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1.  Community Identifiers 
1.  For “lead” municipality (listed first) and each participating municipality, the name and type of municipality (e.g. 
County of Albany; City of Schenectady; Town of Hempstead; Village of Scotia; Colonie Central School District); 
 
Participating Municipality                        Type of Municipality 
 
Broome County  County 
City of Binghamton  City 
Johnson City Village 
Vestal                        Town 
Endicott                     Village 
Port Dickinson Village  

 
2.  Most recent U.S. Census population and land area of each participating municipality; 
Participating Municipality                        2005 Population Estimates                Land Area (sq. miles) 
 
Broome County 196,947 706.82 
City of Binghamton  45,492  10.44 
Johnson City  14,955   4.44 
Vestal                           27,423  52.18 
Endicott                       12,639   3.14 
Port Dickinson  1,626   0.63 
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3.  Fiscal metrics for each participating municipality taken from the Comptroller’s local government data base for 
the most recent year available (2004).  
 
Participating Municipality                        Assessed Value Fully Taxable                 Full Valuation of 
                                                                                                                                Taxable Real Property 
 
Broome County $3,556,575,696 $6,504,518,641 
City of Binghamton $1,213,449,528 $1,213,449,528 
Johnson City $30,849,500 $482,023,437 
Vestal  $64,504,094 $1,091,439,830 
Endicott $27,886,549 $435,727,328 
Port Dickinson $43,761,728 $43,761,728 

 
Participating Municipality                        Total real property taxes            Total debt outstanding 
                                                                                                                                 
Broome County  $55,620,155 $104,765,851 
City of Binghamton  $20,676,714 $102,124,193 
Johnson City  $6,840,117 $13,508,000 
Vestal                                                $7,293,877 $10,961,920 
Endicott                                             $6,961,027 $12,440,000 
Port Dickinson  $280,270 $27,200 

 
Participating Municipality                        Total revenues                               Total state aid 
 
Broome County  $301,201,515 $45,383,920  

City of Binghamton  $66,567,807 $12,474,983  

Johnson City  $16,485,133 $486,592  

Vestal                                                 $16,726,285 $991,772  

Endicott                                              $21,242,864 $921,683  

Port Dickinson  $949,544 $67,145  

 
Participating Municipality                        Total expenditures                           Total debt service 
 
Broome County  $310,102,957 $9,287,895  

City of Binghamton  $89,221,407 $6,824,437  

Johnson City  $18,017,956 $1,334,818  

Vestal                                                 $18,314,024 $1,401,475  

Endicott                                              $20,831,516 $936,880  

Port Dickinson  $896,329 $28,101  

  
Participating Municipality                        Total police expenditures                            
                                                                                                                                 
Broome County  $26,249,483 

City of Binghamton $12,260,919 

Johnson City $4,106,534 

Vestal                                            $3,376,066 

Endicott                                         $3,771,324 

Port Dickinson $277,196 
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4. People involved in the case study should be identified and interviewed.  This should include, but not be limited 
to the chief elected official of the municipalities involved, department heads and appropriate employees, 
municipal attorneys or attorneys hired by the municipality(s), other local officials, representatives from advocacy 
groups and the media, and others who may have played a critical role.  (Please include their contact information 
in Appendix A). 
 
Barbara Fiala, County Executive 
Patrick Brennan, Deputy County Executive 
Darcy Fauci, County Executive Assistant (Shared Services Information division) 
Daniel A. Schofield, Broome County Legislator, Minority Leader 
David E. Harder, Sheriff  
Steven Tronovitch, Police Chief, Binghamton Police  
John Butler, Police Chief, Vestal Police (former Police Chief of Binghamton City) 
Aaron Marcus, Broome County Law Department 
 
5.  Outside agencies or individuals that provided technical assistance help should also be identified, and if 
appropriate, contacted to ascertain the nature and extent of assistance rendered.  (Please include their contact 
information in Appendix A). 
 
Patrick Carbone, Regional Office of the State Comptroller, Chief Examiner 
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2.  Background on the Issue Addressed  
Twenty-four separate governmental jurisdictions, including sixteen towns, seven villages, and one city, comprise 
Broome County, New York. In an effort to reduce the size and cost of local government, there have been 
intermittent efforts of service consolidation within Broome County. A common observation in Broome County is 
that many levels of government provide similar or identical services. Since each receives financial support 
through taxation and user fees, many believe their taxes are higher than necessary. For instance, each city, town, 
and village has its own police department which residents support through taxation. If a village is encompassed 
by a town, its residents also pay a tax to support the town’s police. Yet, all residents also support the Broome 
County Sheriff. Therefore, in addition to the state tax for New York State Police services, a resident could pay 
taxes for police departments in a village, a town, and the county.  
 
To lower costs while maintaining or improving services, Broome County governments are discussing 
consolidation. These consolidation efforts include structural political consolidation – such as attempts to dissolve 
the Village of Johnson City into the Town of Union – and service consolidation – such as merging City and 
County departments. By consolidating or sharing services between jurisdictions, citizens may receive more 
efficient and improved services by achieving economies of scale. 

Consolidation of services, including police services, has been an issue in Broome County since the 1970s. In 
1974, the Economic Growth Institute recommended the consolidation of a number of public services, including 
police (Sinclair 2003). Former Broome County Executive Jeffrey Kraham reintroduced consolidation to the public 
debate during his tenure. In 2003, the County Executive Charter Commission drafted a referendum for the 
November ballot for consolidated local government in Broome County but it never reached voters (Sinclair 2003). 
Such a large-scale government consolidation is currently seen as politically infeasible. Thus, in Broome County 
the focus has been on consolidating services rather than on consolidating governments. 

Kraham’s successor, current Broome County Executive Barbara J. Fiala, has made service consolidation a focus 
of her administration. Shortly after her election in April 2005, Fiala hosted the Shared Services Summit with 
Binghamton Mayor Richard Bucci. The Summit brought 22 of the 24 municipal leaders together to identify 
services that municipalities could work together on and lower costs. Based on the survey of participating 
government officials, they “were generally quite satisfied with their shared service agreements,”a Dr. Sinclair, who 
moderated the Summit, said that it was a first step towards enhancing efficiency and service effectiveness 
(Dueul, May 7, 2005).  
 
Collaboration on service delivery can and does occur without formal consolidation agreements. Many 
municipalities in the County cooperate when possible, particularly in the provision of capital intensive services 
such as highway departments (Sinclair 2003). There is currently collaboration along a number of services as 
shown in Attachment 2 (based on a report by Catherine Schaewe), and more are likely in the future. As should be 
apparent, the practical expertise and institutional memory in Broome County exists to have a successful 
consolidation proposal. This case study focuses on a recent proposal from the County Executive Office to 
formally consolidate the police forces in the urban core of Broome County. The proposal has made little progress 
towards implementation. We will contrast the police consolidation proposal with a successful recent consolidation 
of police services in Broome County: the consolidation of the Special Investigations Unit (SIU) between Broome 
County and the City of Binghamton in 2004. The SIU consolidation, which originated from Broome County Sheriff 
David Harder and then-Binghamton Chief of Police John Butler, occurred behind the scenes, under the political 
radar of local officials and the public. It appears by all accounts to be a great success. 

 

 

                                                 
a Police patrol was the only service that received a negative score, based on the rating of one official. 
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2.  What is the legal foundation?  Were there any lawsuits involved in the issue being addressed, local resolutions 
passed or intergovernmental agreements entered into?  (Copies of all legal documents should be obtained and 
listed on Appendix B – List of Legal Documents) 
 
There were no lawsuits involved to bring about the police consolidation proposal. The legal foundation for the 
proposal is inherent in the New York State constitution and Article 5-G of the General Municipal Law which 
authorizes local governments to enter into joint agreements when the participants carry out the activity or service 
on their own. There is ample legal precedence for a large consolidation of police services, as evidenced by the 
efforts discussed earlier to consolidate police services in other counties of New York State. The creation of the 
Metropolitan Police Force would require inter-municipal agreements between Broome County and each 
participating municipality. These agreements would need to be approved by the town and village boards, the 
County Legislature, and approved by the voters in a referendum. 

The SIU consolidation required only a contract to initiate the Task Force. The difference between the police 
consolidation and the SIU consolidation is that the police consolidation would close the police departments of 
affected jurisdictions in favor of the Metropolitan Police Force while the SIU consolidation is really a formal 
agreement to share resources. Thus, the SIU consolidation did not require a successful voter referendum. 
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3.  What were the arguments raised, both pro and con, in discussing the issue?  Specifically look for policy, legal, 
fiscal, collective bargaining, political and emotional issues.  Also, were there differences in organizational culture 
at play? 

 
Consolidation is clearly a political issue in Broome County because service consolidation may enhance or 
diminish the power of officials (see Drazen, 30 November 2006). Candidates for local office in the recent election 
took positions on government consolidation, including police consolidation. For instance, a story in the 
Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin on October 22, 2006 reported the stance of each candidate for the Broome 
County Legislature on police consolidation so that voters could learn where each candidate stood on what the 
Press & Sun Bulletin viewed as an important community issue. 

Local candidates didn’t shy away from taking positions on consolidation. Many made consolidation prominent in 
their campaigns and on their agendas once in office. Sheriff Harder, in his 2006 reelection campaign, pointed to 
the success of the SIU consolidation as an accomplishment of his tenure. County Executive Fiala focused on 
service consolidation and takes pride in the consolidations her office has orchestrated. Like Fiala, Broome County 
Legislature Chairman Daniel A. Schofield’s reelection campaign was specifically focused on the issue of 
consolidation of police and law services. Schofield, who plans to run for the County Executive position in 2009, 
has proposed creating an Office of Centralization and Consolidation of Local Governments. In keeping with his 
history of suggesting large-scale consolidations, he hopes that in 5 to 10 years all the villages in New York State 
be dissolved (McAdam, 2003, December 1 and personal interview). 

The politics of consolidation are also caught up in the politics of taxation. The disparity in property tax rates 
across jurisdictions generates feelings that the system is unfair. These perceived inequities in taxation are cited 
as further evidence that high tax rates in New York prevent employees and businesses from locating in central 
New York, choking off economic development. 
 
The Binghamton Press & Sun Bulletin, the area’s largest newspaper, has consistently taken positions in favor of 
consolidation. The paper’s editorial board believes that the region’s future depends on “cooperation and 
consolidation of effort and resources” so that the region will stop “marching backwards” (2002, January 2; 2002, 
March 3). The editorial board believes that new economic realities require consolidation (2002, January 2). 
Moreover, it has rallied against those elected officials and citizens who possess “an ingrained resistance to 
change” or who wish to maintain the status quo (2002, January 2; 2002, March 3). It has also cautioned that a 
serious consideration of consolidation requires a long-term perspective since “modest savings” stretched into the 
future can lead to “monumental benefits” (2002, March 3).  
 
Op-eds, editorials, and letters to the editor either about consolidation in general or a specific service consolidation 
appear in the local Press & Sun Bulletin with some frequency. Usually published opinions are in favor of 
consolidation, but it is not clear if more citizens support consolidation or more positive opinions are published.  

Positive opinions often cite the benefits of consolidation as a method to achieve “smaller government” and save 
taxpayer money by eliminating redundant departments (see Wales, 28 May 2005; Wales, 4 June 2006; Kingsley, 
26 October 2005; Panko, 31 January 2006; Gormley, 2 April 2006). Opinions against consolidation cite more 
intangible reasons for their opinions. For instance, Michael Marinaccio, Town of Dickinson Supervisor and Vice-
President of the Greater Binghamton Council of Governments, noted that citizens tend to enjoy the status quo 
(Dueul, May 7, 2005). Other residents worry about the loss of control over their local governments (see Drazen, 
30 November 2006).  

The concern with the “status quo” and “local control” reflect residential preferences for the local jurisdiction in 
which they chose to locate. Residents often feel a connection to their local city, town, or village. They may desire 
the provision of services by their local city, town, or village, particularly for public safety services, such as police. 
Citizens may value a local department with greater expertise in their locality, the familiarity of local provision of 
services, and greater local control. 
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4.  Did the local news organizations (print, broadcast) take a position editorially?  If so what was the position; and 
if not, why not? 
 
As mentioned previously, the Press & Sun Bulletin has been a champion of consolidation in general. These 
opinions about consolidation extend to police service consolidation in particular. The paper consistently makes 
the argument that government consolidation is an imperative if the region is going to stem the population loss 
from the region. It also has consistently criticized the local population and its political leaders for having a closed-
minded approach to consolidation. The editors stated that “discussion of the dissolution of villages or 
consolidation of police forces…is painless” (2006, September 28). In fact, the paper has been critical of those 
who question assumptions and estimates that have accompanied consolidation proposals by calling such 
criticism “paralysis by analysis” (2006, September 28).  
 
After the proposal was presented publicly, on August 14, 2006, the Press & Sun Bulletin editorialized about 
County Executive Fiala’s attempts to discuss service consolidation in general and specifically mentioned police 
agencies. The editorial heralded Fiala’s efforts to consolidate services and encouraged an open-minded, in-depth 
public discussion of the issues involved in consolidation. The editorial warned against a “can’t do” attitude of the 
local citizens. The following month, the paper again encouraged discussion of consolidation and criticized those 
who were “fearful of any genuine discussion of consolidating sacred services such as police and fire” (2006, 
September 28). 

Community discussion in the newspaper expressed dislike over certain aspects of the proposal. For instance, one 
letter to the editor expressed displeasure about organizing control of the Metropolitan Police Force under the 
Sheriff since the Sheriff is an elected, rather than an appointed position (Devine, 2006 August 11). The writer in 
this letter believes that an appointed official will not be as accountable to the public. Instead, the appointed official 
will be accountable to a politician. It is not clear how the writer feels about the effects on safety of electing the 
Sheriff. Another letter to the editor cited the lack of transition costs, such as standardizing communication 
services, as making the claimed cost savings unrealistic (Edwards, 2006, August 15). There was some 
discussion that was quite hostile towards the plan. A former City of Binghamton police officer, David L. Lindsay, 
wrote a guest column arguing that, if implemented, the proposal would “decimate police agencies in the urban 
core” (Lindsay, 2006 August 17). 

The political leadership of the local jurisdictions, for the most part, has chosen not to take an official position on 
the proposal and, instead, calls for a more detailed study. Fiala reported that she was pleased that some citizens 
seemed receptive to her plan and are willing to discuss ways to make it better (Staff, 2006, October 22). 
However, other observers do not see many municipalities anywhere close to agreeing to police consolidation. 
Chairman Schofield reports that “there is a lot of work and leadership that still needs to be applied to getting 
municipalities on board because I don't think we are there," (Hacken, 30 December 2006). 

In contrast to vocal opinions about the metropolitan police consolidation, there are no opinion pieces – either 
guest opinions or letters to the editor – on SIU consolidation. This is likely because few citizens encounter an SIU 
officer or require their services. Moreover, because the consolidation was so low profile, few citizens were even 
aware of the consolidation. Instead, the Broome County Legislature and Binghamton City Council agreed to a 
Memorandum of Understanding that was approved with little, if any, public discussion (Attachment 4). 
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3.  The Proposal to Address the Issue 

1. Describe the specific proposal(s): 
 
Deputy County Executive Patrick Brennan drafted the plan for Police Consolidation of Broome County’s Urban 
Core. The goal of the plan was to “maintain public safety while trying to reduce the costs of operation for all 
taxpayers in the urban center” (Facui, 2006). The police consolidation plan identifies five jurisdictions in the urban 
core of Broome County – the City of Binghamton, the Village of Johnson City, the Town of Vestal, the Village of 
Endicott, and the Village of Port Dickinson. The plan is to merge each of these police forces into a new Broome 
County Metropolitan Police Force. Brennan, with County Executive Barbara J. Fiala, presented the plan publicly 
on August 8, 2006 (see Attachments 3 and 4). Despite the plan originating from the County Executive Office, 
Fiala and Brennan both saw their role as more of moderator for the consolidation discussion than as a proponent. 
 
According to the original plan, the chiefs of five police departments comprising the Metropolitan Police Force 
would report to the UnderSheriff - a new Civil Service position that would “have a parity with municipal policy 
chiefs’ salaries and benefits” and with the Sheriff’s compensation.  
 
The legal structure of the proposal is for Binghamton, Johnson City, Endicott, Vestal, and Port Dickinson to each 
enter into a five-year inter-municipal agreement with Broome County. Each agreement would require approval by 
the town and village boards, the County Legislature, and the voters in a referendum. Under the agreement, the 
Metropolitan Police Force provides police services to governments that enter into the agreement for the cost of 
each jurisdiction’s estimated 2007 budgets for police services. After the five-year period, each jurisdiction retains 
the option to leave the consolidated force and reestablish their pre-existing operations. This option, which can be 
exercised at the end of the five-year period, is the extent of the exit plan envisioned by the County Executive 
should any jurisdiction choose not to continue in the Metropolitan Police Force. 
 
The affected jurisdictions currently have a combined budget of $23 million and a total of 266 officers. The 
proposal addresses the compensation of this force by continuing to honor all current bargaining unit agreements 
for police personnel. New employees of the Metropolitan Police Force will be represented by a new Police 
Benevolent Association. As allowed under regulations governed by the Taylor Law, bargaining units may 
consolidate. 
 
The proposed plan aims to reduce police service costs by $7.7 million throughout the County while maintaining 
the same number of police officers in the urban core over a five-year period. The cost savings in the Brennan 
plan are achieved over a five-year period by attrition of current supervisory positions (at and above the sergeant 
level). There has been no formal study of the effect of the incentives pension plans on retirement decisions, or the 
probability of achieving these attrition estimates. Also, there has been no study of the impact on police services 
for municipalities affected by the consolidation proposal. 
 

a. Was the proposal adopted? 
Patrick Brenan has presented his proposal to all affected municipalities already. The municipalities have not 
made any formal decision yet. 

 
b. Was it modified or amended prior to adoption?  If yes, how was it changed? 

 
There have been two major changes in the proposal. The first revision has been made in January of 2007. It 
specified that the new Metro Police would report to a Superintendent of police, a civil service position appointed 
by the County Executive. This modification arose because the current chiefs “did not want to report to an elected 
law enforcement person” (personal interview). Instead, the current chiefs preferred to report to an elected official 
who was not a law enforcement person. 
 
Second, after Brennan met with all the chiefs, he modified his retirement estimate to a more conservative 10 
percent estimate. Police chiefs viewed the 15 percent reduction in work force as having a potentially negative 
effect on the police capacity, while they reached the consensus that 10 percent was “doable” (based on 7:1 
patrolmen per sergeant ratio). 
 

c. If the proposal was rejected, explain the reasons why. 
d. How was the proposal to be funded?  
e. Who was responsible for its implementation? 

Deputy County Executive Patrick Brennan, the principal author of the proposal has been responsible for the 
implementation.  
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2.  Describe who was in favor of the proposal and why. 
The County Executive’s Office continues to argue for its plan. 
The Press & Sun Bulletin has been a proponent of the plan, largely to reduce the costs of local government and 
spur economic growth. 
 
 
3.  Describe who was opposed to the proposal and why. 
 
The reception to the police consolidation plan has not been uniformly positive since it was first introduced on 
August 8, 2006. Since the public announcement and presentations to local officials, there has been increased 
scrutiny of the plan. Although there haves been some modifications to the original proposal, many questions 
remain unanswered. 

Deputy County Executive Patrick Brennan presented the plan to representatives from the affected police 
departments on the same day as the general public announcement. According to front page newspaper accounts, 
the proposal’s reception could be characterized as “wary” with many of the representatives having questions and 
concerns (Hacken, 9 August 2006). Coverage of the proposal in the following days and weeks, as well as our 
own interviews, also suggested that the police departments were not receptive to the plan. 

In short, no department wholeheartedly endorsed the proposal. Indeed the most positive response was from 
Binghamton Chief Steven Tronovitch, widely viewed as the police official most receptive to consolidation. In 
newspaper stories, he is quoted as saying “consolidation is inevitable, not just among police departments. In 
theory, it's something we should be examining" (Staff, 2006, October 22). He emphasized that police departments 
had an obligation to explore consolidation. Chief Tronovitch, however, has agreed with his fellow police 
departments to say that the logistics need more attention (Staff, 2006, October 22). However, he criticized the 
plan as not being comprehensive enough – “we have not received our answers yet” (personal interview). 

Lack of Communication 

One particular problem apparent from both news accounts and our own interviews was the lack of consultation 
with the police departments while the County Executive Office was crafting the proposal. The proposal was 
imposed on police departments by the County. As a result, the plan has not received their support. As one chief 
repeated during our interview, “keep in mind [that] we were not the ones who initiated it” so police departments do 
not know “whether they are ready for it” (personal interview).  

Union Issues 

Other personnel issues are also likely to be a bone of contention with any police proposal. Because the police 
consolidation plan is still in proposal phase, there have been no efforts to address how to merge officers that work 
under different union contracts. However, those with experience in negotiating union contracts, including County 
Executive Fiala and Sheriff Harder, believe that police unions remain the biggest obstacle for any consolidation. 
During a meeting with Patrick Brennan, the presidents of all affected bargaining units expressed their opposition 
towards any consolidation of the urban core police force. In fact, Brennan describes their general attitude as 
“passive aggressive” (personal interview).  

Chief Tronovitch believes that the police unions are not against consolidation in principle – they just do not have 
enough information. Sheriff Harder foresees a large renegotiation of contracts with any consolidation plan 
(personal interview). He noted that pay is likely fairly comparable across departments but the fringe benefits and 
other aspects of the contract, such as sick time buy-outs, are not uniform. Thus, a renegotiation may force some 
current officers to give up aspects of their current contract that they wish to protect. 

In the SIU consolidation, the two parties resolved these personnel issues by continuing the status quo. Each 
member of the SIU Task Force continued as a member of the Sheriff’s or of the Binghamton Police Department, 
working under their existing contract while engaged in Task Force activities. This solution may not be workable 
under the police service proposal because of the number of police officers involved. 
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4.  Summarize the policy, legal, fiscal, collective bargaining, political and emotional results expected from 
adoption of the proposal.  Were changes expected in organizational culture? 
 
The plan has not been adopted and ultimate adoption appears unlikely without major revisions.  If the proposal is 
adopted, it may alter police services by adopting crime mapping throughout the urban core of Broome County, 
resulting in an increased police presence in the City of Binghamton and a reduction in police presence in other 
jurisdictions.  This may shift crime patterns in the future and may sour residents in affected jurisdictions to the 
consolidated police force. 
Since the assumptions about retirement seem unlikely and other costs appear unaccounted for, there will be no 
cost savings arising from the consolidation plan. 
 
5.  Describe what steps were taken, and what agreements were reached, to be able to measure results of 
enacting the proposal against the expectations. 
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4.  What Was Actually Done 
1.  Describe if the proposal(s) was adopted, modified (how) and then adopted, or rejected. 
 
Since the proposal was unveiled, Deputy County Executive Brennan has presented the plan to municipal and 
police officials throughout Broome County, as well as to the public. Brennan’s presentation schedule was as 
follows: 
 

• Village of Johnson City on October 17, 2006 
• Village of Port Dickinson on October 24, 2006 
• Town of Vestal on October 30, 2006 
• City of Binghamton on December 6, 2006 
• Village of Endicott on January 22, 2007 
• Greater Binghamton Chamber of Commerce on February 13, 2007 

 
Many of these presentations were made to working committees of the various town and city councils. With the 
feedback received from these presentations, public comments, and further review, the metropolitan plan has 
been slightly modified. For instance, after Brennan met with all the chiefs, he modified his retirement estimate to a 
more conservative 10 percent estimate. Police chiefs viewed the 15 percent reduction in work force as having a 
potentially negative  effect on the police capacity, while they reached the consensus that 10 percent was 
“doable” (based on 7:1 patrolmen per sergeant ratio). 
  
The proposal has undergone other modifications. One revision has been with the organizational structure of the 
Metropolitan Police Force. Rather than the Police Force moving to a branch of the Broome County Sheriff’s Office 
and reporting to the County Sheriff, the Police Force will be headed by a Superintendent of Police who reports to 
the County Executive (Staff, 2006, October 22). As mentioned earlier, this change was made in response to 
concerns that the Police Force would be under a law enforcement official rather than a civilian. 
 
The proposal retains most of the features of the original plan. Attachment 6 provides the updated plan. 
 
Actions so far have been limited to discussions. No municipality has voted on or even begun drafting a resolution 
on the police service proposal. Instead, each presentation allowed for elected officials and the public to learn 
about the plan. Brennan is continuing his presentations to municipalities and interest groups in Broome County. 
Meanwhile, Broome County Legislature Chairman Daniel Schofield formed a committee of residents, police chiefs 
and legislators to address concerns raised about the proposed merger (Marsi, 2006 August 24). 
 

 
In parallel developments, the County Executive Office seems to be sending mixed messages as to its 
commitment to a broad police consolidation. In the 2007 County budget, Executive Fiala vetoed a $6.4 million 
expansion of the Broome County Jail that would have included an arrangement for central booking (Hill, 2006, 
November 18). Many believe the creation of Central Booking is vital to the future of any police consolidation 
effort. Fiala publicly said the expansion was “absolutely ludicrous” and the costs, particularly the staffing costs, 
were not well thought out (Hill, 2006, November 18). While the Legislature overrode her veto of this provision, the 
approval of Executive Fiala is needed for a bond to pay for the jail, a step that Fiala says she won’t take until she 
knows the County can afford it (Hill, 2006 November 22).  
 
The expansion of the jail and the creation of Central Booking are high on the agenda for Sheriff Harder. Indeed, 
many department officials believe that Central Booking is one of the next logical steps to consolidate services. 
Currently, city, town, and village departments lock up individuals they arrest until a judge can hear the charges 
and transfer these individuals to the County Jail or release them. Central Booking would increase the efficiency of 
these services. This could be an opportunity to increase inter-municipal services. 
 
2.  Obtain copies, and describe any local resolutions, contracts, shared service agreements, memoranda and any 
other legal actions that may have been taken.  (List these documents on Appendix B – List of Legal Documents) 
 
3.  Provide an analysis of how the proposal’s implementation results stacked up against the expectations.  If the 
proposal has not been in operation long enough to determine outcomes, provide the set of expectations and the 
progress to date in meeting the expectations. 
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4.  Meet with one or more of the municipal attorneys involved in the drafting of documents described in #2 above 
to develop the legal “checklist” for this type of case. 
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5.  Summarize the Lessons Learned 

 
Recommendation 1. Start at the bottom and build trust 
The SIU consolidation was successful because it originated within the police services at the operational level in 
response to a documented need. The current plan is being imposed from above. Rather than working with the 
departments to find out what their functional needs are and then to incorporate those needs into a plan, the 
County Executive’s office has acted alone. As a result of not working in concert with the police departments, the 
County Executive and the Police are working at cross-purposes. 
 
Recommendation 2. Focus on functional consolidation. 
Consolidation, especially with a service as personal as police services, should be organic. Consolidation of police 
services is already occurring, both formally and informally when it makes sense. Police consolidation needs to 
focus on this aspect of consolidation – functional consolidation.  
 
Recommendation 3. Keep the scope realistic  
The experience of SIU also follows the New York State Comptroller’s report which cautions that consolidation 
needs to start small (2003). A successful experience should be analyzed and articulated before any lager scale 
consolidation is proposed. Instead of one overall consolidation proposal there could be a number of more 
incremental consolidation steps that allow for incorporating any prior successful experience.  
 
Recommendation 4. Develop a long-term perspective 
Any consolidation proposal should not only be incremental, but allow for a period of time to phase-in operations. 
This longer time frame allows the affected departments to sort through the operational details that will inevitably 
arise whenever two or more distinct organizations seek to consolidate. An extended process assists in the difficult 
transitioning of the workforce. 
 
Recommendation 5. Create value 
A successful consolidation proposal should not focus on achieving cost savings or efficiency alone. As Fiala 
pointed out in our interview, the consolidation of 911 dispatch services in Broome County – this “shining example 
of shared services” – has not necessarily resulted in cost savings. Also, because safety services, such as fire and 
police protection, are very emotional for citizens, consolidation should present a real value for the community. 
Therefore, a comprehensive analysis of the consolidation impact on service quality must be included for any 
proposal to be viable.  

Recommendation 6. Build the capacity to evaluate the benefits of consolidation 
Insufficient planning may seriously jeopardize consolidation efforts - including any future efforts. As Darcy Fauci 
and Chairman Schofield point out, the County is currently lacking the capacity to evaluate the potential benefits of 
consolidation and then communicate this information to the people. Evaluation is an important tool. Most 
stakeholders either do not have or cannot devote resources necessary to evaluate consolidation. As a result of 
that, they develop resistance. Knowing what the projected goals are may help overcome that resistance. Being 
able to measure the outcomes of a consolidation also helps build public support.  
 
Recommendation 7. Utilize the resources of the NYS Comptroller Office 
This study found that the County Executive Office has been unaware of the resources and technical assistance of 
the State Comptroller. The lack of involvement of Patrick Carbone, the New York State Comptroller Regional 
Representative in Broome County, is striking. Deputy County Executive Brennan views the role of the 
Comptroller’s office as providing oversight (auditing) but not help. While the County Executive could have 
reached out to the Comptroller’s office, the office could also have been more proactive. In our opinion, the 
Comptroller’s office would provide valuable assistance in dealing with the local power struggles that are inherent 
in a consolidation proposal of this scope.  
 
Recommendation 8. Plan for a professional public information campaign 
There has been no real attempt to educate the public. Patrick Brennan assumed that after he presented the plan, 
citizens could see how much they were going to save in property taxes and would put the pressure on their 
elected officials. The County Executive’s office ignored the highly emotional character of police services. A good 
education effort may be difficult to carry on without involving professional advice due to the inherent nature of 
police services.  
 
 
2. Discuss the expectations for results.  How long until measurable results would be achieved? 
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3. Identify what specific forms of technical assistance were provided, or where technical assistance could have 
been helpful but was not available. 
The resources and expertise of Patrick Carbone, the New York State Comptroller Regional Representative in 
Broome County, were available for this proposal but were not used. 
4. Any helpful hints for others considering such a project? 
Our suggestions are provided in our recommendations. 
5. How did the process followed in this project stack up against the “Ten Step Program For Shared Service 
Arrangements” Appendix C?”  
The biggest problem appears to be that the County Executive Office never worked with the affected police 
agencies until after the proposal was made public. This generated ill-will and made for a proposal that is easy to 
criticize as ill-advised. 
6. Provide any additional comments, materials or observations relevant to the case.   
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6.  Provide a Contact Person for Follow-up (at both the lead municipality and the academic institution) 
Municipal Contact: 
 
Name:                  Patrick Brennan       
 
Position:              County Executive,                           
 
Mailing Address:  Broome County Office Building,  
                            44 Hawley Street, 6th Floor, PO Box 1766,  
                            Binghamton, NY 13902-1766 
 
Phone:                 607-778-2109  
 
Fax:                     607-778-2044 
 
E-mail:                 Pbrennan@co.broome.ny.us 
                                                                   
 
                                                                       
Academic Institution Contact:    
 
Name:                 Minchin G. Lewis       
 
Position:              Adjunct Professor                           
 
Mailing Address:  Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs 
                             Syracuse University 
                             215 Eggers Hall 
                             Syracuse, NY  13244 
 
Phone:                 315-243-2530 
 
Fax:                     315-443-9721 
 
E-mail:                mglewis@maxwell.syr.edu                                                                   
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                                             NYS Department of State 
                           Albany Law School/Government Law Center  
                    Shared Municipal Services Technical Assistance Project 
                                               Case Study Template      

                                                                Appendix A – List of Contacts 

Contact Information 
Please include all the following information for the municipal and project contacts. 
 
Name                Title              Mailing Address                    Phone           Fax                Email         
 
Barbara Fiala           County Executive,       Broome County Office Building                  607-778-2109          607-778-2044    bfiala@co.broome.ny.us 
                                                                  44 Hawley Street, 6th Floor, PO Box 1766 
                                                                      Binghamton, NY 13902-1766 
 
Patrick Brennan       Deputy County Executive        (Same as Above)                            607-778-2109          607-778-2044   Pbrennan@co.broome.ny.us 
 
 
 
Darcy Fauci             County Executive Assistant      (Same as Above)                          607-778-3946                                     dfauci@co.broome.ny.us 
 
 
 
Daniel A. Schofield   Broome County Legislator     (Same as Above)                             607-778-2131          607-778-8869    daschofield@co.broome.ny.us  
                                   Minority Leader 
 
 
 
David E. Harder       Sheriff                      155 Lt. VanWinkle Drive                                 607-778-1911          607-778-2100      bcsheriff@co.broome.ny.us  
                                                                    Binghamton, NY 13905 
 
 
 
Steven Tronovitch    Binghamton Police Chief        38 Hawley Street                              607-772-7090           607-772-7169   police@cityofbinghamton.com   
                                                                                 Binghamton, NY 13901                                                                        
 
 
 
John Butler               Vestal Police Chief             605 Vestal Parkway W                         607-754-2386                                           jbutler@vestlany.com 
                                                                             Vestal , New York 13850                                            
 
 
 
Patrick Carbone        Chief Examiner                   State Office Building,                           607-721-8306          607-721-8313  
                                  Regional Office                     Room 1702, 44 Hawley St.                                                                Muni-Binghamton@osc.state.ny.us 
                                  of the State Comptroller      Binghamton, NY 13901-4417                                                                              
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                                        NYS Department of State 
                           Albany Law School/Government Law Center  
                    Shared Municipal Services Technical Assistance Project 
                                               Case Study Template      

                                                          Appendix B – List of Legal Documents 
 

 
Document List 
Please list all documents that are relevant to the Case Study. 
 
(Please see the Final Report for all the references, tables, and attachments) 
 
Table 1. Broome County Population and Land (U.S. Census, 2005) 
Table 2. General Demographic Characteristics 
Table 3. Crime Statistics (2005) 
Table 4. Financial Information for Broome County (in Millions of Dollars) 
 
Attachment 1. Broome County Map 
Attachment 2. Shared service in Broome County 
Attachment 3. Police Consolidation Press Release 
Attachment 4. Special Investigations Task Force Memorandum of Understanding 
Attachment 5. Table of Interviews  
Attachment 6. Revised Plan for Police Consolidation of Broome County’s Urban Core  
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THE TEN STEP PROGRAM FOR SHARED SERVICE ARRANGEMENTS 
 
1. Define problem and affected parties 
 

Focus on the problem to be solved, working with experts, constituents and  
  others with knowledge who can help devise options 
 
2. Identify solutions and potential partners 
 
  Create options that can help solve the problem 
  Identify the potential partners who can help solve the problem 
 
3. List and allocate financial impacts 
 
  Determine cost 
  Determine tax and debt limitations 
  Identify methods for financing, including potential federal/state aid 
  Assess impact on tax rate 
 
4. Confirm legal authority 
   

Check state statutes, including General Municipal Law articles 5-G and 14-G, as 
well as Town, Village, County and other related laws, and seek legislative 
authority if necessary 
Adopt appropriate local authority 

 
5. Plan the project 
 

Document the need for services, determine costs and financing, prepare impact 
statements for constituents and on other services, develop plan for 
implementation and assessment 

 
6. Collaborate with affected parties 
 

Discuss plans with constituents, non profits, businesses, local organizations such 
as Chamber of Commerce, other governmental agencies, unions 
Agree on roles of affected parties and how to assess impact, effectiveness and 
success 
 
 

7.  Negotiate the Agreement 
 
  Identify necessary terms to be included 
  Identify facilitator to assist negotiations 
  Finalize terms 
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8. Prepare Agreement 
 

Whether written or oral, formal or informal, an agreement specifying the terms of 
agreement should be memorialized in some manner, especially regarding 
parties, nature of agreement, level of service, limits on service, charges/financing 
arrangements, organizational control and responsibilities, reporting, personnel 
matters, duration, termination, amendment, evaluation, continuation 

 
9. Implement the Agreement 
 
  Initiate the programmatic elements of the project 
  Communicate as warranted with the town constituents 

Document all aspects of the project for transparency and assessment 
 
10. Evaluate the Project 
 

Examine the implementation to ensure proper function using objective factors 
  Convene regular meetings to assess and share information 

Prepare formal evaluation reports to ensure goals and processes satisfied 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 




















































