  It can take 
over three weeks for a contractor to receive payment for rehab work.  Many small contractors do not 
have large cash flows stockpiled and cannot make their payroll obligations without prompt payment.  
Furthermore, PHCD pays the Comptroller’s office $110,000 out of CDBG funds for accounting 
services.  These financial policies need to be modified so as not to encumber the success of the 
Binghamton’s CDBG funded housing programs.  An assessment of the technical capacities in the 
Finance, Comptroller’s and Data Departments is required.  However, even if changes are made to the 
current financial procedures, the DPD should develop departmental accounting service which could 
probably be done much less expensively.   
 
Upon Council Member Massar’s suggestion, Building & Construction and the Code Departments 
were also studied for consolidation.  These two departments were brought together for a vision 
session on March 13.  This session followed the same format as the one for the Planning & Economic 
Development Department.  The staff outlined goals and discussed their strengths and problems as 
departments.  This session also resulted in the development of a cohesive mission statement (See 
Appendix A-2 for a copy of the Mission Statement and the notes from the session).  Mission 
statements from Planning & Economic Development and Building & Code were presented to 
Council Members at City Council’s works session on March 20.  On March 22, the Parks & 
Recreation Department participated in the final session held.    Unlike the previous two departments, 
the Parks & Recreation Department already had a mission statement.  However, after the staff 
outlined goals and discussed their strengths and problems as departments, the staff chose to update 
the department mission to better reflect its goals and duties (See Appendix A-3 for a copy of the 
Mission Statement and the notes from the session). 
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DPD MISSION STATEMENT: 

In order to further our goal of a desirable, safe city in which all residents can live, work, study, worship, 
play and have opportunities to improve the quality of their lives, the Department of Planning & 
Development (DPD) is committed to a progressive vision of building and strengthening our diverse 
community by providing government services that foster economic vitality, sustainable growth, civic 
engagement, citizen participation and neighborhood stability.  

 
In support of our mission, DPD works in partnership with citizens, stakeholders in the public and private 
sectors, and other city departments to establish policies and procedures that: 

·  Strengthen the quality of life in Binghamton’s neighborhoods;  

·  Preserve and develop decent, safe and affordable housing opportunities and increase 
homeownership;  

·  Maintain and improves the vitality of the Downtown and neighborhood business districts;  

·  Encourage a thriving and sustainable small business sector;  

·  Foster job growth, employment, and entrepreneurial opportunities;  

·  Increase civic engagement and citizen participation, especially among Binghamton’s youth;  

·  Support the delivery of efficient and vibrant community services; and  

·  Revitalize Binghamton’s use of the rivers and waterfront areas.  

 
 

DRAFT MISSION STATEMENTS: 
·  We work with the community to foster economic vitality; preserve and enhance neighborhoods, 

quality of life and the environment; and promote equity and opportunity for all residents of the 
City of Binghamton. 

·  We are committed to improving the quality of life in the City of Binghamton  by strengthening 
our neighborhoods, delivering superior services, embracing the diversity of our citizens, and 
making City of Binghamton a desirable, safe city in which to live, work, conduct business, raise a 
family, shop, study, worship and play. 

·  Build vital communities within City of Binghamton  by encouraging and involving people in 
participatory planning to create communities where natural, physical and historic resources are 
preserved, jobs are available, sprawl is contained, neighborhoods are vibrant, services are 
accessible, and all citizens have opportunities to improve the quality of their lives. 

·  Sustainable, Civic Engagement & Citizen Participation, Progressive Vision, Smart Growth, 
Neighborhood Development 
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GOALS:  

·  Job Creation- Decent/Living Wage 
·  Sustainable Growth 
·  Secure Grants & Supplemental Resources 
·  Zoning Complementing/Guiding Sustainable Growth 
·  Creating Access to Safe & Affordable Housing 
·  Leveraging Community Resources – People & Funds 
·  Revitalizing Neighborhoods 
·  Partnering w/ Entrepreneurs & Supplement Private Investment 
·  Adaptive Reuse of Buildings 
·  Removal of Slum & Blight 
·  Improving Infrastructure & Amenities 
·  Develop Historic/Arts/Cultural Tourism 
·  Create more Public Partnerships w/ Businesses, Educational Institutions/ Non-Profit 

Organizations 
·  Growing Municipal Tax Base 
·  Public Participation  

 
STRENGTHS:  

·  Safe 
·  Vibrant 
·  Affordable 
·  Little City w/ Big City Feel 
·  Location – Accessibility 
·   Educational Resources 
·  Natural Resources - Revitalize 
·  Urban/Rural Landscape 
·  Cultural Diversity 
·  Dedicated Staff  

 
WEAKNESSES:  

·  Demographics – Aging Population – Poor Retention of Youth 
·  Political Climate – Reluctance to Change 
·  Apathy 
·  Absentee Landlords 
·  Job Loss – Loss of Manufacturing 
·  Housing Decay 
·  High Utilities 
·  High Transportation Costs 
·  Decaying Infrastructure 
·  Lack of Recreational Opportunities (or is there a lack of promotion?) 
·  Lopsided Allocation of Budgetary Resources to Public Safety compared to Planning and 

Distributing Social Services. 
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BCD MISSION STATEMENT: 

The Building and Code Departments (BCD) enforce a broad range of public health and safety regulations 
including housing, zoning, health, parking, environmental, public nuisance, and other safety codes.  The 
BCD’s Mission is to protect the health, safety and welfare of the general public by assuring that all 
buildings, structures and related equipment are constructed, installed and maintained in compliance with 
the standards contained in building and safety codes.  
 

In support of our mission, BCD works in partnership with citizens, stakeholders in the public and private 
sectors, and other city departments to establish policies and procedures that: 

·  Are consistent, simple and defensible,  
·  Are practical, workable and enforceable; 
·  Are equitable in the enforcement of all codes; 
·  Minimize confusion and inconvenience; 
·  Increase the availability of information to the public on the internet; 
·  Register contractors and property owners to protect citizens; and 
·  Reduce substandard housing, abandoned or inoperable/unlicensed vehicles, and visual clutter 

to protect the integrity and improve the quality of neighborhoods. 
 
 
DRAFT MISSION STATEMENTS: 

·  Safe, Secure, Maintenance, Systematic, Helpful Assistance Client Satisfaction) 
·  Education/ Increase Public Knowledge  
·  The Mission of the Departments of Code Enforcement & Building is to protect the health, 

safety and welfare of the general public by assuring that all buildings, structures and related 
equipment are constructed, installed and maintained in compliance with the standards 
contained within the City and State’s Building and Safety Codes. 

 

We are committed to establishing policies and procedures which: 

·  Are consistent, simple and defensible,  
·  Are practical, workable and enforceable,  
·  Utilizes systematic and convenient process to share information and cooperate with the public 

and private sectors and other city departments, 
·  Minimize confusion and inconvenience by utilizing… 
·  Educating the public and encourage our customers to offer suggestions for improving the 

quality and efficiency of our services.  
·  The registration of contractors to protect citizens 
·  The equitable enforcement of codes 
·  Promotes and enhances intergovernmental relationships between public and private sectors. 
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GOALS:  

·  Total Compliance w/ all contractors 
·  Permits jobs being completed safe, according to code 
·  Make sure that the City of Binghamton has clean neighborhoods 
·  Total compliance w/ code regulations 
·  Preserve housing stock 

 
PROBLEMS: 

·  Justice (Judicial enforcement, fines not imposed) 
·  Absentee landlords 
·  City assuming maintenance of derelict housing properties 
·  Contractors not getting permits 
·  No registry of contractors 
·  Code book out of date by today’s standards 
 

STRENGTHS:  
·  Independent Knowledgeable workers 
·  Workers designated w/in neighborhoods well. 
·  Response time to complaints 
·  Conflict resolution 
·   Ability to prioritize  
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PRD MISSION STATEMENT: 

The mission of the City of Binghamton Parks and Recreation Department (PRD) is to provide 
professionally managed leisure activities for all people in safe, clean, accessible, beautiful and well-
maintained parks and facilities.  PRD maintains 37 parks, ranging from small green spaces to the skate 
park to the scenic 368 acre Ely Park Golf Course, 2 senior citizens centers, and offers a year-round 
schedule of programs and special events for people of all ages and interests.  PRD also implements the 
downtown beautification program and maintains foreclosed, condemned and In Rem properties.  
 
PRD staff is dedicated, flexible and community focused.  In support of our mission, PRD works in 
partnership with citizens, stakeholders in the public and private sectors, and other city departments to 
provide affordable, quality programs that: 
 

·  Are educational, fun, and rewarding; 
·  Are offered in first-class facilities and surroundings; 
·  Are creative, growing, and vital parts of the neighborhoods; 
·  Enrich the quality of life for all citizens in our diverse community; 
·  Increase the use of internet and other technologies to effectively communicate, recruit, and 

report about program successes. 
·  Provide economic value by creating tourism; and 
·  Encourage long-term community stability and growth. 

 

ORIGINAL MISSION STATEMENT: 

The Binghamton Parks and Recreation Department's mission is to meet the leisure-time needs of the 
people of Binghamton. Towards that end, we maintain twenty-nine parks, ranging from small green 
spaces to the 368 acre Ely Park Golf Course, and offer a year-round schedule of programs and special 
events for all ages and interests. From Little League Baseball to the Chris Thater Memorial Bike Race to 
the Danielle 5K Run, a tuneful ride on the Recreation Park Carousel to a quiet walk through the historic 
park itself, the Binghamton Parks and Recreation Department has something for you. 

 
Things to include in the Revised Mission Statement 
 

·  33 Parks 
·  One Golf Course 
·  Nature trails  
·  2 Senior Centers 
·  Downtown Events/ Beautification Program  
·  Assists Code Department  
·  Assists with In- Rem Program 
·  Professionally Managed 
·  Promotion  
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Problems 

·  Lack of Manpower: The Parks workforce has been cut from 58 people to 21 over the past 15 
years.  The Workload has increased to working on snow removal, maintaining in-rem properties, 
servicing trees, answering code complaints for tall grass, and preparing special events.   

·  Low Budgets – Not enough money for proper equipment or additional “skilled”  seasonal help.  
·  Golf Course Issues - New equipment and supplies are purchased through revenues from the golf 

season and it is not always enough to provide what is needed.  Staff reductions from 10 to 3.  
·  Parks Office Issues – Low staff numbers, current staff is doubling up in some areas. Lack of 

technical support with computers & programming. No voice mail and e-mail does not go outside 
of City Hall, Supervisors are currently using privately paid for e-mail accounts to correspond with 
main office or each other (Parks Barn & Golf Course).  

·  Parks - Poor planning on new projects that do not consider the long term maintenance issues of 
park areas.  Examples – flooding at Confluence Park & mud clean up, use of expensive benches 
that are vandalized, to many products used, no standardization of materials.   

·  Senior Center Issues - Maintenance by DSS workers and maintenance is inconsistent.  
·  Summer Staff – Minimum wage has increased but the Parks budget has not, so there will most 

likely be cut backs this summer in staffing.  Payroll for the summer employees is run on a 
different schedule and is done manually. Extra book keeping and accounting staff is needed.  

 
What Does Work Well   

·  Public pools – They are always open on time, the maintenance schedules are followed, they are a 
great source for babysitting for residents.  

·  Ball Fields – Facilities in several of the parks are extremely well kept and host regional/State and 
International events.  

·  Events Set – up –The crews set up staging, audio equipment and seating.  The permitting process 
is helpful, but they also respond well to last minute requests.  

·  Dedicated Staff – Staff performs well even with low employee numbers and older equipment.   
·  Dedicated Volunteers – Numerous Seniors volunteer their time at the Centers to supplement the 

needs for programming and clean-up.   
·  Broad Spectrum of Programming – The great variety for people of all ages, sports, crafts, golf, 

road trips, computer training, lectures, tournaments, concerts and playgrounds. 
·  Consistency in Practices – Following regular clean-up or maintenance schedules.  
·  Flexibility, Interoffice Co-operation and Coordination.   

 
Goals 

·  Increase the # of hours spent in the parks, at least 50 % of their time should be spent maintaining.  
·  Become Pro Active vs. Reactive  
·  Re-examine fines, increase them so they are not used as inexpensive maintenance by landlords.   
·  Consider subbing out some of the mowing and code clean-ups. 
·  Have additional promotional work advertising our programming and park resources. 
·  Improve the image of the City Parks Crew.  Have a brochure made. 
·  Supplement the spring and fall work force with retirees. 
·  Providing the same level of quality maintenance and facilities for all parks not just a select few.  
·  Attracting people to our parks, ie – lighting and safety could be improved in certain areas of the 

City to expand park use into the evenings. 
·  Have a willingness to change.  
·  Educate the public on the history of the parks, littering and care for the parks. 
·  Develop a sense of pride of our parks. 
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Appendix B: Legal History of Binghamton’s 
Community Development Depar tments 

 
Findings 
The Binghamton City Council created the Model Cities City Demonstration Agency by Order  
Numbers 53-69, § 3, 3-3-1969 & Numbers 208-71, § 1, 10-18-1971, to implement ACT -- Title I of 
the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966.  The Binghamton Model 
Cities City Demonstration Agency (sometimes referred as CDA) created and established a plan and 
to develop a comprehensive city demonstration program pursuant to, and in accordance with, Title I 
of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, and in accordance with the 
interests, preferences and needs of the residents of the model cities area. 
 
City Council established the Community Development Department, which among other prescribed 
duties, absorbed the responsibilities of the CDA, by L.L. No. 276-1974 (However this law does not 
specifically and Council never independently deleted the CDA from the Code of Ordinances).  
Additionally, City Council approved a reorganization plan L.L. No. 276-1974 that replaced the 
Director of Planning, Zoning & Code Enforcement and the Director of Model cities with a Director 
of Code Enforcement and a Director of Human Services, respectively.  L.L. No. 276-1974 also 
directed the Comptroller to establish “one basic account number to reflect the total budget and 
expenses for the Community Development Department. 
 
The Community Development Department was superseded and modified to the Department of 
Developmental and Community Services by the City Council L.L. No. 1-1982.  This is codified in 
Supplemental Charter & Related Legislation, Part S Non-Amendatory Local Laws, Part 5, SubPart 
XXXVIII.  L.L. No. 1-1982, § 6 states: 
 

City Council shall authorize by ordinance the creation of bureaus or divisions within the 
Department of Developmental and Community Services upon the submission of 
administrative and operational reorganization plans by the Director of Community 
Development.  

 
However no evidence of administrative and operational reorganization plans could be found in the 
record.  Additionally, the clear historical record establishing the legal framework of the Departments 
ends after 1982.  In his order dated August 19, 1994, the Honorable Robert S. Rose, Presiding Justice 
of the Broome County Court, wrote in Balkas v. The City of Binghamton, et. al., that: 
 

“The evidence presented at the hearing established that the Department of Development and 
Community Services continued to be known as the Community Development Department 
after 1982, and that in 1987, the former Mayor, Juanita M. Crabb, re-organized the 
Department’s structure and created three separate departments, each with a separate director.  
Specifically, there became a Department of Planning, Housing & Community Development 
(PHCD), a Technical Services Department, and an Economic Development Department… 
[There exists] sparse testimony as to the details of this reorganization…” 

 
Anecdotal evidence from Kevin McLaughlin, the City’s first Economic Director, and Tom Martin, a 
30-year employee in Community Development, confirms that this reorganization was done 
administratively around 1986-1987.  Additional information and verification of the reorganization 
can be found from a financial review of the budgets of this time period as well as from civil service 
reclassification records. 
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In the FY’1987 Budget, as recorded in Council Proceedings 11/17/1986, budget item A8624 is for 
Building & Construction, but in the FY’1988 Budget, as recorded in Council Proceedings 
11/16/1987, budget item A8624 was modified to Building & Construction Technical Services.   
 
The City Departments listing in the front of the annual council proceeding for 1986 and 1987 list 
Kevin McLaughlin as Assistant Director of Developmental & Community Services, but in 1988 he is 
listed as the Economic Development Director.   Confirmation of the Planning, Housing & 
Community Development (PHCD) Director’s change is more difficult to assess from the listings 
because the Developmental & Community Services Department listing did not change to PHCD and 
the title of Director was already in use.   
 
However, in FY’1988, Community Development Director’s salary increased from approx. $37,000 to 
$43,000, the Economic Development Director’s salary increased from $35,000 to $43,000 and the 
Superintendent of Buildings salary increased from approx. $24,000 to $31,000.  This is an average 
jump of $7,000 and would be consistent with promoting these positions to department head positions. 
  
A request was submitted to the Civil Service Director to obtain Civil Service files on Mayor Crabb’s 
reclassifying the Community Development Director in 1982 as well as the Planning Housing & 
Community Development, Technical Services, and Economic Development Directors circa 1987.  
All of the reclassifications required paperwork that was not necessarily submitted for each new 
Director.  However current and former staff gave separate and consistent assurances that they were 
operating under the new Directors in 1987 and the circumstantial evidence in the 1987 Council 
Proceedings lends support to these memories. 
 
Analysis 
Mayor Crabb’s act of administratively re-organizing the departmental structure is surprising given 
the history of legislative action authorizing administrative structures and changes from the 60’s 
through the mid to late 80’s.  It’s even more peculiar that this action took place in violation of L.L. 
No. 1-1982, § 6.  Additional research into Mayor Crabb’s reorganization is necessary to determine if 
it was done legally or, if by extension of the City’s arguments in Heron v. The City of Binghamton, 
et. al., Council effectively approved the reorganization when it passed a Budget Ordinance funding 
the three separate directors.   
 
Regardless of whether Mayor Crabb’s reorganization was legal, one could argue that her action 
created a precedent for an administrative reorganization.  However, in lieu of any City Council action 
creating a successor to L.L. No. 1-1982, Corporate Counsel agrees with the assessment that L.L. No. 
1-1982 § 6 is the governing section of City Law.  Corporate Counsel also agrees that given the clear 
history and 25 year precedent prior to Mayor Crabb’s administrative reorganization, as well as the 
applicable ordinance referenced above, legislative action would be the most appropriate way to enact 
an organizational restructuring plan.  
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1991* 1996 2001 2006
Comm Dev - Admin Comm Dev - Admin Comm Dev - Admin Comm Dev - Admin
A8621 Administration A8621 Administration A8621 Administration A8621 Administration
CD Director 1
Admin Asst 1 D2121 CDBG Admin D2621 CDBG Admin D3121 CDBG Admin
Attorney 1 Comm. Dev Director 1  Comm. Dev Director 1 CD Director 1
Asst Attorney 1 Asst. Comm. Dev. Director 1  Asst. Comm. Dev. Director 1 Asst CD Director 1
Account Auditor 1 Bookkeeper 1  Bookkeeper 1 Grants Admin 1
Bookkeeper 1 Stento Secretary 1  Sr Typist 1 Senior Typist 1
Sr Acct Clerk Typist 1 Typist 1
Steno-Secretary 1
Confidential Secretary 1
Account Clerk 1
Typist 1

Total 11 Total 5 Total 5 Total 4

Comm. Dev – Planning Comm. Dev – Planning Comm. Dev – Planning Comm. Dev – Planning
A8622 General Fund A8622 General Fund A8622 General Fund A8622 General Fund 
Principal Planner 1 Sr Planner/Comm Urb Desg 1 Comm Urb Desg 1 Sr. Planner ½
Sr Planner/Comm Urb Desg 1 Planner/Sr Planner 1 Sr Planner 1 Design Planner (1/2 Salary) ½
Planner/Sr Planner 2 Graphic Designer 1
Steno Secretary 1
Planner 1 D2122 CDBG Planning D2622 CDBG Planning D3122 CDBG Planning
Graphic Designer 1 Planner 1 Planner 1 Planner 1

Design Planner (1/2 Salary) ½
Design Planner (1/2 Salary) ½

Total 7 Total 4 Total 3 Total 3

Comm. Dev – Econ. Dev Comm. Dev – Econ. Dev Comm. Dev – Econ. Dev Comm. Dev – Econ. Dev
A8623 General Fund A8623 General Fund A8623 General Fund A8623 General Fund
Economic Dvlpt Coordinator 1 Dir. Comm. Rel.Half Salary ½ Dir. Comm. Rel.Half Salary ½
Economic Dev Spec 1
Program & Res Coord 1 D2123 CDBG Econ Dev D2623 CDBG Econ Dev D2123 CDBG Econ Dev
Admin Asst 1 Ec Dev. Spec. Fin Analyst 1 Ec Dev. Spec. Fin Analyst 1 Ec Dev Spec Fin Analyst 1
Dir. Comm. Rel. 1 Asst. Dir. Economic Dev. 1 Asst. Dir. Economic Dev. 1 Asst Director Ec Development 1
Dir Econ Dev 1 Ec. Dev. Spec / Bus Dev. 1 Ec. Dev. Spec / Bus Dev. 1 Eco Dev Spec / Bus Dev 1
Typist 1 Program Assistant 1 Program Assistant 1 Director Ec Development 1

Dir. Comm. Rel. (1/2 Salary) ½ Dir. Comm. Rel. (1/2 Salary) ½
Dir. Economic Development 1 Dir. Economic Development 1

Total 7 Total 6 Total 6 Total 4

Appendix C: Community Development Staff Levels by Funding Source, 1991 to 2006

*Note:  Prior to the 1996 Budget, CDBG expenses were not itemized in the budget; CDBG eligible costs were just reimbursed to the City Departments.  Therefore, it 
is not possible to differentiate between CDBG & General Fund funding sources for each specific position as is done for subsequent years.  

 
Appendix C continued on Next Page 
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1991* 1996 2001 2006
Comm. Dev - Tech Services Bldg &  Const - Tech Services Bldg &  Const - Tech Services Building &  Construction
8624 General Fund 8624 General Fund 8624 General Fund 8624 General Fund
Supv. Bld Insp. & Const. 1 Supv. Bld Insp. & Const. 1 Supv. Bld Insp. & Const. 1 Supv. Bld Insp. & Const. 1
Code Inspector 1 Code Inspector Bldg Insp II 1 Code Inspector Bldg Insp II 1 Code Inspector 1
Plumbing Inspector 1 Plumbing Inspector 1 Plumbing Inspector 1 Plumbing Inspector 1
Account Clerk Typist 1 Sr. Typist 1 Sr. Typist 1 Account Clerk Typist 1
Sr. Typist 1

D2624 CDBG Zoning D3124 CDBG Zoning
Zoning Officer 1 Zoning Officer 1

Total 5 Total 4 Total 5 Total 5
1991* 1996 2001 2006

Comm. Dev – Housing Comm. Dev – Housing Comm. Dev – Housing Comm. Dev – Housing
8625 Housing 8625 Housing 8625 Housing 8625 Housing
Dir of House & Reloc 1
Relocation Supervisor 1 D2125 Housing D2625 Housing D3125 Housing
Housing Coordinator 3 Relocation Supervisor 1 Relocation Supervisor 1 Relocation Supervisor 1
Asst Housing Coordinator 5 Housing Coordinator 2 Housing Coordinator 2 Housing Coordinator 3
Sr Acct Clerk Typist 1 Asst Housing Coordinator 2 Asst Housing Coordinator 1 Sr Account Clerk Typist (Vacant) 1
Word Proc Mach Op From 8621 1 Sr Account Clerk Typist 1 Sr Account Clerk Typist 1

SE861 Section 8 1 SV861 Section 8 SV861 Section 8
Housing Coordinator 3 Housing Coordinator 1 Housing Coordinator 1
Asst. Hsg. Coordinator 1 Asst. Hsg. Coordinator 3 Case Worker 2
Word Proc. Machine Oper 1 Word Proc. Machine Oper 1 Program Assistant 1

Total 12 Total 12 Total 10 Total 8

Comm. Dev – Code Enf Comm. Dev – Code Enf Comm. Dev – Code Enf Code Enforcement
8626 General Fund 8626 General Fund 8626 General Fund 8626 General Fund
Dir. Of Code Enforcement 1 Dir. Of Code Enforcement 1 Dir. Of Code Enforcement 1 Code Inspector 3
Code Inspector 5 Code Inspector 3 Code Inspector 3 Sr. Clerk Typist 1
Typist 1 Acct. Clerk Typist 1 Acct. Clerk Typist 1
W P Mach Opr 1

D2126 CDBG Code D2626 CDBG Code D3126 CDBG Code 4
Code Inspector 2 Code Inspector 2 Code Inspector 

Total 8 Total 7 Total 7 Total 8

Comm Dev. Total 50 Comm Dev. Total 38 Comm Dev. Total 36 Comm Dev. Total 32

Continued Appendix C: Community Development Staff Levels by Funding Source, 1991 to 2006

*Note:  Prior to the 1996 Budget, CDBG expenses were not itemized in the budget; CDBG eligible costs were just reimbursed to the City Departments.  Therefore, it 
is not possible to differentiate between CDBG & General Fund funding sources for each specific position as is done for subsequent years.  
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Appendix D:  Performance Budgeting 
Good city employees are assets and rewarding them for high-quality work will improve moral and the 
productivity of the staff.  The timing is right for Binghamton implement a strategic approach to equitable 
pay and compensation for its employees. A pay-for-performance plan could be immediately instituted for 
non-bargaining employees and as union contracts are negotiated, to give real meaning and value to the 
strategic planning effort.  The strategic plan goals should be incorporated into the annual evaluation 
instrument for department heads, and extended to the City’s budget as whole. 
 
Department heads and project teams, in turn, are able to delegate these goals to their employees and team 
members and hold them accountable for performance. Performance is based on core competencies and on 
completing goals and objectives. Upper-management evaluations are weighted toward achieving goals.  
Pay raises should then be linked to market increases and to evaluation. Employees who successfully 
complete and even exceed their goals, and achieve above-average performance scores should receive 
above-market pay increases.  Employees who do not achieve their performance goals because of 
circumstances beyond their control are held harmless on the performance score; therefore, there would be 
no penalty for trying to achieve objectives.   It is recognized by the staff that greater clarity in department 
and project teams’  goals and objectives would improve services and it would also give the City a 
foundation for performance evaluations.  The City should: 
 

1.  Move away from vague departmental goals toward specific program objectives. Departments and 
project teams need to identify and coordinate their major programs based on what kinds of 
activities fit together logically and have similar purposes. 

 
2.  Write program objective statements for each of the programs. All statements should be framed in 

terms of outcomes: What is the program designed to accomplish, and for whom? These would be 
core service objectives; they would rarely change over time. 

 
3.  Derive performance measures for each program (service) objective. Because objectives are stated 

as outcomes, performance measures should also be stated as outcomes. Departments and project 
teams should distinguish between measures that need to track for their own purposes (inputs, 
outputs, efficiencies) and measures that are salient to citizens and appropriate for external 
reporting. No more than three measures per program should be permitted.  Keep it simple. 

 
4.  Identify strategic service objectives for the coming budget year. (Strategic objectives are short-

term service objectives that link directly to the critical success factors. Unlike the program 
objectives; strategic service objectives are plans for solving current problems or taking steps to 
anticipate future service needs.) A strategic priority that does not advance the critical success 
factors is, by definition, not strategic 

 
5.  Prioritize the strategic objectives, and present them in department budget requests, with any 

impact on the budget recommendation plainly indicated. Present the service objectives and 
measures, plus the strategic objectives and their indicators of success, in the annual budget. 

 



Planning & Development Restructuring Report              Appendix D:  Performance Budgeting 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

 
      Page 55        

 

 
 
 
This plan is ambitious, but staff should respond positively to the training and development process. Staff 
groups their activities into programs, and once these are grouped, staff members are more easily able to 
identify outcome measures of program performance that would be meaningful to citizens or to internal 
customers.  Departments and project teams take ownership of the measures during this process, which 
involves individual departmental meetings and project team meetings.  Staff identifies the best measures 
and discusses whether existing data are adequate to the measure. If the costs of the data exceed the value 
of the measure, an alternative measure is chosen. 
 
Once the measure is selected, the methodology for calculating the measure is written down, and someone 
in the department or on the project team is designated to collect and report the data. Binghamton should 
enroll in International City/County Management Association's National Citizen Survey program to help 
establish customer satisfaction benchmarks that could be used for performance measurement. The 3-1-1 
system described in this report would be another tool that could be used for performance measurement.   
Departments offering direct services to citizens could choose the results of the citizen satisfaction survey 
as their outcome measures of service performance. 
 
Performance budgeting means that Binghamton's annual budget document should not be just a financial 
one; it should communicate the City's plan for the next budget year and the set of policy priorities that 
drive the plan. The plan can be separated into two basic parts: 1) activities associated with maintenance of 
service, and 2) new activities to improve or supplement existing services or to add new services.  
Performance measures are important both to prospective and to current services but in very different 
ways. Performance measures reveal how effective current programs are and for new or expanded services, 
performance measures reveal what can be expected if the additional resources or the expansion of 
responsibility is authorized. Both kinds of objectives, existing\ongoing and strategic (new, amended, or 
expanded), are measured in terms of outcomes that matter to customers (external and internal). 
 
The presentation of each department's budget page will be divided into five parts: 1) the mission 
statement; 2) the current programs and their service objectives and measures; 3) strategic objectives and 
their measures; 4) explanatory information; and 5) the budget request.  Departments report service 
performance on their core service objectives and identify the strategic objectives for the coming budget 
year, in order of priority.  When strategic objectives have a budget impact, the impact is tied to the line-
item budget by placing the number of the strategic objective on the summary line of the budget. Not every 
strategic objective has a budget impact, but every budget impact that is not maintenance of service has to 
have a strategic objective. 
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Appendix D: Draft Policy Author izing &   

 Establishing a Capital Improvement Program  
 
Purpose 
One of the primary responsibilities of local government officials is to preserve, maintain, and improve a 
community’s stock of buildings, roads, parks, water and sewer facilities, and equipment. Planning for 
capital improvements is a matter of prudent financial management as well as sound development practice.  
This Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the City of Binghamton is a community plan for short- and 
long-range physical development. It is intended to link the community’s comprehensive plan with a 
sensible fiscal plan for physical development and infrastructure improvements, and provide a mechanism 
for:  
 

·  Planning, prioritizing, scheduling, and implementing projects during the next 6 years  
·  Developing revenue policy for proposed improvements 
·  Budgeting high priority projects 
·  Inter-fund & Inter-Department coordinating of projects within the City 
·  Estimating capital requirements, including the capital needs of Emergency Service providers (Fire 

& EMS) 
·  Informing the public of planned capital improvements 

 
Critical Components  
This policy is intended to be a dynamic, evolving plan which will facilitate meeting the future capital 
needs of the City, including public works infrastructure. There are a myriad of factors that will influence 
and affect the City’s planning process as the CIP continues to develop and mature, including the 
following list of critical components which is not all-encompassing:  
 

·  Forecast Demand for future services and capital facilities, taking into account all applicable 
demand factors including population, housing units, traffic volume, commercial growth, etc. 
Inventory of Existing Capital Facilities to determine future demands for maintenance, repair, 
rehabilitation or replacement; and to determine adequacy of existing facilities to meet future 
needs.  

·  Level of Service (LOS) Standards, an inventory of services currently provided and projections 
of services to be provided in the future. Typically, LOS measure is a ratio of facility capacity to 
actual or potential demand; although a variety of other measurements are applicable to various 
services. Future demand will include expectations of the taxpaying public. 

·  Capital Project Request form together with supporting information which contains all the 
information on which each project will be evaluated and ranked. Development of and changes to 
the Capital Project Request form will be governed by the CIP project team. 

·  Capital Project Evaluation form which details the criteria on which projects will be ranked, 
prioritized, and executed. The specific criteria, and its ranking and weighting, will be subject to 
recommendation by the Planning Commission with the approval of the City Council.  

·  Funding plans must include soundly rationalized bases for use of public funds. Where use of 
public debt is planned, cash flow projections over the life of the debt amortization must be 
calculated, and the impact on future City budgets and financial statements must be estimated.  

·  Commitment, active involvement, and support by the City’s staff, elected policy makers, 
community interest groups, and the public.  
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The City Council, Planning Commission and CIP project team, and other participants will need to draw 
upon a variety of resources in order to institute this policy effectively and efficiently.  NY General 
Municipal Law § 99-g will govern the administration of the CIP. 
  
Procedures for Submitting and Amending Projects 
A key element in the CIP is the collection of data to identify future Capital needs. It is the responsibility 
of Department Managers and City Council Members to initiate requests for new projects, modifications, 
and/or re-prioritization by sending completed Request form[s] and supporting information to the CIP 
Coordinating Official as soon as need is identified (coordinating officials will be Commissioners of 
Planning & Development, Public Works); requests must include justification for preferential ranking if 
appropriate.  
 
Evaluation and Preliminary Ranking by Committee 
The CIP Project Team will perform an initial evaluation and ranking of projects. The CIP Project Team 
will be comprised of the Mayor, Commissioners of Planning & Development, Public Works, and Finance.  
City Council may also want to create a CIP Committee of the Chairs of Planning, Public Works, and 
Finance.  The CIP Project Team will meet as needed, but at least once per calendar quarter. Copies of all 
published and revised preliminary project rankings will be provided to all Departments prior to review 
and formal prioritization or re-prioritization by the Planning Commission and City Council.  
 
Review and Prioritization by Planning Commission  
The Planning Commission will review and recommend projects to be included in the CIP, and help to 
prioritize them. Projects will be prioritized in accordance with evaluation criteria contained on an 
Evaluation Form adopted by the City Council and made an integral part of this policy. Project evaluation 
will include, but not be limited to, the following criteria:  
 

·  Relationship to Adopted Plans  
·  External Requirements Scheduling  
·  Protection of Capital Stock Benefit/Cost  
·  Economic Development Availability of Financing  
·  Impacts on Operating Budgets Special Needs  
·  Percent of Population Served Public Support  
·  Expected Life of Improvement Timeliness  
·  Public Health & Safety Intensity of Use  

  
City Council to Establish Capital Reserve Funds 
This Capital Improvement Plan establishes the basis and authority for CIP Capital Reserve Funds to be 
established for general purposes and special districts in compliance with applicable State laws and in 
accordance with applicable guidelines published by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board as 
well as the NYS Uniform System of Accounts and the Financial Management Guide, both published by 
the Office of the NYS Comptroller.  
 
At the end of each fiscal year the City Council will evaluate the surplus and accumulated fund balance of 
the General Fund and each special District. Based on information supplied by the CIP Project Team, 
Planning Commission, and affected Departments, the City Council may transfer surplus funds to the 
appropriate CIP Capital Reserve Fund which will provide a source of working capital for Capital Projects 
that evolve from the CIP.  
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The Capital Reserve Fund may be used only for projects that have been approved and prioritized in the 
Capital Improvement Plan. Funds in the CIP Capital Reserve Fund[s] may be transferred to specific 
Capital Project Funds in accordance with financing plans approved by the City Council.  
 
Develop Funding Plans for Projects with Start Dates – Next 12 Months 
Tentative Funding Plans for Projects with Start Dates – Next 12 - 72 Months  
At least once each year the City Council will adopt, by Resolution, an updated CIP which will include all 
prioritized short and long-term projects. The prioritized list will be published for public dissemination not 
later than the date on which the Planning Commission sets the date for the annual CIP Public Hearing, 
which will be held prior to adoption of the CIP.  
 
On a regular basis, but not less frequently than once each year, the City Council will develop and approve 
financing plan[s] for project[s] to be executed during the next 12 months, and tentative financing plans for 
longer term projects.  

·  Financing plans will incorporate the following sources of funds, as appropriate:  
·  Cash from Capital Reserve Fund  
·  Cash from fund balance and current surplus  
·  Future budget appropriations  
·  Program Revenue (return on capital investment)  
·  Grant sources  
·  Preferential and/or subsidized debt financing  
·  Traditional debt  

 
It is recognized that priority rankings may not necessarily correspond to funding sequence because of 
limited general revenue streams, the availability of restricted revenue sources, and other possible 
limitations. Therefore, the priority ranking of projects will be a governing guideline, subject to 
extenuating, justifiable reasons for out-of-sequence exceptions.  
 
City Council to Establish Individual Capital Projects  
As each project from the CIP is approved for execution, a specific Capital Project will be established by 
Council Resolution, preceded by a Public Hearing by the Planning Commission, which includes:  

·  The complete scope of the project together with a time schedule for expected completion. 
·  Estimated revenues from all sources, and budgetary appropriations for all components of the 

project.  
·  Assignment of oversight authority and accountability for accomplishing the full scope of the 

project within budget and on time.  Limited authority to the Mayor and/or other oversight 
authority to approve minor, incidental change orders (not to exceed project appropriations) to 
avoid delays in the project. Approval authority for change orders that will alter the scope of the 
project will be retained by the City Council.  

 
Modifying the Capital Improvement Plan 
The purpose of the CIP is to provide a planning and funding mechanism for the City’s investment in long-
term capital assets which, by their nature, impose incremental costs of use and ownership throughout their 
lives, cost that will be funded by significant expenditure of public tax receipts. Accordingly, 
modifications to the CIP Policy, or major modification to the way it is administered, including criteria for 
evaluating projects, will be undertaken in accordance with GML § 99-g with the advance opportunity for 
public comment. 


