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FOREWORD

Founded in 1932, the Citizens Budget CommissionGLCB a nonprofit, nonpartisan
civic organization devoted to influencing constiuetchange in the finances and services
of New York State and New York City governmentsisTieport was prepared under the
auspices of CBC’s Quality and Efficiency in PubBervices Committee, which we co-
chair. The other members of the Committee are Balder; Mark Brossman; Lawrence
Buttenweiser; Bud Gibbs; Kenneth Gibbs; Peter H&nan Horey; Jerome Hyman;
Barbara Kohn; Hugh Lamle; James Libscomb; Stanlggw;, Randy Mastro; Frances
Milberg; David Moskovitz; Stephen Nislick; Steveol&n; Carol Raphael; John Rhodes;
Edward Sadowsky; Peter Samton; Larry SilversteagnJSteinberg; W. James Tozer;
Cynthia Vance; Ronald Weiner; Mark Willis; Howard ilgén, and H. Dale
Hemmerdingerex-officio.

New York City has made many significant advancepenformance management over
the past decade and its practices are, in many,wgayte good. City leaders developed
Compstat to revolutionize policing and an excellg+it-1 call service center; however,
even with these innovations and good practicesCiheshould renew its efforts to be a
leader among cities by pursuing new policies andhadng change. New York City is a
$54 billion dollar enterprise, and a fundamentaésiion should drive improvement
efforts: Is the public really getting all it deses/from government for the price tag?

To help spark some new thinking on how this questiould be answered, the Quality
and Efficiency Services undertook this study teasfNew York City’s accomplishments
in performance measurement and management andcoonneend policy changes to
improve productivity, efficiency, and accountalyilin the delivery of City services.
Donna Lynne, a former head of the Mayor’'s Office@berations and CBC Trustee,
helped to guide the initial phases of our reseafddthank her for her inspiration.

The Committee would like to thank the City commissirs who came to talk with us
about their efforts to improve management. Theyuohe Transportation Commissioner
Iris Weinshall, Parks Commissioner Adrian Benepanitation Commissioner John
Doherty, and Homeless Services Commissioner (amd Deputy Mayor for Health and

Human Services) Linda Gibbs. The commissionersthait staff delivered informative

and impressive presentations that aided our dismssWe would also like thank
Michael Lawson, Director of the International C@@gunty Management Association’s
Center for Performance Management, who met with @wnmittee to share his
perspective on comparative benchmarking.

The report was written and supervised by Elizahgtiam, Deputy Director of Research.
Charles Brecher, Executive Vice President and ReleBirector, provided editorial
guidance. Oliver Wise, Research Assistant, gavea&riresearch support to the project
and helped draft the report. Tammy Pels, Reseamhs@tant, and Maria Doulis,
Research Associate, provided additional researclsistance. Corey Kunz,
Communications and Public Affairs Associate, fort@adtthe document. We thank them
for their hard work.



Numerous readers provided helpful comments in tepagration of the report. Reviewers
included: Lisa Neuberger of Accenture; Doug MuzaioBaruch College’s School of
Public Affairs; Michael Keogh of the City Counciirfance Division; Sarah Knapp and
Elizabeth Leath of the Department of InformatiorcAm®ology and Telecommunications;
Barbara Cohn Berman of the Fund for the City of N¥ark; Ronnie Lowenstein and
Preston Niblack of the Independent Budget Office ®all Forsythe and Dennis Smith
of New York University’s Wagner School. Their wiltiness to take the time to read the
draft carefully and make suggestions, correctioasd revisions was appreciated.
However, their participation in the review procekses not necessarily mean that they
agree with our recommendations.

In closing, we would like to thank the members led Committee for their interest and
enthusiasm for this topic. Your contributions te tialogue and production of this report
were notable.

Cheryl Cohen Effron
Alan M. Klein

November 30, 2006
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Accountability is the central tenet of good demogrand good management. Good
democracy demands that citizens be able to cathem elected leaders to explain their
choices and be judged on their achievements. Goadagement demands that the
leaders that are called to account for themselaesapply the same standard by which
they are judged all the way down the chain of comunta the staff that directly provides
services to the public. Where the chain is brokém, public is getting lower quality
services than it should. This is the logic that emths all efforts to manage for
performance in government.

New York City has made many significant advancepenformance management over
the past decade and its practices are quite goathiny ways; however, the City should
strive beyond these good practices and renew fitsstefto be a leader among cities by
pursuing new policies and advancing innovation. Néwk City is a $54 billion dollar
enterprise, and a fundamental question should dnygovement efforts: Is the public
really getting all it deserves from governmenttfog price tag?

To help spark some new thinking on how this questiould be answered, the Citizens
Budget Commission completed a review of the Cipgsformance management practices
and reporting to the public about service qualitiie review found that, to answer the
guestion, the City needs to address five fundartignteeak areas in its practices. The
remainder of this document is devoted to explotingse weaknesses more fully and
presenting the case for improvement.

The CBC review of the City's management accountgbframework identified two
major weaknesses that manifest themselves in fiagswCity leaders should address
each issue to improve their accountability to thelig. The first and foremost weakness
is that money and performance are not connectdtierbudget. The budget can be a
powerful performance tool and the City is not usinir this purpose. Second, the City
is not focused on achieving the results the puthdisires in every service area. Some
agencies do an excellent job reporting results|endthers do not. These weaknesses are
demonstrated in five ways.

The budget does not align with program performance.

Efficiency measures are not a major focus of serperformance.

Outcome measures need more attention in some semgas.

New Yorkers cannot compare the caliber of New YGiky's services to those
provided by competitor cities.

5. Public perception of the quality of services is adequately measured.

PwpNPE

To address these issues and improve services Riec@lls on City leaders to implement
five specific recommendations.

1. Connect money and performance in the budget — thégdi should be
reorganized to better track programs and programoipeance;



2. Focus on efficiency measurement — measuring anartreg unit costs should be
a high priority in every service area,

3. Improve outcome measurement and reporting — leaslersld push to develop
and track desired results for every service area;

4. Develop and present comparative performance measuidew Yorkers should
be able to compare the caliber of their serviceghtwse provided by other
competitor cities;

5. Expand the use of citizen-derived outcome measunasblic perception of City
services should not just be measured by complaurtslso by satisfaction survey
measures.

Each issue and its matching recommendation areidedanore fully in the body of the
paper.

BACKGROUND

The idea of managing for performance is not newamernment. At the center of the
endeavor is the concept of accountability. By meaguand reporting on performance,
government leaders and the public can use thenn@tion to raise more informed
guestions. Under pressure to perform and armed lvgtter information, managers can
respond. By managing effectively, government agenaan provide the outcomes
desired by those they serve. Both parts of the temuameasurement and
management—are equally important because, while sunement systems raise
questions, they seldom provide answers. That isevimanagers must take over.

There are many different ways to manage for respittgate sector approaches have been
adapted for use in government, while other managemmdels have been developed
focusing more on the public sector. Some governgyeoich as Charlotte, North Carolina
have used the “balanced scorecard” method veryesstdly. Others, such as Baltimore,
Maryland, have preferred to adapt the Compstat tndeleeloped here in the New York
City Police Department for citywide application.

The concept has taken hold not just nationallyibigrnationally: 24 out of 30 countries
participating in a 2005 Organization for Economio-@peration and Development
(OECD) study were reporting performance resultshi public?> Various methods and
models of implementing performance management haeen adopted. Although
countries have progressed at different rates ineamenting performance management
techniques, many have considerable experience encantinuing to develop more
sophisticated techniquésThese governments are more accountable and tramspa
the public they serve.

! Harry Hatry,Performance Measurement: Getting Resulisban Institute Press, October 1999.

2 Odile Sallard, “Results Matter,” OECD Observer,288/253, November 2005, p. 9.

% Teresa Curristine, “Performance and AccountabiMgking Government Work,” OECD Observer No.
252/253, November 2005, p. 11.



The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB),its effort to provide
guidance for governments seeking to implement bettethods of measuring and
reporting government performance, has undertakespexial project on performance
management called service efforts and accomplistengSEA) with the objective of
encouraging the use and reporting of performancasares. The GASB will determine
whether performance measures have developed f@othewhere reporting standards or
guidelines for inclusion in the general purposeemdl financial reports can be issued.

The GASB framework for performance management ligdtdanaging for Results, or

MFR. In GASB’s view, the goals of MFR are relatiyeitraightforward and the reasons
governments would wish to engage in it are manye Téasons to engage in MFR
include:

To focus government more clearly on the servicégetis need and want, and
less on process.

To establish goals and objectives and assess withtheare met.

To raise and answer such questions as: How effice effective are the
government’s services and how can service quatifyrove?

To organize government functions and resourcesadyee desired results.

To change policies, programs, services, or budgetstream in response to
performance data as they flow in.

To compare the government's performance to itseterotime, to other
governments, or if appropriate, the private sector.

To communicate what government is accomplishing, éktent to which goals
and objectives are being achieved, and how effigierand effectively
government is functioning.

The GASB framework encompasses seven differenties that can be implemented in
different ways. Other models rest on similar eleteefhe seven aspects include:

1. Strategic Planning—The process starts with stratglginning that involves major
stakeholders, ideally including citizens, in deoglion and designing goals for
each function. Without strategic planning, perfonce management efforts will
be aimless and diffuse. All measurement should rbeelation to established
goals.

2. Program/Activity Planning—Program and activity ptamg should flow from the
goals of the agency in question to translate bigaals into actual government
programs.

3. Measuring for Results—Metrics are then developeti¢asure results.

4. Budgeting for Results—Resources are allocated hadoudget is aligned with
programs that flow from the goals of government.



5. Managing Work Processes—Data is collected and tesethnage the work. This
involves creating systems that enable the colleatiobdata at the desired activity
levels and then assessing the data regularly.

6. Evaluating Results—Data is collected and used tkenaaformal assessment of
the success of government efforts. The evaluasotypically part of periodic
reporting to upper-level management and electedial$. Evaluation should be
tied to the budgetary cycle and inform prospectiNecation decisions.

7. Reporting Results—Reporting involves communicatmghe citizens the extent
to which government goals and objectives are bemgg with the kind of
information that allows users to assess the effecgss and efficiency of the
program.

Government leaders must design measurement sygteassess and report results. Many
types of metrics that can be used range from sommeedsy to gather—input measures—
to increasingly difficult—true outcome measures.

Input measures express the resources committed fwaricular program.
Examples include funds, staff, facilities, and @guent and supplies.

Outputs measures express the amount of work coetpléxamples include
number of lane miles resurfaced, tons of garbadkated, and number of
students placed in special education. Agency fundiroften based on outputs.

Intermediate outcomes measures express outcomesr¢hexpected to lead to the
desired end, but are not the ends in themselvasrniediate outcomes are
important to internal measurement efforts becaheg provide more immediate
feedback on services than pure outcome measuréstmiediate outcomes
typically relate to the services delivered by thegpam. Examples include
participation in a type of career training en rotaestable employment, waste
water clean up en route to clean rivers, and redusmoking en route to healthier
adults.

End outcomes express the end results that so®@elgssExamples include clean
streets, reduced crime, clean parks, reduced hesrass, safe streets, and
healthier adults. Customer satisfaction measures aiten considered end
outcomes along with other “hard” measures of pentorce.

Efficiency, or unit-cost, measures express thetioglahip between the amount of
input and the amount of output or outcome of aiviggtor program. Examples

include cost per acre of immaculately maintainexk p@nd, cost per drug addict
rehabilitated, and cost per case of homelessnessmied.

The difference between the two ends of the spectsucaptured in a joke recounted by
performance management expert, Harry Hatry.



In New York City, a priest and a taxicab driverdliend went to heaven. Saint
Peter then showed the priest his eternal dwelllaggs—a shack. Saint Peter then
showed the driver his eternal dwelling place—a rnmansThe priest was angry

and asked Saint Peter, “Why the difference?” Saeter said, “When you preach,
people sleep. When riders get into his cab, thay!pt

The joke captures the notion that process is nohpsrtant as the results, and results are
best captured by outcome measurement.

By measuring and being held accountable for outspmanagers have the flexibility to
change processes to adapt to changing needs. fraspriracking inputs over time may
lead to the unintentional consequence of structdgadlity in an agency as managers
must comply with set staffing patterns or otheeéixesponses.

Efficiency measures are also important. These umeasrovide a way to examine the
cost-effectiveness of government programs and argcplarly insightful when based on
true outcomes. A weakness of using output, notaroé; for unit cost calculations is that
a jurisdiction that lowers unit cost may achievécefncy gains at the expense of the
preferred outcome of the servit@he intent is to raise questions all along the firom
the highest manager to the frontline staff. This lba very powerful in practice.

EVALUATING NEW YORK CITY'S EFFORTS TO MANAGE FOR
RESULTS

The Citizens Budget Commission conducted a reviéWew York City's efforts to
manage for results. In the course of the review,Gbmmission interviewed key agency
commissioners, experts from consortiums such as lItiternational City/County
Manager’s Association and other cities, and usedfitimework and research provided
by the GASB SEA project described in the backgrosection. Research in the field was
also helpful. The practices and documents of matmerocities were explored and
examined.

At the conclusion of the study, the Commission taded that there are two major
weaknesses in New York City’s management accouitiafsamework. First, money and
performance are not connected in the budget. Tdgdilwcan be a powerful performance
tool and the City is not using it for this purpoS&econd, the City is not focused on
achieving the result the public desires in everwise area. Some agencies do an
excellent job reporting results while others do. Adte City’'s weaknesses in these two
areas of accountability are manifested in five gmetssues. Each one is addressed in
turn in the following sections of this report.

* Harry Hatry,Performance Measurement: Getting Resulidban Institute Press, October 1999.

®> Don Moynihan, Managing for Results, Chapter 7hB#&b Performance in State and Local Government,
p. 154.

® Dall Forsythe edQuicker, Better, CheapeRockefeller Institute Press, 2005.



Issue 1: The budget does not align with program péormance.

The notion of connecting money and performanceaisllly a new idea. Efforts to align
budgets with programs and program performance laal@ng history in federal, state,
and local government. Performance budgeting hagpthential to help lawmakers and
the public:

Assess the cost-effectiveness of existing programs.

Complete cost-benefit analyses for different typdsprograms designed to
achieve similar objectives.

Help identify wasteful spending.

Account for and justify budget decisions basedesulits.

In the wake of the “reinventing government” movemenh the 1990s, performance
budgeting has become more and more prevalent. riBerfce budgeting practices are
widespread in state and local governments: all thuée states have legislative or
administrative requirements for the inclusion offpemance information in the budget
process.New York, Massachusetts, and Arkansas do not ntersteh information.

A study on the use of performance budgeting inAtizona, Maryland, Texas, Virginia,
and Washington by the US Government Accountabffice notes several common
achievements. The study found that under performdmucigeting, legislatures gain the
ability to evaluate the impacts of proposed polichanges, reduce government
expenditures while maintaining effectiveness, antprove program effectivene8s.
Furthermore, in times of fiscal stress, governmemés able to adjust spending without
relying on typical approaches, such as across-tlaecbcuts, tapping rainy day funds,
delaying expenditures, or increasing taxes and. fdesaddition, state governments are
able to prioritize program funding according to horitical the services are to achieving
broad outcome goafs.Lastly, legislators motivate agencies to set &igjpals by linking
appropriations to expected results and by defipeidormance targets jointly. The added
legislative scrutiny of performance targets encgasa agencies to maximize the
effectiveness of their service provisibhUnfortunately, New York State is not counted
among the states that have implemented rigorousrpgnce management practices so
there is little guidance to be gleaned from theegigmce of State government.

In local government, 24 out of the 30 largest WiBes publish performance metrics in
their budget$® Table 1 below shows the cities and whether theye hadopted the
practice. New York City is not among them.

" Julia Melkers and Katherine Willoughby, “The Stafeéhe States: Performance-Based Budgeting
Requirements in 47 out of 5Public Administration Reviewlanuary/February 98, Vol. 58, Issue 1.

8 United States Government Accountability Officegtfdrmance Budgeting: States’ Experiences Can
Inform Federal Efforts,” February 2005, p. 10.

° |bid. p. 12 -13.

19 bid. p. 12.

™ Alfred Tat-Kei Ho and Anna Ya Ni, “Have Cities $®iid to Outcome-Oriented Performance Reporting?
A Content Analysis of City BudgetsPublic Budgeting & FinanceSummer 2005.



Table 1
Performance Measures in Budgets of Major U.S. Ciéis
30 Largest U.S. Cities

New York No
Los Angeles Yes
Chicago Yes
Houston Yes
Philadelphia No
Phoenix Yes
San Antonio Yes
San Diego Yes
Dallas Yes
San Jose Yes
Detroit Yes
Indianapolis No
Jacksonville No
San Francisco Yes
Columbus Yes
Austin Yes
Memphis Yes
Baltimore No
Fort Worth Yes
Charlotte Yes
El Paso Yes
Milwaukee Yes
Seattle No
Boston Yes
Denver Yes
Washington, DC Yes
Nashville-Davidson Yes
Las Vegas Yes
Portland Yes
Oklahoma City Yes

Source: Alfred Tat-Kai Ho and Anna Ya Ni, "Havei€it Shifted to Outcome-
Oriented Performance Reporting? - A Content Analgs$iCity Budgets,"
Public Budgeting & Finance Summer 2005. This data was updated by CBC
staff in November 2006.

Note: Since the Tat-Kai Ho and Ya Ni paper was jshleld, Las Vegas hi
become one of the 30 largest U.S. cities. The @nafitheir budget was
conducted by the authors of this paper.

In the wake of the 1970s fiscal crisis, humeroudsermes were implemented to improve
the financial and operational management of NewkYOity Government. One such
reform was the development of the Mayor's Managdnfeport (MMR) and the
Preliminary Mayor's Management Report (PMMR). Aratlwas a well-regulated and
closely-monitored budget. Mayor Abe Beame’s intrcduy letter to the inaugural MMR



read: “Citizens of New York City will be able toesow their government is planning to
spend its financial resources and also what lef/aleovice can be provided with those
funds.™ However, the connection between the budget angehfermance measures in
use has not been as strong as promised. A prinsquakce of disconnect between the
budget and the MMR s the differing way in whicle tfivo documents are organized.

The Mayor’'s Management ReporAlthough the MMR serves multiple purposes, one of
its intended objectives was to allow public offlsido ascertain how budget decisions
affect municipal service performance. Issued twekseafter the preliminary budget, its
companion PMMR was intended to be an importantunsént in informing the budget
deliberation process. The New York City Charterursgp the PMMR to contain
“proposed program performance goals and measurethdonext fiscal year reflecting
budgetary decisions made as of the date of the isslom of the preliminary budget®
The Charter also requires the Council to issuepartecommenting on the performance
goals included in the PMMR by Aprif'8shortly after their Charter-mandated comments
on the preliminary budget in late March.

The MMR is the report card to the public on thef@enance of 40 agencies that deliver
a host of different services. It is produced twyearly for reporting periods based on the
City’s fiscal year and includes more than 1,00Qistias on performancelhe MMR,
released in September, reports the final performaricagencies for the fiscal year that
ended in June. Other important information is ideld in the document, such as:

Trend data for actual performance for five previgaars.

Agency performance targets, which allow for the panson of actual
performance results as compared to target in sasesc

An overview of current and historical resources éaich agency that includes
staffing, overtime, spending, revenues and capaaimitments.

Data from the 3-1-1 Service Center, including gwitle summary of the most
frequently received requests, complaints and imegiiand total call volume for
each agency. The top-five inquiries for each agemeyalso presented.

While it has been published since 1977, the cursémicture of the MMR resulted from
an overhaul of the document completed in 2002.hat time—after a lengthy review
with key stakeholders and users—the report wagyamized around three key elements.
These are Key Public Service Areas, Critical Olyest and Agency Performance
Reports. Key Public Service Areas and Critical Otiyes state directly the policy
priorities and operational strategies of the Cigsmmissioners and agency heads. The
Agency Performance Reports include highlights oy keeasures and statistical data
tables. In addition to the core 1,000 metrics coeiin the report, the City reports about
2,500 supplementary measures online.

The City makes other performance information awéanline in two forms. Firstyly
Neighborhood Statisticallows users to drill down to a street addresstarsection for a

12 City of New York, Office of the MayoiThe Mayor's Management Repofebruary 18, 1977, p. 1.
13 Charter of the City of New York, Section 12.b.4
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key set of community well-being measures. Maps sbimgs-neighborhood comparisons
of high and low performing indicators. Secof&datistics for Multi-Agency Issuedows
users to display, in one page view, measures ftyr €&rvices or initiatives that require
the cooperation of more than one agency. Elevdrativies are currently classified as
involving multiple agencies. These are noise compa and enforcement
counterterrorism and emergency preparedrieafiic safety domestic violencerodent
control lead poisoning, inspections and abateméiiV/AIDS, childhood asthma
provision of affordable housingndtort reform

The reorganization in 2002 improved the programenatientation of the MMR by
organizing indicators by the KPSAs of the agengycBnnecting performance indicators
to agency programs, the MMR became a much moreteféfedocument in terms of
tracking the performance of an agency accordingst@ore objectives. Table 2 below
shows the change in terms of indicators and indiceategories for the 2001 and 2006
MMRs. For example, in 2006, the agency added th&AKRProtect Children from Abuse
and Neglect,” which is a key aspect of the agenoy&rall mission.

Table 2
Administration for Children's Services MMR Structur e

EY 2001 Mayor's Management Repol EY 2006 Mayor's Management Repot
Indicator Category Key Public Service Areas
Child Welfare Protect children from abuse and neglec
Agency for Child Development Provide preventive and foster care services tetithe needs of children and fami
Office of Child Support Enforcement Ensure timely reunification or adoption servicesdzhon the needs of the cl

Ensure access to quality, safe child care and I3¢ad services in communit

Sources: City of New York, Mayor's Office of Opéoais, Mayor's Management Reporfiscal years 2001 and 2006 editions.

The Budget.The expense budget is structured hierarchicabbynfigeneral to detailed

categories of spending. Figure 1 below illustrékeslevels of detail included in the New
York City budget. The most general categories agehcy” budgets that cover large
service functions, such as education, sanitati@htealth, as well as the large citywide
functions of debt service and pension contributitmrsworkers. There are currently 79
such categorie¥!

1 There are 79 agency categories when all 59 contynhoards are counted as one agency category.
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Figure 1
Levels of Organization in the New York City ExpenseBudget

Units of Appropriation

/éesponsibility Center

Budget Code

P

Object Code

Within each agency there are “units of appropriatidnits of appropriation are required
by the Charter to reflect the main programmatidvaets and goals of the agency.
Section 100.c reads, “Each proposed unit of apptpn shall represent the amount
requested...for a particular program, purpose, dgtior institution.” The units of
appropriation are allocated by the City CounciltiWi units of appropriation, the Mayor
has full spending authority and can transfer madineyn one item to another. A transfer
of funds from one unit of appropriation to anotlggeater than five percent requires
Council action.

Units of appropriation are divided into two maj@tegories: personal services (spending
on personnel) and other than personal servicesidapg on supplies). In practice, every

personal service unit of appropriation has a matglother than personal service unit of
appropriation. Table 3, shown below, shows thesuaitappropriations and the amounts
allocated to them for three New York City agencigs Department of Education, the

Police Department, and the Administration for Crelds Services.
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Department of Education

Table 3
Examples of Units of Appropriation in Select Agenas

(Dollars in Millions)

New York City Police Department

City Budget Unit of Appropriation

FY 2007
Adopted Budget

City Budget
Unit of Appropriation

Administration for Children's Services
City Budget FY 2007
Unit of Appropriation Adopted Budget

FY 2007
Adopted Budget

General Education Instruction and School Leadership P< $4,90¢  Operations $2,43¢  Personal Services 263
Special Education Instruction and School LeadersRif Executive Management 247Headstart/Daycare 16
Regional and Citywide Instruction and AdministratioPS 212  School Safety PS 179 Administrative 86
Citywide Special Education Instruction and LeadgrstPS 611  Administration - Persehn 186  Other than Personal Svcs 73
Special Educaiton Instructional Support - PS 161 Criminal Justice 94 Headstart/Daycare - OTPS 774
School Facilities - PS 390  Traffic Enforcement 89 Child Welfare - OTPS 1825
School Food Services - PS 175 Transit Police 184

Central Administration - PS 149 Housing Police 129

Fringe Benefits - PS 1,967  Operations - OTPS 55

Categorical Programs - PS 1,356 Executive Mgmt - OTPS 8

Collective Bargaining - PS 24 School Safety - OTPS 5

General Education Instruction and School LeadershipPS 530 Administration - OTPS 174

Special Education Instruction and School Leaders@iPS 10  Criminal Justice - C§P 1

Regional and Citywide Instruction and AdministratioOTPS 14  Traffic Enforcemer®TPS 8

Citywide Special Education Instruction and LeadgrstOTPS 25

Special Educaiton Instructional Support - OTPS 125

School Facilities - OTPS 173

Pupil Transportation - OTPS 913

School Food Services - OTPS 175

School Safety - OTPS 170

Energy and Leases - OTPS 371

Central Administration - OTPS 220

Special Education Pre-K Contract Payments - OTPS 548

Charter/Contract/Foster Payments - OTPS 486

NPS and FIT Payments - OTPS 54
Categorical Programs - OTPS 783

Source: City of New York, Office of Management dutiget,Fiscal Year 2007 Adopted Budgauly 2006.

Below the unit of appropriation, the budget is ert subdivided into responsibility
centers. In theory, responsibility centers are gmies for which a single manager is
responsible. In practice, New York City respongipitenters sometimes correspond to
the management structure of an agency and sometimest. They are not particularly
useful in budgeting for agency needs.

In contrast, budget codes, the next level of detawrn from responsibility centers, are of
great use to budget makers. Budget codes ideh&fyndividual activities or units of any
agency. In the police department, for example,ehera budget code for every precinct
house that contains the funds for that precindtewise, in homeless services, there is a
budget code for each shelter the agency runs.

Table 4 below shows the responsibility centers dmdiget code detail for one
responsibility center in the Department of Homel8ssvices budget. Budget codes do
provide additional program detail, but are not oigad by key goal or outcome. Instead,
they frequently follow geographic or functionalds In the Homeless Service Budget
below, for example, there is a budget code for eshetter operated by the agency.

14



Table 4
Budget Detail for the Department of Homeless Serves
Unit of Appropriation - 001 Personal Services
Fiscal Year 2007 Adopted Budget

Code Amount

Single Shelter Operation 714C  $21,794,63
Single Shelter Operation 400 1,724,887
Adult Operations 401 2,214,555
Drop-In Outreach and Reception 402 771,929
Atlantic - Men Shelter 403 2,312,715
Eligibility and Assessment 404 1,021,454
Bellevue Men Shelter 406 3,865,834
Program Planning and Housing 407 1,200,534
Intake 408 2,029,363
Camp LaGuardia 412 198,764
Franklin - Mens Shelter 421 717,281
Greenpoint | 424 1,693,493
Brooklyn Women's Shelter 445 733,637
Lexington Armory 457 1,318,470
Kingsboro Shelter 468 1,984,240
Program & Housing Placement 1122 3,679
Substance Abuse Counselors 1123 3,796

Source: City of New York-iscal Year 2007 Adopted Budg&upporting
Schedules, June 2006.

Under budget codes there are object codes, whistribe functional units of the budget
that are common across different agencies. Stanalecdunt numbers are used under
each budget code to detail what the funds will pase. For example, 001 is the account
for a full year position; 047 is for overtime. Objecodes allow for the tabulation of
spending on major categories across agencied(i#-gear positions and overtime).

The City Charter gives the Council the power taooremend changes in the structure of
units of appropriation and requires that these tbanged to correspond with agency
programs in order to give the budget a more tranespdink to programs and activities.
That information was intended to tie to the PMMRI dhe MMR in order to inform the
budget process and advance performance budgetdevinYork City government.

The DisconnectAs it has played out, the units of appropriatioragency budgets are
often broad, vague, and difficult to connect to apgcific programs. The Department of
Education budget, for example, although recentlgrganized, has a single unit of
appropriation “General Education Instruction anth&xd Leadership Personal Services,”
which represents $4.9 billion in spending, fully Bércent of the agency’s fiscal year
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2007 budget. This single unit of appropriation i@t 10 percent of the entire City
operating budget. Similarly, in the Police Depantitnehe unit of appropriation called
“Operations” covers $2.4 billion in spending, twuorts of the agency’s budget. Broad
units of appropriation that encompass multiple peiogs make it nearly impossible to
relate budget appropriations to the measurabldtsesiucity services.

The unit of appropriation is the unit of action tbe New York City Council; this is the
unit appropriate for legislative accountability. tAinh units of appropriation, the
Executive has the power to move money from onetfondo another. This creates a
powerful incentive for large units of appropriatioas executives typically prefer
maximum discretion and flexibility.

Although a laudable reform, the reorganization effprmance indicators by KPSAs
actually made performance information more diffida connect to the budget. Before
2002, the MMR reported performance indicators dedidudget by unit of appropriation.
To the extent that units of appropriation matchgeney programs, a user could connect
budget appropriations with performance. Howevecabese units of appropriation did not
always match agency programs and performance irfitomwas less related to agency
goals, the link, even where it existed, was weak.

Although the budget code level could, in theory, dsganized to align with program
performance goals, in practice, budget codes aralhthat relevant to the key public
service areas identified in the MMR either. Fig@rdelow shows the KPSA’s for the
Department of Homeless Services, which do not aligth the budget code detall
presented above in Table 4.

Figure 2

Key Public Service Areas

v Prevent homelessness. Excerpt from the Fiscal

v Conduct oufreach to street homeless Year 2006 Mayor’s
individuals. <—{ Management Report- Keyj

¥ Provide temporary emergency shelter Public Service Areas for
for eligible homeless people. ﬂle De;partrgen; of

¥ Work with homeless individuals and Sgg:grﬁzzr 006
families to develop and implement

independent living plans.
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The budget code level provides the Executive withiag to parcel money into discrete
units for agency use. These can be changed by ffiee ©f Management and Budget to
suit the changing needs of an agency. Thus, thithes most appropriate unit for
management accountability.

In recognition of the difficulty attaching prograrts these large budget lump sums, the
New York City Independent Budget Office has undertaan effort to develop program
spending for a selection of City agenciesvithin each sample agency, the IBO staff has
grouped spending that relates to major program$yuhat agency together.

Simply put, while the MMR moved toward an outconaséd programmatic structure,
but the budget has not. The budget, in spite oft€haequirements, maintains a separate
structure that does not allow the public to retae dollars that are spent to government
programs, let alone discern what results are batigeved with specific allocations of
public money.

Issue 2: Efficiency Measures are not a major focusf service performance.

Efficiency measures describe relationships betveegputs (or in some cases, outcomes)
and the resources, or inputs, that an agency dedita achieve those outputs. Examples
of efficiency measures include “cost per road rpgeved,” “tons of refuse collected per
truck-shift,” and “buildings investigated per intgator.” Measuring efficiency
indicators enables agency managers to track tienagnage resources more effectively.
Furthermore, reporting efficiency measures allowsrsight entities and the public to
hold the government accountable for deliveringrtiwest efficient services possible.

Efficiency measures can play an especially importate in the budget process. In
performance budget systems, deliberations can rcemre setting targets for, and
monitoring the progress of, the efficiency of ttevgrnment in delivering services

The number of efficiency indicators reported in thiMR varies by agency. Some
agencies, such as the Department of Sanitationttamddepartment of Transportation,
report a wide variety of efficiency indicators. Bleeare the exception; of the 40 agencies
included in the MMR, half report no efficiency maess at allTable 5 below shows the
degree of efficiency reporting by agency in the @MMR.

15 These program budgets can be vieweshatv.ibo.nyc.gov
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Table 5
Agency Reporting of Efficiency Measures

No Efficiency Indicators 1-2 Efficiency Indicators 3-4 Efficiency Indicators 5 or More Efficiency Indicators
Health and Hospitals Corporation Health and Mental Hygiene Education Samitati
Youth and Community Development School Construction Authority Children's Service
Environmental Protection Human Resources Administration Trarsfmort
Information Technology and Telecommunications Homeless Services Fire
Records and Information Services Aging Probation
City Planning Buildings
Cultural Affairs Housing Authority
Police Housing Preservation and Development
Emergency Management Design and Construction
Civilian Complaint Review Board Citywide Administrative Services
Law Parks and Recreation
Investigation Corrections
Human Rights Juvenile Justice
Administrative Trials and Hearings Economic Development Corpmrati

Finance

Consumer Affairs

Small Business Services

Public Libraries

Taxi and Limousine Commission
City University of New York

Total 20 14 5 1

Source: City of New York, Mayor's Office of OperatimFiscal Year 2006 Mayor's Management Rep&eptember 2006.

Some agencies do a good job reporting efficiencyasuees. One example is the
Department of Sanitation. The six efficiency indara reported by the Department of
Sanitation are shown below in Table 6.

Table 6
Performance Trends for Efficiency Measures in the Bpartment of Sanitation

Indicator 200z 200¢ 200/ 200¢ 200¢
Refuse cost per ton (fully loaded) $257 $242 $251 $263 A N
Refuse collection cost per ton 152 147 154 154 NA
Disposal cost per ton 106 95 97 109 NA
Recycling cost per ton (fully loaded) 305 381 321 343 NA
Recycling collection cost per ton 280 380 315 325 NA
Paper recycling revenue per ton 7 7 10 16 10

Source: City of New York, Mayor's Office of OperatigMayor's Management Repoifiscal years 2006 and 2003 editions.
Note: NA=Not available. As of thFiscal Year 2006 Mayor's Management Repdeta for fiscal year 2006 was not available
for many of the indicator

The International City/County Management Assocrdgo (ICMA) Center for
Performance Management uses efficiency measurats iperformance measurement
benchmarking consortium. Of the 216 indicators tl&VA publishes in its annual
performance measurement benchmarking publicati@naré efficiency measures. As
shown below in Table 7, New York City only repo#sout of 42 of these efficiency
indicators.
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Table 7
Efficiency Indicators Included in the International City/County Management Associations Center for Pdormance Management Data Report

Service Aree Efficiency Indicator Similar MMR Indicator(Agency
Facilities Management Custodial Expenditures PemBxBoot: Administrative/Office Facilities Average Cost of Cleaning per Square Foot (Depattiofen
Custodial Expenditures Per Square Foot: Libraryi@al Facilities Citywide Administrative Services)

Custodial Expenditures Per Square Foot: Recre@t@nmunity Center
Repair Expenditures per Square Foot

Fleet Management Hours Billed per Vehicle or PietEquipment Maintained by the Central Fleet Managien©peration
Hours Billed as a Percentage of Hours Available
Average Fleet Maintenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Police Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventateéntenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Police Vehicles: Total Maintenance Expenditureshgige Driven
Fire Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventatiriténance Expenditures per Vehicle
Fire Vehicles: Total Maintenance Expenditures péeriven
EMS Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventativénkéaance Expenditures per Vehicle
EMS Vehicles: Total Maintenance Expenditures peleNdriven
Light Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventalilaintenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Light Vehicles: Total Maintenance Expenditures lle Driven
Solid-Waste Packers: Total Maintenance and Pretreatiaintenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Solid-Waste Packers: Total Maintenance Expenditpeesvile Driven
Buses: Total Maintenance Expenditures per Mile &niv
Medium Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventathaintenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Heavy Vehicles: Total Maintenance and Preventdlaintenance Expenditures per Vehicle
Heavy Equipment: Total Maintenance and Preventafisintenance Expenditures per Vehicle

Highway and Road Maintenance Road RehabilitationeBjtures per Paved Lane Mile Average Cost per Lane Mile Resurfaced Citywide @#&pent o
Snow and Ice Control Expenditures per Capita Coetpaith Inches of Snowfall Transportation)
Housing New Low-to-Moderate-Income Housing: Number of Newits Completed per $100,000 of Public Financial

Assistance for New Housing

Rehabilitation of Low-to-Moderate-Income Housingariber of New Units Completed per $100,000 of Public
Financial Assistance for Housing Rehabilitation

Low-to-Moderate-Income Home Ownership Assistanagmiler of New Units Completed per $100,000 of Public
Financial Assistance for Home Ownership

Information Technology Central IT Expenditures peoétation

Library Services Operating and Maintenance Expenrelitper Registered Borrower
Operating and Maintenance Expenditures per IterouGited

Police Services Operating and Maintenance ExperaditGharged to the Police Department per UCR Rerinie Cleared

Purchasing Dollar Amount of Central Purchasing @ffRurchases per Central Purchasing Office FTE
Dollar Amount of Nonconstruction Purchases throGgimtral Purchasing Office per FTE
Number of Protests Filed per $25 Million Purchased

Refuse and Recycling Operating and Maintenance HEpeas per Refuse Collection Account
Operating and Maintenance Expenditures per TdRefifise Collected Refuse Collection Cost per Ton (Deparment of Staith
Operating and Maintenance Expenditures for Refudke@ion and Disposal per Account
Operating and Maintenance Expenditures for Recy@iervices per Account
Operating and Maintenance Expenditures for Recy@iarvices per Ton of Recyclable Material Collected Recycling Collection Cost per Ton (Department ofigion)

Risk Management Expenditures for Workers' Compenisater $100 of Total Jurisdiction Salaries and Hiene
Total Efficiency Indicators 42 4
Sources: City of New York, Mayor's Office of Opéaas, Fiscal Year 2006 Mayor's 2006; City?County Center for Data ReportDecember 2004,

Issue 3: Outcome measures need more attention inrse service areas.

Focusing on outcome measures is one of the keyssuressful performance
measurement and management. Other measures, sutipuds, outputs, and other
process measures, are important for day-to-day gesment and need to be in place, but
outcome measures ultimately communicate to theipuihether their tax dollars are
well spent. Truly focusing on outcomes can chamgeculture of an organization from
that of a “responding agency” to that of “an agkmtsocial change.” It can also free up
managers to employ creative approaches. The iddaismeasuring desired outcomes
leads to producing them by encouraging an “eyethemrize” mentality.

The NYPD’'s experience with Compstat demonstrates thfference improved
accountability for results can make. Compstat tsnge the notion that the police ought
to measure, and be held accountable for, the adcalrrence of crime—a radical
departure from the more traditional approach of sneag and managing responses to
crime. By measuring crime rates (outcomes) rathan tarrests (outputs), the NYPD
began holding precinct commanders accountable éatuging crime and making
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neighborhoods safe, rather than other dimensiongedbrmance, such as adequately
staffing officers on patrof®

Compstat also transformed the way performance nmétion was used. Instead of
tracking all crime data at NYPD’s headquarters ateOPolice Plaza, precinct
commanders received up-to-date data on a wide raingetcome-based crime indicators.
The emphasis was using real-time data to identifylile spots. Commanders were then
expected to deploy police officers to locales whatme was likely to occur, rather than
respond to incidents when they were reported. Atohc decrease in crime followed.

In an effort to replicate the success of the NYP&dal, the City initiatedhe Citywide
Accountability Program, or “Capstat.” The City encages agencies to use systematic
collection and analysis of timely performance measwand data to recognize program
success, identify emerging issues, substantiateredute opinions, and inform
improvement plans. In Capstat meetings, executa# einforce operational goals and
use key performance indicators to hold managersuetable.

In fiscal year 2005, 14 other agencies had impleateprograms under the Capstat:
Department of BuildingsDepartment of Citywide Administrative Servi¢d3epartment
of Correction Department of Environmental ProtectjoDepartment of Health and
Mental Hygiene Department of Housing Preservation and Developnieepartment of
Parks and RecreatipDepartment of ProbatignDepartment of Transportatipriire
Department;Human Resources Administratiothe Mayor's Office; and Campaign
Finance

Many of the Capstat agencies have made the shofitttome measurement. One example
of note is the Department of Health and Mental ldpgi Many of the indicators
employed by the agency reflect underlying heakimds of the population; for example,
the infant mortality rate, deaths due to drug abasd hospitalization rate for childhood
asthma. Table 8 below shows the measures usedepadied by the Department of
Health and Mental Hygiene. In fact, a comparison avhilable metrics for local
governments compared to New York City in this stdohds that the Department’s
measures are superior. This may also reflect aesobpvork far more comprehensive
than that undertaken in health departments in qitaees.

'® Dennis C. Smith and William J. Bratton, “PerforrmarManagement in New York City: Compstat and
the Revolution in Police Management”,Quicker, Better, Cheaper: Managing Performance me#ican
Governmentedited by Dall W. Forsythe, Rockefeller Instititess, Albany, 2001.
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Table 8
Comparing Outcome Indicators:
New York City, ICMA and Austin
Agency: Health and Mental Hygiene

New York City ICMA Austin
Adults who smoke Prevalence of teen motherhood @atish with safety of restaurant food
Hospitilization rate for asthma amo Prevalence of low-birth weigl ~ Satisfaction with health care available to low ime
children ages 0-14 babies individuals

Satisfaction with social services available to

Infant mortality rate income individuals
Children in the public schools who ha
completed required immunizations Satisfaction with homeless services
New adult AIDS cases diagnosed Infant mortality rate
New pediatric AIDS cases diagnosed Satisfaction with health services in general

Persons diagnosed, livng and repol
with HIV/AIDS Satisfaction with primary care services

Syphilis cases

New tuberculosis cases
Patients who complete treatment
active tuberculosis

West Nile virus cases reported
Deaths due to drub abuse

Childhood Blood Lead Levels
New cases among children less thai
years requiring environmental
intervention for lead poisoning in
accordance with Local Law 1 of 2004
(August-June

New cases among children less thai
years identified with blood lead levels
greater than or equal to 10 micrograms
per deciliter

New cases among children age
months to less than 6 years with blood
lead levels greater than or equal to 10
micrograms per deciliter

Sources: City of New York, Office of Operatiofiscal Year 2005 Mayor's Management Rep&eptember 2005; City of AustiRiscal Year 2002
Community ScorecardOctober 2002; International City/County Managet&ssociation Center for Performance Measuren@omparative
Performance Measurement FY 2003 Data Re, December 2004.

Another example of this shift has occurred in thep&rtment of Homeless Services
(DHS). After studying the application of the Congisnodel to its own operations, DHS
went beyond its traditional measurement and foausowtputs (counts of how many
emergency shelter beds were provided) to add messoireflect the actual prevention of
homelessness (census of homeless dafilhe outcome orientation is reflected by the

" Dennis C. Smith and William J. Grinkéfhe Transformation of Social Services Managementein
York City: “CompStating” WelfareSeedco, March 2005.
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wide number of outcome indicators now includechia MMR ' In the 2001 MMR, DHS
reported no outcome indicators; in 2006, 15 ouhef29 indicators reported are outcome
measures?

In general, New York City’'s measures are focusedenmoward outputs than outcomes.
Figure 3 below shows that New York City measures @aports 70 inputs, 354 outputs
and 140 outcomes for 41 agencies. Other governnies distributions of measures
that reflect the high priority placed on outcomesasurement. San Jose, for example,
collects 134 outcome measures, or about 19 percggdime scale of New York City’s
operations is reflected in its large volume of @adors; nevertheless, its indicator
distribution is dominated by output measures.

Figure 3
Indicator Distribution in the Performance Documentsof Select Cities
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New York City  Austin Oakland Phoenix Portland San Jos

Outcome Indicators 140 77 45 32 130 134
Agencies 41 16 12 34 11 7
Outcome Indicators per Agency 3.4 4.8 3.8 0.9 11.8 19.1

Sources: City of New York, Office of Operatiofdscal Year 2005 Mayor's Management Rep&eptember 2005; City of AustiRjscal Year 2002
Community ScorecardOctober 2002; City of OaklanBjscal Year 2004-2005 Annual Reppfctober 2005; City of Phoenikjscal Year 2005 City
Manager's Executive Rep, August 2005; City of Portland, Office of the CAwditor, Service Efforts and Accomplishments: 2003-2004 eber
2004; City of San Jose, Office of the City Manag2003-2004 Year End City Service Area PerformangmRe September 2004.

An agency-by-agency analysis of outcomes reportedhe MMR shows that six
agencies—Education, Health and Mental Hygiene, HunResources, Parks and
Recreation, Police, and Small Business Serviceserrapore than eight true outcome
indicators in their service areas. Table 9 belowwshthe distribution. The majority of

18 bid. p. 33-34.
19 City of New York, Mayor’s Office of OperationMayors Management Reppfiscal years 2001 and
2006 editions.



agencies are in the middle of spectrum, reportgtgvben 1 and 7 outcomes each. At the
bottom of the pack are 13 agencies that reportcoone measures in their service areas.
In some of these agencies, customer survey measudsl be needed to develop true
outcomes measures.

Table 9
Outcome Indicator Reporting in the Mayor's Management Report by Agency

No Indicators 1-2 Indicators 3-4 Indicators 5-6 Indicators 7 or More Indicators

Buildings Information Technology and Telecommunicat Transportation Housing Authority Homeless Serv{@gs

City Planning Fire Sanitation Corrections Education (10)

City University Health and Hospitals Corporation HimgsPreservation and Development  Economic Developi@erporation Parks and Recreation (10)
Cultural Affairs School Construction Authority Cityde Administrative Services Small Business Services (10)
Emergency Management Aging Children’s Services Human Resources (11)
Human Rights Design and Construction EnvironmentateRtion Health and Mental Hygiene (17)
Investigations Civilian Complaint Review Board Prdbat Police (22)

Juvenile Justice Administrative Trials and Hearings onglmer Affairs

Landmarks Preservation Finance

Law

Public Libraries

Records and Information Services

Taxi and Limousine Commission

Total 13 9 8 3 7

Source: City of New York, Mayor's Office of Opeats, Fiscal Year 2006 Mayor's Management Rep&eptember 2006,
Note: Number in is the number of reported for each agency. An outcardigator is any that measures the ultimate gomésult of an agency. Timeliness of services doesmstitute an outcome indicator. Determining ieetand indicator
is truly an outcome measure is a matter of judgermed the above table reflects the judgement ofithors of this paper.

Issue 4: New Yorkers cannot compare the caliber dfew York City’s services.

Governments increasingly compare their performaagainst that of others. In fact, in
the cities examined for this study, such compassare the norm. These efforts help
local government leaders determine how able thmaleé is to compete for jobs and
residents.

As governments endeavor to do these comparisonsy thvariably encounter
comparability challenges. The nature of governmeevices and the function and
responsibilities of the agencies that provide thbffers from place to place and makes
comparison difficult without strenuous effort tastlardize the data. Many governments
overcome these challenges by participating in tG8A Center for Performance
Measurement. More than 120 cities/counties curygdtticipate.

Local governments of all shapes and sizes parteipathe program, from Miami Dade
(population 2.4 million) to Safford, Arizona (pojptibn 9,394). Although New York’s
size might suggest difficulties in terms of compmlity, there are many large
municipalities in the project. Table 10 below shoW® counties and cities with
populations above 500,000 that participate in tMA Center for Performance
Management and their form of government.

One of the principal advantages of comparative beracking is the ability to learn from
high performance jurisdictionsWhat Works, ICMA’s supplement to their yearly
Comparative Performance Measurement Data Repdentifies cities and counties that
have had demonstrable success in the indicatos dahed ICMA follows. Small case
studies inWhat Worksdescribe the programs and policies that have ledréater
performance. Without the comparative dimension effggmance measurement, it is
impossible to identify the municipalities that d&eaders in the particular service areas. In
addition to the sharing of performance informationcomparison purposes, comparative
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benchmarking plays an important role in providingtarting place for further analysis of
who performs well and how they are achieving result

Table 1C
Large Municipalities Participating in the ICMA Cent er for Performance Managemen
Municipality Population County/City Major Cities (if County) Management Structure

Los Angeles, C. 3,700,001 City Mayor-Counci
Miami-Dade County, F 2,253,36: County Miami Council-Manage
Bexar County, T 1,392,93. County San Antonit Commissiol
Phoenix, Az 1,373,94° City Council-Manage
San Antonio, T. 1,241,100 City Council-Manage
Fairfax County, V/ 998,15! County Arlington; Suburban Washington, [ Council-Manage
San Jose, C 918,00( City Council-Manage
Calgary, AB (Canad 904,90 City Mayor-Counci
Hamilton County, Ol 845,50 County Cincinnat Council-Manage
San Francisco, C 789,80 City Mayor-Counci
Austin, TX 667,70! City Council-Manage
Montgomery County, O 559,06 County Daytor Council-Manage
Portland, OF 529,12: City Commissiol

Las Vegas, N' 520,93¢ City Council-Manage
Oklahoma City, Ol 510,80( City Council-Manage
Tuscon, Az 507,08 City Council-Manage

Source: International City/County Management Assiion, Comparative Performance Measurement: FY 2002 DafaoR.

Municipalities participating in the Center’s dagporting can compare benchmarks in 15
service areas. The Center publishes two yearly meats: Comparative Performance
Measurement Data Repo#d collection of data comparing performance aceogséde set

of indicators in the 15 service areas listed abeve\What Worksa volume describing
best practices in highly effective governments.atidition to the annual reports, the
ICMA Center helps “clean” data in order to ensuceusacy and comparability for its
recommended measures. Table 11 below shows theseow&ce areas in the ICMA
project with a selection of sample indicators facle one.
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Table 11

Service Areas and Indicators Collected by ICMA's Centeffor Performance Management

Service Are:

Code Enforcement

Facilities Management

Fire and EMS

Fleet Management

Highway and Road Maintenance

Housing

Human Resources

Information Technology

Library Services

Parks and Recreation

Police Services

Purchasing

Refuse and Recycling

Risk Management

Youth Services

Sample Indicators

Rates of voluntary compliance
Number of elapsed calendar days from first inspectiorotuntary compliance

Custodial expenditures per scfoate
Customer satisfaction: timeliness of repair service

Fires confined to room of origin ro doefl to structure of origin
Percentage of total fire calls with a response timievefminutes or under

Total maintenance expenditures pednven
Internal customer satisfaction: timeliness of fleetnteaiance services

Citizen ratings of romutition
Road rehabilitation expenditures per paved lane mile

Number of households assisted per $100,000 dgtdiraincial assistance
Outside capital leveraged as a percentage of tatdirfg for low-to-moderate-income housing

Sick leave hours used per 1,000 hotkedv
Number of employee grievances and appeals per 10 ypees

Central IT expenditures perkstation
Help desk calls: resolved at time of call

Circulation rates
Citizen ratings of library services

Citizen ratings of the safetyadépand recreation facilities
Citizen ratings of overall satisfaction with parks aadreation in the jurisdiction

Number of top priority police calés §,000 population
Citizen ratings of safety in their neighborhoods dyidiark

Calendar days from requisition to purchaseror
Internal customer satisfaction: timeliness of service

Average tons of recyclable rizdteollected per account
Operating expenditures for refuse collection perdabrefuse collected

General liability claims per 10,000ysation served
Trafic accidents per 100,000 miles driven

Prevalence of low-birth weight babies
Prevalence of teen motherhood

Source: International City/County Management Asatben Center for Performance Measurem@umparative Performance Measurement FY 2004 Dafofe

A neighboring jurisdiction, Nassau County, recentiyned the ICMA project; it is the
first and only local government in New York thatt@pates. In digging itself out of a
fiscal crisis, Nassau County has reformed its bug@gecess to be more transparent and
accountable to the public.

Among major U.S. cities, comparative measuremenbasoming more common. A
review of the practices employed in those citieswsh that nearly one-third report
comparative benchmarks in their performance doctsnerable 12 below shows the
cities.

25



Table 12
Comparative Benchmarking in Major U.S. Cities
30-Largest U.S. Cities

City Benchmarks to Other Cities
New York No
Los Angeles No
Chicago No
Houston No
Philadelphia No
Phoenix Yes
San Antonio Yes
San Diego Yes
Dallas Yes
San Jose Yes
Detroit No
Indianapolis No
Jacksonville No
San Francisco No
Columbus No
Austin Yes
Memphis No
Baltimore No
Fort Worth No
Charlotte No
El Paso Yes
Milwaukee No
Seattle No
Boston No
Denver No
Washington, DC No
Nashville-Davidson No
Las Vegas Yes
Portland Yes
Oklahoma City No

gjrce: CBC staff analy:

New York City government does not currently make ascomparative measures in any
systematic way. Periodically, agencies will inclugerformance statistics for select
measures in the MMR, but it is not the norm.

In the fiscal year 2006 MMR, for example, there @ City agencies and one City
authority that use comparative benchmarking inrtperformance reporting. The Health
and Hospitals Corporation, a City authority, congsatheir average length of stay to
voluntary hospitals. The New York Police Departmegyports their FBI Total Crime



Index rate and compares it to the ten largest tites. (New York has the lowest FBI
Total Crime Index rate, making it the safest lacgg in the country.) In addition, the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene comparesQGlity’s infant mortality rate to
the federal “Healthy People 2010” goals.

Although it does not track its performance relatteethat of other jurisdictions, New

York City's MMR does provide five-year trend datblsers are able to track the
performance statistics provided by the City ovenyngears. A sample of that data from
the MMR is provided below in Figure 4 for a key boathe New York City Department

of the New York City Department of Parks and Retiogsa Agencies collect and report
indicators for each key goal in the same format.

Figure 4
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Issue 5: Public perception of the quality of servies is not adequately measured.

There are three important reasons to focus on entgrcitizen participation. First,
citizen-driven metrics help governments become noitizen-centric. Second, focusing
on how citizens view government can improve measarg and, ultimately, outcomes.
Third, involving citizens makes them partners ia #thievement of desired outcomes.

For city governments that have started focusingemalbout citizens, planning and
reporting documents will often be oriented arouachmon or shared goals. Agencies are
recognized as feeding into shared goals rather #saseparate “columns” responsible
only for their own constituents. A simple graphé\ees to illustrate the point. In Figure 5
below, the agency-centric view is shown on thedeft the citizen-centric view is on the
right. On the left, agencies are accountable fdy dime goals they identify as falling
within their purview, even though the reality imthhe actions of multiple agencies may
affect the overall achievement of the goal. On tlght, agencies are depicted as
contributing to common goals.

Figure 5
Agency-Goal Relationships in New York City Vs. OthePlaces

Source: www.nyc.gov Citizens Budget Commision Source: www.portlandoline.com/auditor

Citizens view government differently than manag@isizens are not as concerned about
agency structures or functions as the personnel nvanage them. They are first and
foremost interested in getting what they need frgowernment and less interested in
which agency delivers the desired service. Goventsnghat have undergone an
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examination of the performance indicators theyusiag to measure their success have
found that the measures agency leaders care mast falv managing their work flow do
not speak to the public in the same way.

Some interesting examples of metrics that a “amkzentric” view of the world might
produce were compiled in study by Barbara Cohn Beriand the Fund for the City of
New York. Over a six-year period, Berman conductetio-part research study with
approximately 651 New York City residents examinihg quality of services offered by
City government. The second part of the studyuidet! telephone surveys conducted in
1998.

The research suggested some different metrics b@sachat people reported to be the
most important features of the service they hadived from City government. In mass
transit, for example, waiting time and reliabilityere aspects of performance that were
most important to the public. Thus, the suggesteégsure is waiting time at various
points in time during the day for different typesnoass transit and for different lines.

Another classic example of the difference betwedea titizen-centric view and the
agency-centric view is also a transportation inicaA typical measure that is tracked
by agency managers in transportation is “lane nofgsavement resurfaced.” This gives
the head of a department of transportation a viévinaw well they are maintaining
roadways for auto users. Presumably a regular feesng cycle would produce high
guality road surfaces. It turns out that what musgrs of the roads find most important is
the smoothness of the surf&&moothness may or may not bear a direct relatiprish
the frequency with which the road has been repalied.Fund for the City of New York
reports smoothness ratings for New York City sgeet

Public officials and employees alone cannot achmwecessful outcomes. Citizens are
“co-producers” of many services. This co-productienction is particularly important in
human services, but can also play a part in sonteeofharder” services such as public
safety and sanitation.

For example, parents and caregivers are often deaseco-producers in education. And
though many teachers have described the frusteabbibeing expected to overcome the
difficult or counterproductive circumstances thseitudents may face at home, some
innovative programs have been developed to engaga{s and caregivers as partners or
co-producers of their children’s education. Progatimat help parents and caregivers
understand how to help encourage reading skillsoate or how to review homework
acknowledge that these significant actors in thesliof students are partners in a joint
enterprise.

It is this recognition of partnership in the acliment of desired outcomes that goes one
step beyond a market-research-based view of cgiasrcustomers. Some scholars argue
that the recognition of citizens as co-producen$ fendamentally alter the relationship

20 Berman, Barbara J. Cohn (200Bistening to the Public: Adding the Voices of tleple to Government Performance
Measurement and Reportingew York, NY: Fund for the City of New York.
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between public administrators and the public theyes, forging a more collaborative
form of governance where each has core responigbilio fulfill in the attainment of
societal goald’ The theory posits that the successful prograntaefuture will harness
the spirit of mutual effort rather than entrepremaibureaucratic enterprise.

To help governments shift their focus to the citizéhe collection of survey data in
various forms is becoming standard practice. Amesarvey of jurisdictions completed
by ICMA shows that almost 60 percent of jurisdinBowith populations that range from
5,000 to 250,000 residents have conducted at tastcitizen survey in the last five
years?? Among local governments that conducted citizeveys, 75 percent report that
they found them “very usefuf®* More specifically, among the 30 largest U.S esitihalf
include citizen surveys in their performance docaotseas shown in Table 13.

2L Vigoda, Eran. 200From Responsiveness to Collaboration: Governandizeds and the Next
Generation of Public Administration. Public Adminggion ReviewVol. 62, No. 5, p. 535.

2 International City/County Management AssociatiBitizen Surveys: How to Do Them, How to Use
Then, What They Meag000.

2 |bid. p. 153.
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Table 13
Use of Community Surveys in Major US Cities
30-Largest U.S. Cities

City Uses Community Survey
New York No
Los Angeles No
Chicago No
Houston No
Philadelphia Yes
Phoenix Yes
San Antonio Yes
San Diego Yes
Dallas Yes
San Jose Yes
Detroit Yes
Indianapolis No
Jacksonville No
San Francisco Yes
Columbus Yes
Austin Yes
Memphis No
Baltimore No
Fort Worth No
Charlotte No
El Paso No
Milwaukee Yes
Seattle No
Boston No
Denver Yes
Washington, DC No
Nashville-Davidson Yes
Las Vegas No
Portland Yes
Oklahoma City Yes

Source: CBC staff analysis

A wide range of important metrics can be added whth help of surveys. Survey data
can be very helpful in areas where more traditiangbome indicators are nonexistent.
Ultimately end user satisfaction is the outcomealbgovernment functions whether they
are internally provided from one agency to anotberto employees through human
resources departments or other personnel managesfierts. Broad perceptions about
societal conditions can also be gathered to evaloammunity conditions and identify
potential drivers of economic change.
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Another important benefit of gathering citizen sywnformation is that is can be used to
offset the influence of special interests. Speaiétrest lobby groups are a powerful
presence in the halls of government. Often thesapy have better access and influence
with elected officials and their staff than most mieers of the public. Creating an
institutional focus on divining what the generalbpa desires from government can
counteract this influence and provide a more eaih focus in setting the public
agenda.

New York City's current efforts to use citizen-dexd measures to improve performance
are twofold. First, some agencies do use custoatesfaction surveys and focus groups
to evaluate their performance, although these detanot made public in most cases.
Second, the City has opened a first-rate 3-1-1csadter and measures derived from that
enterprise are reported in the MMR and separatelyn@®. Although these efforts have
begun to focus City leaders on citizen satisfactiba overall orientation of City services
or the measurement of their performance has natggdthmuch.

New York City’s efforts to measure satisfactiontwservices do include the use of some
market research techniques, such as customerastitsf surveys and focus groups.
These efforts are summarized below:

Department of Buildings- Focus groups and survdysustomers at its walk-in
centers.

Department of Finance- In person and mail survéygsistomers.

Department of Parks and Recreation- Recreatior@itfaand parks surveys at
various sites

Health and Hospitals Corporation- “Patients’ Peticepof Care” survey twice
per year

Human Resources Administration- Surveys clientsak-in centers

New York City Housing Authority- Follow-up surveyftar maintenance work
appointment

Almost none of the outcome measures emerging fheaset efforts are currently included
in the MMR.

Plans to implement a 3-1-1 system were first anoedrby Mayor Bloomberg in January
2002. The line was activated to take the first fraliteen months later on March 9, 2003.
The 3-1-1 call center has taken more than 35 miltalls since the line was activated.
People call 3-1-1 for a range of inquiries and e, from information on recycling and

garbage pick-up to health insurance options forllsesinesses and individuals. They
can lodge complaints for noise violations and béatkdriveways, for example, or

schedule an appointment for a building inspect(@alls are answered by live operators
24 hours a day, seven days per week. Service vsdawin 170 languages.

In fiscal year 2006, 3-1-1 handled 13.2 millionlgakith an average wait time of 14

seconds. This amounts to nearly 45,000 calls pgr Alaout half of these, 47 percent,
were calls for information. The top-five reasongle call 3-1-1 are: 1) Carbon Fluoro-
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choloride or freon removal 2) bus or subway infatiora 3) landlord maintenance
complaints 4) parking ticket assistance, and 5)etbwehicle information. These calls
comprise about 11 percent of the total volume enstystem.

The City currently reports top-five overall and agg call volume indicators in the MMR
and online. This year for the first time the Cagided neighborhood-level statistics on
calls to its reporting as it was required to do emtocal Law 47. A sample of the
reporting contained in the MMR is presented in €ab4 for a select group of agencies. It
confirms that about half of the information coliedtfrom 3-1-1 is helpful to agency
managers; the other half consists of requestsimices.

Table 14
311 Related Indicators in the Mayor's Management Reort for Selected Agencies

Department of Transportation Data Department of Homeless Services Data

Top 5 DOT-Related Ingires Top 5 DHS-Related Inquiries

Alternate side parking information 112,643 Homeless Shelter Intake for Single Adults 12,342
Street light defect 87,789 Homeless Shelter Intake for Familiegw@hildren 9,225
Traffic signal defect 86,006 Request Assistance for a Homeless Rerso 3,477
Pothole on street 40,669 Homeless Drop-In Centers 3,126
Follow-up on service request 22,811 Homeless Shelter Intake for First Tipplicant Families 2,947
311 Related Indicators 311 Related Indicators

Traffic signal defects responded to within 48 hafreotification 98.7% Families entering the DHS séebervices system for the first time 6,618
Streetlight defects responded to within 10 daysatification 92.9% Single adults entering the DHSl&heservices system for the first time 10,528
Pothole work orders 51,460 Outreach contacts that result in plamenmto temporary housing 4.6%
Pothole work orders closed within 30 days of nodifion 98.0% Families placed in the shelter services systemradaupto their youngest 91.0%
Potholes repaired 216,107 school-aged child's school address

Department of Sanitation Department of Parks and Recreation

Top 5 DSNY-Related Inquiries Top 5 DPR-Related Inquiries

CFC and freon removal 224,085 Find a park 14,674
Garbage pickup 107,916 Wood disposal appointments 10,104
Bulk items disposal 69,412 Find an eventin a park 9,322
Recycling and trash collection schedules 51,662 Find a public swimming pool 9,009
Recycling pickup 35,940 Trees and sidewalks repair program 8,712

311 Related Indicators

Missed refuse collections 2.2%
Missed recycling collections 0.4%
Number of chlorofluorocarbon/freon recoveries 138,05

Source: City of New York, Mayor's Office of Operats,FY 2005 Mayor's Management Ref, September 200

Past City efforts included a broad citizen surday2000 and 2001, the New York City
Council commissioned two citizen surveys from thav@y Research Unit at Baruch
College®® The survey interviews were conducted via telepherign 2,020 adults,
sampled to provide statistically meaningful demepgia and geographic results.
Questions used in the survey were designed tordeterNew Yorkers’ use patterns and
satisfaction with a broad range of City serviceswell as their views on the overall
quality of life in the City and their confidence @ity Government. More information on
the results of these surveys is provided in Appedi

The information captured by the survey is interegstaind quite different from the more
typical measures reported by agency managers iMMR. Such information measures
how well government is communicating with and beiageived by the public. A pairing

with traditional MMR indicators would provide addetkpth to current measurement

%4 Muzzio, Douglas and Gregg Van Ryz8atisfaction with New York City Services: 2001 aFReport,
November 2001Baruch School of Public Affairs, Survey Reseddctit, The City University of New
York.
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efforts. The survey was discontinued in 2001, batesthat time, the City Council has
considered legislation to mandate periodic surv8ysvey measures do not replace hard
measures where they can be obtained, but theyge@good complement.

New York City has yet to make much progress devefpphe kind of shared planning
framework that allows for the achievement of jointield goals. The city website
classifieseleven initiatives as involving multiple agenci@fiese are noise complaints
and enforcementounterterrorism and emergency preparedrtesffic safety domestic
violence rodent contrgl lead poisoning, inspections and abatemddtV/AIDS,
childhood asthmgprovision of affordable housin@ndtort reform The site represents a
step in the right direction but still adheres maoethe needs of individual agency
managers than to the public.

Although 3-1-1 provides information on the leveld$satisfaction with certain aspects
of City services, it does not substitute for thadkiof information obtained in a broad
resident survey or efforts to survey neighborhoodscustomers to measure public
perception on specific issues. It also cannot aig I€aders in setting strategic priorities
or identifying the goals that the public views aghhpriority.

RECOMMENDATIONS

For New York City to fully fulfill its commitmentd accountable government, it needs to
fully implement the managing for results framewankd then raise the bar on its own
performance. To do this, New York City leaders ddoumplement five
recommendations:

1) Connect money and performance in the budget

2) Focus on efficiency measurement

3) Improve outcome measurement and reporting

4) Develop and present comparative performance measure
5) Expand the use of citizen-derived outcome measures.

Each of the recommendations is described in tHeviohg section.

Recommendation 1. Connect money and performance the budget

The budget is a powerful performance managemerit kbany governments use it to

hold themselves accountable for the limited resemirentrusted to them by taxpayers.
New York City’s efforts to use this important tdol leverage performance, report to the
public, and engage in a dialogue more informed lolysaussion of tradeoffs have been
lacking.

Disconnection between the budget and performanfniation prohibits users from
knowing how public resources are spent on sped@ency programs and how
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expenditure trends affect service results. In ortler improve transparency and
accountability in the budgeting process, New Yoiky Ghould join the ranks of other
cities and take steps to link performance infororatvith the budget.

There are many ways to conduct performance budgstistems; however, at the heart of
all performance budgeting systems is the alignnoébiudget and performance reporting
categories. With the proper crosswalk between tindgbt and performance reporting
documents, users are able to discern how inputdgé@iuallocations) affect the outputs
and outcome of agency programs.

Drawing on the lessons learned by others furthengin their efforts, New York City
should make good on its Charter requirements arsdruature agency units of
appropriation so that they reflect a programmatigcsure. The performance of programs
funded in each unit of appropriation should be rtwed by performance indicators
which should be reported both in the budget itaetf in the MMR.

In those agencies where there is a strong focusouwinome-level goals, units of
appropriation could be modeled on the Key Publitvie Areas in the MMR. Aligning
units of appropriation with the KPSAs would alloweus to track how budget allocations
affect the performance of agencies in accomplistivay key objectives. However, the
outcome-focus of some agencies still needs to behad. Before restructuring units of
appropriation to correspond to the programmatiengaork of the MMR, New York
City should ensure that the KPSAs truly reflect ¢bee objectives of the agency and that
the indicators used to track the performance oheige measure the end-result outcomes
of city services. Below the unit of appropriatioevél, the budget codes could better
organized to align with programs and program goa@lis means that many of the
agencies reporting geographic or functional budmete detail would need to develop
budget codes aligned with performance goals andunea that follow from the goals.

Restructuring the budget will likely require a majpayor-led initiative. The Mayor will
need to work to get the Office of Management andd#, the Office of Operations, and
agency commissioners on board with the changes. Qi Council also has an
important role to play in improving the performarargentation of the budgeting process.
The Charter empowers the Council to make recomniemgaregarding changes in the
unit of appropriation structuf® and to hold hearings on the performance goals and
measures included in the PMM&While the Council previously held these hearing an
issued reports with its findings, the practice wiascontinued The council should hold
oversight hearings on the PMMR and MMR and press foetter link to the budget.

In recent months there has been some effort byQite leaders to reform unit of
appropriation structures. On May 2, 2006, Mayor el Bloomberg and Council
Speaker Christine Quinn jointly announced that tiveyild work together to reform the
structure in two agencies, Administration for Chald’'s Services and the Department of

% New York City Charter Section 247, b.
% New York City Charter Section 12, e.
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Small Business Servicé5This effort could serve as an important first sieg longer-
run effort to change the structure of the entirddai.

Since there is ample practice underway in otheegawents, it is useful to examine the
lessons that have been learned in other placegalDwbe experience shows that while
there will inevitably be difficulties in implementy and following through on
performance budgeting techniques, linking perforoeato the budget can be a useful
practice in informing the budgeting process. It Iwilot solve the problems of
contemporary budgeting, but it can be an importaat An overview of a selection of
governments is included in Appendix A with a brilijest of the studies that have been
done for each place examined in this study. Whaivis is a broad look at some of what
has been learned and some of the challenges thateed to be overcome or addressed
along the way. The experience of federal, statelacal governments suggests that the
following strategies will support the success affenance budgeting:

The credibility of outcome data is enhanced by t®piag oversight entities to
audit outcome measures and more actively involakestolders in the evaluation
process? Budget committees may also require agencies toridesand justify all
data measures and collection practices during fgnailocatior?’

The performance budgeting process and the outcosssurements to be used
should be transparent and broadly supported byldpislature, the executive
branch, citizens and community lead&ts.

Performance budgeting structures need to be emeenin legislative actions in
order to signal intent and protect reforms agathstnging political climates and
leadership®!

The link between program funding and performancasuees should be clearly
defined and communicated to legislators. Decisiogsd to be made on how to
respond to positive and negative performance meadi&.g. Should funding be
cut to “critical” programs if performance is negat? How should societal factors

27 City of New York, Office of the Mayor, Press Redea“Mayor Bloomberg and Speaker Quinn
Announce Agreement to Increase Transparency of Blifjget,” May 2, 2006.

2 |bid. p 16.

? Gary Van Landingham, Martha Wellman, and Matthemdrews, “Useful, But Not a Panacea:
Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Florittggrnational Journal of Public Administratioivol.
28, 2005, p. 245.

%0 United States Government Accountability Officeeffdrmance Budgeting: States’ Experiences Can
Inform Federal Efforts,” February 2005, p 16; Hétili and Matthew Andrews, “Reforming Budget Ritual
and Budget Practice: The Case of Performance Mamaggelmplementation in Virginiafhternational
Journal of Public Administrationvol. 28, 2005, p. 264-265; David Bernstdiase Study: City of
Portland, Oregon: Pioneering External AccountalyiliGovernmental Accountability Standards Board,
September 2002, p. 21-23; Paul Epstein and Wiampbell,Case Study: Austin, Texas: Use and the
Effects of Using Performance Measures for Budgefitanagement, and ReportinGovernmental
Accounting Standards Board, September 2002, p.625-2

31 Gary Van Landingham, Martha Wellman, and Matthemdrews, “Useful, But Not a Panacea:
Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Florittggrnational Journal of Public Administratioivol.
28, 2005, p. 261-262.
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that influence performance be incorporated?). g, criteria and unit costs
need to be well describéd.

Performance information can be integrated in ahg@s of the budget process:
budget preparation, approval, execution and auld#ses. Incorporating such
information throughout the budget process allowsnages to justify budget

requests and predict the outcomes of new initiatikegislators to analyze how
funding corresponds to outcomes, and agenciestl gfficiency measures on a
regular basis and continually manage resourcestiféy >

The implementation of performance budgeting measal® suggests that, to ensure the
long-term sustainability and the success of peréoroe budgeting, governments need to
recognize and address the following challenges:

Legislators currently rely most on workload and puit measures when
determining funding levels and desired levels aWise. Since workload and
output measures are straightforward, legislatorsereasily relate to the impact of
various appropriation levels on these meastitesLegislators may also be
reluctant to abandon traditional, line-item budgjétcations®

Public officials and agency staff must recognize ithportance of data collection
and accountability and support all reforms. If tlsennection between
performance measurement, budgeting and outcomesticlear and does not
invoke proper motivation, affected parties may néske increased workload and
not support the effort®

Performance measurements present logistical difitsuin the definition of
outcomes and the collection of data. At the gowemtal level, time must be
allocated so that legislators may discuss and agmyeen appropriate and
meaningful outcomes. These discussions require ttiea legislators have an
understanding and appreciation of different perpes and consequently may
prove difficult®’

32 |bid. p. 239,241-242, 247-248.

3 philip G. Joyce, “Linking Performance and Budggti®pportunities in the Federal Budget Process,”
IBM Center for the Business of Government, Octdt@93, p.14-19; Herb Hill and Matthew Andrews,
“Reforming Budget Ritual and Budget Practice: Tlas€of Performance Management Implementation in
Virginia,” International Journal of Public Administratipivol. 28, 2005, p. 263-264.

34 United States Government Accountability Officegffdrmance Budgeting: States’ Experiences Can
Inform Federal Efforts,” February 2005, p. 11

% Robert B Bradley and Geraldo Flowers, “GettingResults in Florida,” irQuicker, Better, Cheaper?:
Managing Performance in American Governmeited by Dall Forsythe, Rockefeller Institute$s,
Albany, NY: 2001, p.337; Gary Van Landingham, MartWellman, and Matthew Andrews, “Useful, But
Not a Panacea: Performance-Based Program Budgetiigrida,” International Journal of Public
Administration Vol. 28, 2005, p. 248-250.

3 United States Government Accountability Officegtf®rmance Budgeting: States’ Experiences Can
Inform Federal Efforts,” February 2005, p. 4; G&ign Landingham, Martha Wellman, and Matthew
Andrews, “Useful, But Not a Panacea: PerformancseBdrogram Budgeting in Floriddtiternational
Journal of Public Administrationvol. 28, 2005, p. 242-245.; David Bernstdiase Study: City of
Portland, Oregon: Pioneering External AccountalyiliGovernmental Accountability Standards Board,
September 2002, p. 21-23.

37 Gary Van Landingham, Martha Wellman, and Matthewdrews, “Useful, But Not a Panacea:
Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Florittgtgrnational Journal of Public Administratioivol.
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If performance measures are not properly selectet defined, performance-
oriented budgeting may motivate agencies to wovkatd improving measures
and not fulfilling their mission. Performance ma@s must be meaningful and
directly aligned with program goaf8.

These lessons about the implementation and userfdrpance-based budgeting should
be used to help formulate a system that will wankMew York City.

Recommendation 2: Focus on efficiency

Efficiency measures provide an excellent point eference for citizens to gauge how
cost-effectively their government is performing.eTibar on New York City agencies for
reporting these vital measures must also be raiBedeloping additional efficiency

measure will also help to facilitate the beginnaidpudgeting for results.

Reporting efficiency metrics in benchmarking comisons like ICMA allows

jurisdictions to compare the relative cost effegtigss of their services. Management can

use such information to highlight areas where ifficy can be improved and can take
credit for those services that are managed compeahateffectively. It also encourages
municipal governments to operate with the view tetvering services effectively and
efficiently will help them compete to attract resnds and businesses.

Such information can also be valuable in labor tiagons. With demonstrable proof
that the price of delivering services is more expen than that of competitor
jurisdictions, management can point to objectivedewce in encouraging productivity
and efficiency in organized labor contracts. The&ement of Sanitation, for example,
pays workers based on their productivity, measibsetbns of refuge collected per shift.
Likewise, labor unions can take credit for delingriservices more efficiently than their
peers in other municipalities. This information dam a valuable tool in negotiating for
more generous compensation and better working tiondi

Recommendation 3: Improve outcome measurement aneporting

The real measure of the success or failure of gwment programs is the outcomes
produced by them. Are the rivers cleaner as a tresulenvironmental protection

programs? Are adults more productive citizens essalt of their schooling? Are fewer
people dying of tobacco-related diseases as atrekainti-smoking campaigns? These
kinds of social changes are examples of what tiigowould hope to see result from the

28, 2005, p. 239.; David Bernstefbase Study: City of Portland, Oregon: Pioneeringdexal
Accountability Governmental Accountability Standards Board, Seyer 2002, p. 21-23.; Paul Epstein
and Wilson CampbelCase Study: Austin, Texas: Use and the EffectsimiguPerformance Measures for
Budgeting, Management, and Reporti@pvernmental Accounting Standards Board, Septe2®@2, p.
27.

% David BernsteinCase Study: City of Portland, Oregon: Pioneeringefxal Accountability
Governmental Accountability Standards Board, Sepwm2002, p. 21-23.
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various activities governmental officials overseel agencies manage. All other types of
measures are important to management, and may agareies closer to achieving their
goals, but are not as important to the public. $@mme agencies, particularly ones that
provide internal support to other agencies, outcare more difficult to measure.

Measuring outcomes is the key to driving agencygperance toward the right goals and
to permitting flexible and creative management. 8aygencies are doing an excellent
job of becoming agents of social change; some arel@ing as well. City leaders should
renew their focus on achieving high-quality measwast and reporting in every agency.

A push should be made to develop true outcome messor the agencies that currently
report none. For some agencies, such as the Departof Cultural Affairs and the
Department of Buildings for example, outcomes anellio measure. For these, customer
satisfaction surveys are important. This data ganige meaningful measurement of the
service provided.

For the rest, the emphasis on end results shouldrtsaved to enhance measurement and
reporting. One of the hallmarks of a service thed bhifted its emphasis is a preventative
focus to outcome reporting. For example:

In transportation, safety measures involve the gmgon of highway fatalities.

In the provision of service for homeless individiahd families, tracking trends
in the census of homeless individuals provides asme that captures efforts to
intervene before people end up homeless.

In health services, the share of the populatiot ith&llV positive reflects on the
success of efforts to stop the spread of the diseas

In policing, crime is reduced where the presencedditional police officers
discourages it.

It is this shift to a culture of prevention thatyieaders should foster in services that are
not there yet.

Recommendation 4: Develop and present comparativeegformance measures

Comparative benchmarking efforts help local govesntmleaders determine how able
their locale is to compete for jobs and resideAts.governments endeavor to do these
comparisons they invariably encounter comparabildiyallenges. The nature of
government services and the function and respditigibiof the agencies that provide
them differs from place to place, and makes comspardifficult without strenuous effort
to standardize the data.

There are two options available to City leaderbegin a benchmarking initiative. City
Government could develop its own measures and/ooutd join the ICMA Center for
Performance Measurement and comply with standaia adlection procedures. Each is
described below.
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1. New York City leaders could identify a key set tdredlard measures for a long-
run benchmarking initiative. Cities against whiah dcompare New York City
could also be selected. Comparative measures wbeld be collected for the
group and reported on a regular basis. The disadgarof this approach is that
agency staff would need to make sure the dataatetleand the calculation
methods employed were standardized. The advansatat the City would have
a wider array of cities and services against whicbompare its performance.

2. New York City could join the ICMA and report datar fthe measures for which
ICMA collects comparable data. One disadvantagéhsf approach is a more
limited set of services and cities to collect dat@am. Another is that it may
require some translation from the current budgetctire to report costs to the
ICMA in comparable form. However, by engaging insteffort, the City may
move one step toward better budget linkages tovidgal measures. The
advantage is that the ICMA center helps with therkwof collecting and
calculating measures in comparable form.

The tacit reason New York City has had for not Ibenarking is that everyone assumes it
would fare poorly when compared to other placesnoh-scientific review of some
measures shows that this is not the case.

Although New York City reports very few of the iwdiors that are included in the
ICMA performance measurement compendium, there driss limited data where New
York City's performance can be compared to othegdalocal governments. The
comparison shows that, in some instances, New YQitk manages services more
efficiently than other cities. Table 15 below comggaNew York City’s performance in

selected service areas compared to other munitgsathat participate in ICMA’s Center
for Performance Measurement. These comparisonddsbeutaken with a grain of salt,
given the very small number of indicators and thesbility of differing methodologies

in tracking the data.
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Table 15
Comparing New York City Performance Data to Other Large Cities

Indicator City Data Indicator City Data
Fire Workforce per 1000 Population Austin, TX 2.2 Library Book Circulation Rates per Capita San Jose, CA 145
New York City 1.9 Salt Lake City, UT 18.0
Miami-Dade County, FL 0.2 Fairfax County, VA 11.0
Police Workforce per 1000 Population New York City 6.2 San Francisco, CA 9.0
Orlando, FL 5.3 San Diego, CA 6.0
Oakland, CA 4.5 Phoenix, AZ 8.0
Dayton, OH 3.8 San Antonio, TX 4.0
Phoenix, AZ 3.1 Miami-Dade County, FL 3.0
Austin, TX 2.8 Austin, TX 5.0
San Diego, CA 25 Oakland, CA 5.0
San Francisco, CA 2.4 New York City 4.8
San Antonio, TX 2.1  Library Expenditures per ltem Circulated Oakland, CA 8.67
San Jose, CA 2.0 San Francisco, CA 6.31
Total Fire Incidents per 1000 Population Phoenix, AZ 14.89 New York City $5.54
New York City 6.08 San Diego, CA 4.50
San Francisco, CA 5.97 San Antonio, TX 3.98
Orlando, FL 5.42 Austin, TX 3.89
Portland, OR 4.95 Salt Lake City, UT 274
Miami-Dade County, FL 3.79 Fairfax County, VA 273
Austin, TX 3.30 Phoenix, AZ 1.99
Average Cost of Municipal Facilities Cleaning
San Antonio, TX 2.31  per Foot Oakland, CA 1.75
Fairfax County, VA 214 New York City $1.65
Streets Maintained with a Pavement Rating of
San Jose, CA 1.90 Good Phoenix, AZ 97.0%
Total Arson Incidents per 1000 Population Dayton, OH 18.2 Orlando, FL 96.4%
Portland, OR 8.8 San Antonio, TX 77.7%
San Francisco, CA 4.7 New York City 73.0%
San Antonio, TX 4.1 Austin, TX 72.8%
Orlando, FL 2.9 Salt Lake City, UT 68.8%
Curbside and containerized recycling diversion
New York City 28 rate San Jose, CA 32.8%
Austin, TX 2.3 Austin, TX 20.1%
Miami-Dade County, FL 1.4 Fairfax County, VA 20.1%
Phoenix, AZ 12 New York City 16.8%
Police Workforce per 1000 Population New York City 6.2 San Diego, CA 16.6%
Orlando, FL 5.3 Salt Lake City, UT 14.9%
Oakland, CA 4.5 Phoenix, AZ 14.9%
Dayton, OH 3.8 San Antonio, TX 9.0%
Phoenix, AZ 31 Dayton, OH 4.5%
Austin, TX 2.8 Miami-Dade County, FL 4.3%
San Diego, CA 2.5 Orlando, FL 4.1%
San Francisco, CA 2.4
San Antonio, TX 2.1
San Jose, CA 2.0
Total Arrests per 1000 Population Dayton, OH 130.3
Orlando, FL 101.9
Virginia Beach, VA 89.4
Miami-Dade County, FL 79.8
San Diego, CA 72.0
Oakland, CA 61.3
Phoenix, AZ 47.8
New York City 43.4
Fairfax County, VA 32.2
San Antonio, TX 26.1

Sources: International City/County Management Aigimm Center for Performance Measurem@umparative Performance Measurement Fiscal YeaBZD&ta Report December 2004; City of
New York, Mayor's Office of Operatioftiscal Year 2005 Mayor's Measurement Repeptember 2005.

Recommendation 5: Expand the use of public percen measures

To enrich its measurement and reporting and algolve citizens in government to a
greater extent, New York City should expand the asgublic perception measures.
These measures have the potential to shift thésGitanagement perspective to one that
iS more citizen-centric.

The public cares about results, not which agenoyigdes the service. Cities that have
shifted to a resident perspective in what they mesmand report have acknowledged that
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often several agencies contribute to the achieveroérone goal. For these cities, a
common planning framework has emerged that recegrémency interdependence and
facilitates cooperation. In contrast, New York Gtyframework is still very much
organized by agency rather than goal.

One way cities have advanced a view of services ititagrate the perspective of
residents is by using satisfaction measures celledty surveys. The City has an
extremely large and diverse population; New YorkyGhould conduct broad citizen
surveys that recognize this and are robust enomglidw for geographic analysis at the
sub-City level. Even borough analysis may not bkpfbg as there is almost as much
diversity within each borough as there is in makeolarge cities.

Studies have shown that the correlation betweersfaetion and service levels is
probably strongest at the neighborhood, rather tiigmwide, level of analysi&’ Polling

at the neighborhood level would also correct fa to-producer problem as residents of
the same neighborhood are more likely to have amaittitudes than residents in different
corners of the City.

City leaders could use broad polls to set prigiaead more localized polls like these to
check on neighborhood issues in areas of the G#tlyseem to experiencing a downturn
in conditions as measured by other key indicafbing data collected from neighborhood
polls could help to identify root causes and agsidicy-makers in pin pointing the right
problems with government or civic action.

Citizen perception data should be paired in repgrin the MMR with other measures of
government performance both as a validation of omeascollected by individual agency
and as a source of richer outcome data than iemilyravailable in some agencies. The
City’s current reporting of “top five” 3-1-1 relatendicators is not as useful as some well
defined customer satisfaction metrics would be ammunicating the government’s
activities to the public. As described, about hafifwhat 3-1-1 handles right now is
requests for information. For some agencies, th in report no outcome measures at
all because the achievement of the agency’s goalsldvbe best measured through
customer satisfaction levels. True citizen peregptilata enriches reporting. The City
should be reporting the public perception dataeitsgrom satisfaction surveys in the
MMR.

One example of an agency for which the data coeldieatly enriched from survey
information is the Buildings Department. As presenbelow in Table 16, the New York
City Buildings Department currently reports no aute data. Survey data used in
Portland, Oakland, and San Jose, for example, pmtly feature citizen and business
satisfaction data.

% David Swindell and Janet Kellerformance Measurement Versus City Service Setiisfa Intra-City
Variations in Qulaity?Social Science Quarterly, Volume 86, Number 3 t&maper 2005, and Janet Kelly
and David SwindellService Quality Variation Across the Urban Spaciest-Steps Toward a Model of
Citizen SatisfactionJournal of Urban Affairs, Volume 24, Number 3, 20pages 271-288.
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Table 16
Comparing Outcome Indicators:
New York City, ICMA and Other Cities
Agency: Buildings

New York City. Portland Oakland San Jos!
Customer Ratings of  Percent of customers rating the service as meetpgctations Percent of design professionals surveyed who taetaral review and life-safe
Plan Review Servic process as good or be
Quality Percent of customers rating service gooklegter Percent of residents rating building and eatfercement as good or better
Building permit Percent of customers rating the @igpection fair or better Percentage of new anstieg buildings incorporating Green Building
Land use review Percent of residential cases redolve
Timeliness Percent of commercial cases resolved

Land use review

Business Survey: City
Info on Development
Ratings

Building Permits
BDS

Plan review
Env. Services
Transportation
Water

Land Use Review

Sources: City of New York, Office of Operatioféscal Year 2005 Mayor's Management Rep&eptember 2005; City of Oaklarféiscal Year 2004-2005 Annual Repofgctober 2005;
City of Portland, Office of the City AuditoGervice Efforts and Accc ishments: 2003-20D¢ 2004, City of San Jose, Office of thg @lanager2003-2004 Year End City
Service Area Performance Rep September 2004.

For several of the local governments examined duttie course of this research, survey
data played a major role in performance reportiogudnents. The data derived from
them significantly enriched performance measuremlysis of the utility of the data and
several detailed examples are provided in AppeBdix

Local governments use survey data in a varietyafsvA survey completed by ICMA in
2000 found that, of the 281 local governments Haat completed a citizen survey since
1993, one-third of respondents used survey datmdke policy decisions. Table 17
below shows the top-five uses of survey data. Tiherotop-two uses for survey data
include decision-making on budgets and changingneonmication with residents.

Table 17
ICMA Reported Uses of Local Government Survey Data

Make Policy Decisions 33%
Make Budget Decisions 27%
Changed Communication with Residents 27%
Made Decisions on Strategic, land-use, or other pla 18%
Updated Community Demographics 6%

Source: International City/County Management Asstian, Citizen Surveys
How to Do Them, How to Use Them, What They I, 2000, p. 153.

While citizen surveys are a good tool for determgnresident priorities and perceptions,
the challenge facing local governments is how te tie information they provide to
improve management and communication. The resdltsuoveys must be used by
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management or they will have no effect upon peréoroe outcomes. To aid local
governments in using survey data, ICMA recommends practices:

A structure to review survey results must be cakaf€his could take the form of
a committee or task force of staff, elected offgiaand the public formally
charged with reviewing the results and making reve@mdations for action to top
managers.

Survey results should be communicated to agendy. staine staff in each
surveyed agency should be able to respond to seauli engage in proactive
discussion about how to improve results.

Performance standards for customer perception gHmiket and communicated.
Setting goals for improving customer/citizen petwap encourages key staff to
focus on achieving desired results.

Survey results should be incorporated into agenesfopmance measurement
systems and reporting. Survey results should regwaith other more objective
measures to enable a more robust view of servimagon.

New York City should take advantage of the expasetihe ICMA has had studying and
helping governments implement surveys as it consigeplementing its own.



APPENDIX A

Literature Digest

The examples below are drawn from all three leg€ldS government: federal, state, and
local. They are the US federal government, Virgirfidorida, Portland, Oregon and
Austin, Texas. The examples highlight the benafitperformance budgeting, as well as
several notes of caution for implementation.

US Federal GovernmentThe US federal government has a long history dfaitives
that have attempted to better integrate performané@mation into the budgeting
process. One of the most significant pieces ofgoerdnce management legislation was
the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRAJ993. GPRA was a wide
reaching law that directed all federal agenciesrigage in strategic planning, objective
setting, and performance measurement. One of GPRA'ipal features was that it
required agency performance plans to cover all rarogactivities listed in the budget.
Program activities, like U/As, are budget categonmeant to capture the individual
programs and initiatives of government agencies.

Implementation of GPRA has been a spotty procesa0@¢ United States Government
Accountability Office (GAO) report finds that thederal government has had limited
success in meeting all of GPRA’s requirements, @aflg in terms of connecting
resources with performané®. GAO has faulted a lack of consistent commitmeaimf
top leadership and logistical difficulties in calteng useful data as reasons for GPRA’s
mixed success. However, the GAO argues that GPRAa@ the legislative groundwork
for further performance management initiatives. GAfDind that most agencies now
utilize strategic plans and report quality perfontemeasuret.

Several agencies have had successful realignméntseio budget structures to better
correspond with strategic plans and performancesored’? For example, the Nuclear
Regulator Commission and Environmental Protectiggecy have both revised their
budgets’ activity structure to align with strateggwals and performance metrics.
Similarly, the Internal Revenue Service and theefFaldBureau of Investigation have
fully integrated performance plans into their budgsuests. Within subdivisions of the
Department of Health and Human Services and thea@ent of Housing and Urban
Development, similar funds have been consolidaedbétter align with strategic
objectives and performance pldfis.

0 United States Government Accountability Office g4Rlts-Oriented Government: GPRA Has
Established a Solid Foundation for Achieving Gre&esults,” March 2004, p. 7.

“Lbid. p. 10.

#2J Christopher Mimh, “Implementing GPRA: Progresd &hallenges,” iQuicker, Better, Cheaper?:
Managing Performance in American Governmeited by Dall Forsythe, Rockefeller Institute$s,
Albany, NY: 2001, p. 108.

3 |bid. p. 108.
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Some have suggested that the federal governmentdwioe more successful in
incorporating performance information in the budféttook a more holistic approach to
the budgeting proced8.While GPRA and similar efforts have focused priityaon
OMB as the agency of reform, experts in recent gyesuggest that in order for
performance-informed budgeting to be successfulfopeance information must be
available at all levels of the budgeting cycle: geidpreparation, budget approval and
budget executiof During budget preparation, agencies can justifyget requests with
demonstrable performance data and can show howimgatives further the strategic
goals of the administration. In budget approvalngiess can review the executive
budget by examining how budget levels corresponthéoresults of services. In budget
execution, agencies can track efficiency measundsoéher performance indicators on a
regular basis to manage allocated resources efidgti Moreover, in audits and
evaluation, the monitoring community can evaluate analyze the relationship between
the government’s planned spending and performandéts actual results.

The George W. Bush administration has advancediaddi initiatives to strengthen the

connection of resources and results. In the PresglManagement Agenda of 2001, the
administration announced the budget and performartegration (BPI) program. This

initiative includes the restructuring of agency get$ to better align with programs and
performance objectives.

In fiscal year 2004, the Office of Management andd@et (OMB) incorporated
performance and management evaluations into theures allocations process for
federal programs. The PART (Program Assessmerdr@bol) initiative was intended
to provide an impartial decision-making tool fort@lenining which programs deserve
funding increases or decreases. However, while PAgbres have influenced budget
allocations, political support for programs has hadronger link to funding decisions. A
2006 study further suggests that PART scores sogifly impact resource allocations to
traditionally Democratic programs but not to theeénder of program¥.

In fiscal year 2005, OMB required agencies to stlperformance budgets that would
integrate their performance reports and budgefficetions into one documefit.

Virginia. Recognized by the Government Performance Projecbres of the best
managed states in the country, Virginia has hadcaessful history with performance
management, and performance budgeting in partiétiMirginia’s current performance-
oriented system dates back to the early 1980s, wtat@ agencies were required to detail
goals and measures as part of their budget requdAtginia implemented its current
performance management system in 1995 and connetsegerformance-oriented

4 Philip G. Joyce, “Linking Performance and Budggti®pportunities in the Federal Budget Process,”
IBM Center for the Business of Government, Oct@@93.

“5|bid. p. 14.

%6 John Gilmour and David Lewis. “Does Performancel@ating Work? An Examination of the Office of
Management and Budget's PART Scord&ublic Administration Reviewseptember-October 2006.

" United States Governmental Accountability OffitReerformance Budgeting: Efforts to Restructure
Budgets to Better Align Resources with Performanieebruary 2005, p. 3.

“8 http://results.gpponline.org/
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planning and evaluation structures to the budgetess in 1998. With a strong
performance structure already in place, implemegnpiarformance budgeting techniques
in Virginia has not been as difficult as in otherigdictions*®

Herb Hill and Matthew Andrews attribute Virginias&iccess in results-based budgeting
to the integration of its performance budgetingtesys with other elements of its
performance management structteVirginia's performance management system
involves four, related processes: strategic plapnoerformance measurement, program
evaluation, and performance budgeting.

Strategic planning enables agencies to articulpeciic policy objectives and then
identify performance measures that can be usedattk tprogress in meeting those
objectives. All agencies are required to parti@phtennially in the statewide strategic
planning process by submitting performance measeménand strategic planning
information in their budget requests. Budget praggsnust tie to statewide strategic
priorities and describe how resources will affegeracy performance in meeting those
goals. Elected officials then evaluate all prograationchanges based on how much
money they will cost or save and how they will affperformance levefs.

The central budgeting agency, the Department ohritiegy and Budget, collects all

performance measures. Using a web-based systendettartment collects and reports
the performance data, which includes measurespftjroutput, efficiency, quality and

outcome. The 2000-2002 Budget Bill requires thapital projects also report

performance measures, including measures that tndwkther projects remained on
schedule and within budg#t.

The Strategic Planning, Research and Evaluationid®eavhich was created to drive

performance management reform, conducts most oévihkiation work; however, some

agencies have in-house evaluation teams and otfeercees have delegated evaluation
responsibilities to program staff. Prior to 199be agency charged with overseeing
strategic planning and performance management eparate from the Department of
Planning and Budget. These agencies later merdiedvirsg performance and budget

management to both be conducted in-house. Profedsgiaff that tend to straddle

gubernatorial administrations are key to maintgnicontinuity and expertise in

Virginia’s performance management syst&m.

In the 1998-2000 biennium, Virginia required thatwbudget requests are accompanied
with a performance measure for the agency’s amtieip results from the funding. In
2000-2002, Virginia strengthened the performancelgbting process by requiring
agencies to submit performance management an@gitrgilanning information with all

9 Herb Hill and Matthew Andrews, “Reforming Budgetwl and Budget Practice: The Case of
Performance Management Implementation in Virginiaternational Journal of Public Administration
28: 244-272, 2005.

*0|bid. p. 257.

*!|bid. p. 257-258.

%2 |bid. p. 258.

%3 |bid. p. 258-259.
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budget requests. During the budget process, aggenuist justify budget requests within
the parameters of the statewide and agency stcapdamns and explain how the funding
will impact the performance targets. The strenging of the performance budgeting
system also allowed Virginia to more easily priagtbudget decision¥.

Reasons for Success

Hill and Andrews cite several main factors for theccess of Virginia’s performance
management reform: 1) a legislative basis for rafd?) a core agency to drive reform; 3)
a highly-integrated, results-oriented financial @g@ment process; 4) high levels of
citizen engagement; and 5) tailoring the perforneamanagement system to be usétul.

Formal orders and legislation in Virginia ensurbdttperformance management reforms
gained momentum and performance-oriented valuesanbecentrenched in state

governance. Legislative actions, which began whi Governor's Executive Order in

1995, also facilitated the practical processesdfareloping and collecting performance
measures. A series of legislation signaled Viamintention to successfully implement

reform, protected the process from periods of falitchange and times of budget
surplus, and ensured continuity during executivenges. The institutionalized reform

has contributed to the system’s public acceptamsevell as ensured its longeviy.

In order to satisfy legislation that required thenical budget agency to develop a focus
on results, Virginia created the Strategic PlanniRgsearch and Evaluation Section.
This agency analyzes reported program results aatlaes the appropriateness of
current policies, programs and management strategpenpared to alternatives. The
Department of Planning and Budget (DPB) providesctical leadership to agencies
while the planning, research and evaluation divisiveates incentives for agencies to
improve performances and progress within the perémce-oriented system. A best
management practices unit within DPB acts as aultamg to agencies, assisting with
performance-based operational improvemeéhts.

Another key to Virginia’'s success is its highlyagtated, performance-oriented public
management system. The performance focus is agp#neoughout the strategic

planning phase, outcome tracking, program evalogfi@nd budgeting. Virginia’s

reform implementation ensures that all the playarsthe budget and financial

management process, including budgeters and plenm@countants, auditors, and
legislative oversight bodies, are able to effedyivammunicate and interact with each
other. The National Partnership for Reinventing &oance emphasizes the
effectiveness of Virginia’s integrated approactghtighting that Virginia has been able
to “link agency mission, program priorities, anpated results, strategies for achieving
results, and budgeting®

> |bid. p. 259-260.
%5 |bid. p. 260.

%5 |bid. p. 261-262.
" |bid. p. 262-263.
%8 |bid. p. 263-264.
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Because citizens have an important stake in imglay@ernment accountability and
transparency, Virginia created a website in thdyestages of reform to publicize the
intended reforms, generate public interest and amopressure for reform
implementatior??

Virginia recognized that the success of performdrased reforms depends on the access
and usefulness of performance information. Foorres to be sustainable, performance
information cannot compromise the interests of &@keholders. To address this issue,
Virginia developed systems to differentiate betwgaticy users and service delivery
users. For service providers, performance infolonasystems should be focused on
specific, operational aspects of the service. Sofdrmation is thorough, balanced and
specific.

For policy users, however, performance informatsgstems need to be more strategic
and political, in order to garner support for agpe policy. This type of information
allows policy makers to assess performance in démeext of important economic, social
and environmental problems and to advance ideadbgagendas. Because some
performance information is useful for service detiv improvement while other
information is more useful for public relationsetprocess of user identification is crucial
to successful reform. For example, policy makexrgehan incentive to control negative
information, potentially undermining the entire faemance management system. If
policy users are going to utilize the informatidhen the system needs to develop a
positive strategy for dealing with negative infotroa (e.g. creating scorecards to report
improvements). To avoid such issues, decision nsakbould explicitly identify the
purpose of the performance management system émdtkee information accordingl§?

Virginia also developed the Performance Managernratdx (PMI) to gauge the level of
performance management in all state agencies. PMieprovides stakeholders with an
indication of statewide commitment to performananagement and provides reformers
with an assessment of reform implementations aedsidor potential improvemerfts.

Conclusion

Virginia was able to successfully transition tofpemance budgeting because the state
enacted reforms to change both the culture angthetice of budgeting and financial
management. The aforementioned strategies ensbhatdhe reforms were effective,
relevant and generally accepted, thus motivatiggslative and agency staff to support
and utilize the new performance-based t80ls.

Florida. Florida’s performance-based program budgeting sy$iB2) began in 1994, as
a result of state Government Performance and Adebiity Act. PB2 centers on the
assertion that a program’s ability to achieve idehresults should influence its resource
allocation. Each agency was phased into PB2 ovhrege year period. In the first year,

*9bid. p. 264-265.
% |bid. p. 265-268.
®1|bid. p. 269-270.
%2 |bid. p. 270.
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each agency proposed programs for funding and edbrmance measures to track
progress in the program. In the second year, tea@gwould use the approved programs
and performance indicators in making budget reguéstthe final year, agencies became
fully integrated into PB2, and were held accourgdbl maintaining performance levels

set by the Legislature during the budgeting praéss

The Government Performance and Accountability Asb areated the Office of Program
Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OR®A). Made up of professional

policy and budget analysts, OPPAGA provides tedinisupport in performance

management and assists the Legislature, agencidsex@ecutive budget office in PB2.
They also publish the Florida Government AccoutitgbReport, Florida’s annual

performance report, and various other policy anslpapers analyzing the efficacy and
efficiency of state servicés.

PB2 has had a demonstrable effect in improving dfiéciency of Florida state
government. For example, in the early years of #BAplementation, the Department of
Revenue decreased the number of steps involveakindllection, eliminated duplicative
activities in its offices, and cut the number ofragerial employees. The Department of
Children and Families and the Department of LawoEsdgment also restructured their
service delivery to focus on results and thus imereffectivenes®

The legislature also used performance-based fundieghanisms to create incentives for
high performance. Job training programs in comnyundlleges and universities were
funded based on specified performance goals, swchola placement rates. This
budgeting system gave programs a powerful incentidliver result§®

By 1999, the majority of state programs had incoxped performance budgeting into
operations. Florida also implemented PB2 at tagedevel, integrating budget processes
with performance expectations. The reforms ensthhatiagencies’ long-term outcomes
coincided with legislature goals and enhanced fupdransparency and accountability.
As program managers and legislators further inacaed performance measures into
service delivery and oversight, public services rowmed while public expenditures
decreasef’

Challenges
Florida’s experience with PB? also provides insighto some of the challenges that

governments may face while implementing performameented structures. A few years
into the initiative, studies showed that many agenchad not fully implemented
performance measures into all their operations wace only fulfilling the minimum

8 Gary Van Landingham, Martha Wellman, and Matthemdrews, “Useful, But Not a Panacea:
Performance-Based Program Budgeting in Florittggrnational Journal of Public Administration
28:233-253, 2005.

& www.oppaga.state.fl.us

5 van Landingham, et. al. p. 236.

% |bid. p. 236.

" Ibid. p. 237.
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requirements of PB2. Therefore, Florida was natizeng all the desired results of the
reform®

Several factors have impeded the success of Flsridarformance-based program
budgeting reform. One major challenge has beemc& bf consistent leadership.
Without a central agency to oversee implementatlegislative oversight has been
fragmented and dependent upon the legislative cttewsi involved. Moreover,

transition to a new governor and administratiorl®98 shifted the focus of the reform
from an outcome-based approach to a process-apdiehnéised approach. The new
approach centered on improving efficiency, outsimgycgovernment services and
reducing public spending, rather than focusing fma public benefits corresponding to
expenditure$®

Due to this lack of consistent leadership, PB2dwdfered from a lack of agreement about
the purpose of the program. Some agencies and ORR#dH have focused on outcome
performance indicators that use societal conditiamsa measure of the government’s
performance, including high level performance iatlics such as unemployment and
teenage pregnancy. Others, however, have focusadnly on output indicators, which
agencies have greater control over and most dyrengasure the productivity of a
government service. Moreover, agencies have uessfuly lobbied for more budget
flexibility in exchange for increased accountailit’

Another major issue has been the lack of long-telaia collection and reliability
problems. Florida has not designated an entityaoktperformance data over time, nor
has the state government redesigned the budgetystens to fully capture this
information. In addition, some agencies have ndtlished longitudinal data and others
have altered their definitions and selections offggmance measures over time.
Consequently, Florida has experienced difficultglaating long-term outcome trenffs.

Despite efforts to ensure data validity and relighi Florida has had difficulties

collecting accurate performance information. Talrads this issue, all agencies must

describe and justify data measures and collectiactises during the budget request
2

process.

Although Florida’s reforms intended to increaseitddity at the agency level in how to
spend funding, the legislature has been reluctanalter the appropriation process.
Florida also failed to provide clear guidelinestiie legislature for how to link funding
with outcomes and how to respond to positive argatiee performances. Consequently,
the budget committees continued to use line-itelacations and thus impeded the
reform’s momentuni?

% |bid. p. 237-238.
% bid. p. 238-239.
Obid. p. 239.
" bid. p. 239-240.
2 |bid. p. 245.
3 Ibid. p. 240.
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In addition to the aforementioned organizationainpbcations, Florida experienced a
series of technical and process issues that fultined PB2's impact. First off, some
agencies liberally defined their programs in orttemaximize their budget flexibility.
Such definitions were not always consistent witlorila law. Furthermore, some
agencies have not been able to develop performaeesures that sufficiently cover all
their programs’ essential functions. Although Klarmandated that all agencies develop
input, output and outcome measures, some perfomnandicators have proved
inadequate or difficult to interprét.

Further complicating an agency’s ability to fullyeasure outcomes, performance
measurement practices are difficult and expensind, agencies have had a hard time
tracking reliable numbers. Inconsistent qualitd guantity of measures across agencies
led Florida to recommend that agencies developréalyeneasurement systems. The
layered system encouraged agencies to collectiet@mieasurements for internal use but
to only report the most important indicators to ¢éxecutive and legislative branch. Even
fewer performance measures are ultimately commtedcto the public. The system
allows agencies to comprehensively manage and a&ealyperformance without
overwhelming the legislatur&

Another impediment in Florida has been the misatignt of program and budget
structures. While programs are structured accgrdin outcomes, the budget is still
organized traditionally by inputs and expenditurems. Agencies have experienced
difficulty developing unit cost information and ¢kang expenditures by programs.
Without cost data, the legislature cannot assesg@m efficiency and make appropriate
funding decisions based on performance measures.combat this issue, the Florida
governor’s office implemented an initiative to igtate planning and budgeting and to
standardize unit costing. The long-range progrdang (LRPP) initiative requires that
agencies focus on agency priorities that advaraewside goals and to justify budgets
request. LRPPs also necessitate that agencids thogan programs into smaller units so
that performance and cost information are presamilformly across agencies. Florida
has also begun to restructure its financial managémystem to bring its accounting
procedures in line with its planning and budgetpeses?

Florida has also not been able to fully implemesmtfgrmance-based incentive schemes
because the criteria are not well-defined, leadindisagreements within the legislature.
The majority of incentive schemes so far have bieeited to the education sect6r.

In addition, Florida has had to contend with ishdtan responsibilities and balance of
power between the executive and legislative bramthén conventional line-item

" bid. p. 241-242.

S |bid. p. 242-245.

% |bid. p. 245-247.

7 bid. p. 247-248.

8 Robert B Bradley and Geraldo Flowers, “GettingResults in Florida,” irQuicker, Better, Cheaper?:
Managing Performance in American Governmeited by Dall Forsythe, Rockefeller Institute$s,
Albany, NY: 2001.
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budgeting systems, the legislature has signifiaafitence over how resources are
allocated at the service delivery level. If unifsappropriation (or their equivalent) are
narrow enough, the legislature can have significafiience in managing through the
budgeting process by allocating different levelsresources to different programs.
However, in a performance budgeting system, thadahanges from budgeting for line
items to budgeting for outcomes. The legislaturestngive up some of its discretion over
how resources are distributed at a micro-level iastead budget for broader goals and
objectives. The executive branch is empowered kpedormance budgeting system
because agencies generally have more discretianhmye they will go about achieving
their outcomes. However, if done properly, the dkdure’s role is enhanced as well,
because with the tools of performance measureg,dtie hold agencies accountable for
achieving outcomes. This shift in paradigm has bd#ncult for Florida, and such
difficulties are likely to be expected in all pemitance budgeting systerfts.

Lastly, garnering political support for performarzesed budget reforms has also proved
difficult in part due to legislative term limits dmrapid turnover of state representatives.
In addition, legislators do not view performanceasw@es as key information in the
budget process. Rather, legislators employ sufdrnration merely as a supplement.
Florida’s current conservative leadership also atees to undermine PB?, as
representatives seek to limit government spendmdj shift the focus from program
outcomes to program efficienéy.

Conclusion

The Florida experience illustrates that incorpomgtiperformance measures into the
planning and budget process has significant beneéten if full integration proves
difficult.  Although Florida has not drastically tated their allocations process,
performance measures do influence legislative budgeisions. Moreover, the effort to
track performance provides more information tazeitis and other parties concerned with
accountability and transparency. In addition, agenhave gained the ability to analyze
outputs and outcomes and thus better manage progefHectiveness.  Such
measurements have further helped agencies obtagrmuoent contracts and indirectly
increased competition for public funding, as wedl expanded dialogue around what
government programs are intended to achféve.

For all the above reasons, the reform effort irriBb has been a “worthwhile endeavor,”
despite its inability to fully transform the budgatbcess and introduce more rationality
into funding decision&?

Portland, Oregon.Portland, Oregon has a long history of evaluatiod performance
measurement strategies. Mayor Katz has been agstsapporter of performance
measures and has driven the reform effort, dedparland’s decentralized form of
government. The City government consists of fivembissions, led by five

bid. p. 377.
8van Landingham, et. al. p. 248-250.
8 |bid. p. 250.
8 |bid. p. 250.

53



Commissioners, including the Mayor. Due to theidished role of any one office or
person, governmental reforms in Portland must tellaborative process.

Portland engages in several forms of performanagagement As in Florida, Portland’s
annual budget is oriented around the policy obyestioutlined in their strategic plan, the
1991 “Portland Future Focus” (as of September 20@2elopment of Portland Future
Focus Il was underway). Agency programs align timividual strategic plans with the
community strategic objectives and utilize perfoncemetrics to track the government’s
progress in meeting its goals. These performancasuares are included in all budget
requests and select measures are reported in thevgrd Budget. In fiscal year 1999-
2000, Portland presented these measures graphmathyrief trend analysis. All policy
changes are clearly described and are tied to badipestments and changes in expected
performancé?

Portland also benchmarks the performance and efiigi of its services against other
competitor jurisdictions. Portland participates f@regon Benchmarks,” a state-
sponsored program that tracks and compares vamouscipalities’ performance across
92 indicators. These indicators are included witRortland’s annual budget. Portland
also participates in the International City/CouMgnagement Association’s Center for
Performance Management (ICMA), a widely respectedfogpmance measurement
benchmarking clearinghouse for North American lggalernment&>

Since 1991, the Office of the City Auditor also psibes a Services Effort and
Accomplishments (SEA) report that tracks spendataffing, workload and performance
results for major city programs. The report comepgrerformance information to other
cities as well as to targets and historical trentise SEA also includes findings from the
City Auditor’s Citizen Survey, which represents tmncerns and needs of the puBfic.

Challenges
While Portland’s efforts are comprehensive, manthefperformance measurement tools

are not connected to each other or utilized intstuntial way’’

Despite Portland’s incorporation of performanceinfation in the budget process and
intentions to employ performance measures in firgrdecisions, it is unclear whether
the data is utilized rigorously. In interviews coicted by GASB researchers, Portland
officials suggested that the inclusion of perfore@metrics in the budget is simply
“window dressing...used to make the budget documenk Igood.” However, one

member of the legislative staff said that delibers around performance data comprise
roughly 30 percent of the budget discussions indite council. Moreover, evidence

suggests that bureaus utilize the performance nmdton to more effectively manage

8 David BernsteinCase Study: City of Portland, Oregon: PioneeringeEmal Accountability
Governmental Accountability Standards Board, Sepa&2002, p. 8-9.
84 |1;
Ibid. p. 3-6.
8 bid. p. 6.
% |bid. p. 6-7.
8 Ibid. p. 7.
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resources and improve services, while legislatbrigast use the information to justify
budget decisions. In addition, Portland’s eff@mhance its external accountabifity.

Due to oversight efforts by the Auditor’'s Officedathe Division of Financial Planning

and Portland’s participation in ICMA, the City doest have major issues with the
quality or validity of data. However, governmetdféand officials receive little training

to guide their performance measurement effSits.

The GASB study further notes several major barrtersuccessful implementation of
performance budgeting in Portland: 1) time and adstollecting data; 2) disconnect
between higher level outcome measures and depaglmerel outcomes; 3) frequent
political changes with elections every two yearsid a4) decentralized form of
government. The study suggests that the follomomgllenges also posed some
difficulties: 1) lack of agreement in goal settirt);inconsistent effort across bureaus; 3)
risk of structuring programs to improve performanoeasures and not the agency
mission; 4) lack of citizen support if results @@ used; 5) development of meaningless
measures; 6) aversion to accountability methods;caf)vincing staff that data is
important; 8) lack of adequate data collection ayst; 9) explaining performance
measures to public; 10) disagreement on programongatals and objectives; and 11)
keeping measures simple enough so that resultaeaaingful and easily accessibfe.

Conclusion

The Portland experience shows that while performanformation is an important tool
in the budgeting process, the simple inclusionuchsdata does not necessarily mean that
budget makers will use those tools in allocatingpteces. Portland’s inability to fully
incorporate performance measures into its budgetgss emphasizes the need to
carefully define the purpose of collecting perfonoa information and to plan for a
gradual transition to a good performance budgetysgem. The GASB study of Portland
further highlights the need to ensure the accueawy credibility of data, as well as the
need to limit and simplify the number of collectagbasures. Implementation efforts
should also meet resistance from legislators areh@g staff with efforts to achieve
consensus, involve as many stakeholders as postilalé stages, increase capacity and
resources to implement reforms, and emphasize weprent rather than cutting costs.

Austin, Texas.Austin has used performance budgets since 1996.s@se by the City

Manager, Austin’s budget is clearly delineated ipr@grams and activities. As of
September 2002, Austin was in the midst of impletmgra Performance Accountability
System, which builds on the gradual development pefformance management
structures. The four-part system consists of: dtegic and annual planning, including
organizational performance goals and performanaggets for individual managers and
staff; 2) performance budgeting, linking funding ttee achievement of organizational
goals; 3) performance measurement and reportietydimg organizational performance

8 |bid. p. 12-13.
8 |bid. p. 20-21.
O bid. p. 21-22.
bid. p. 22-23.
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measures, employee reviews, and measurement-basddrnpance audits; and 4)
performance-based decision making by citizens,ipuifficials, managers and stafr.

A GASB case study of Austin’s performance budgesggtem found that performance
information is successfully integrated at multipdwels of the City’s budget process.
Although political concerns have not been fully med from the budgeting process,
Austin officials have reported that performance nmstare used pervasively throughout
council deliberations. In addition, department agars use performance measures to
justify budget requests and better compete forifgydand council members employ the
measures to increase program accountalility.

Austin officials have also indicated that perforro@annformation is helpful in justifying
the reallocation of resources. For example, in ipuéalth, a measured increase in the
rate of Hepatitis C caused the administration amahcil to dedicate more resources to
fighting the diseas¥'

Community survey information has also facilitatadlget reallocations. A survey found
that while citizens felt relatively safe during ttay in Austin parks, they did not feel as
safe during the night. With that information, theishn parks department shifted 20
percent of their resources spent on park safetinglithe day and reallocated it to the
6pm to 10pm shift>

Challenges
Austin’s plan to implement a Performance AccountiybBystem will address several

issues that have impeded the full integration afguenance measures into the budget
process. For reasons described below, the usesrddrpance measures has varied
greatly by departmenit.

First off, the collection of consistent and comf@eadata has posed a problem for
Austin. To prevent departments from continuallambing performance indicators to
reflect more positive outcomes and to ensure lengrtdata collection, Austin requires
that departments report indicators for at leasedhyears and provide extensive
justification for dropping or replacing an indicatoThis requirement prevents managers
from easily updating and improving their measures reflect changing social
environments or improved methodologies. Furthermtre inability to easily remove
indicators has led to the collection of too manyamges, diminishing the information’s
meaningfulnesé’

92 paul Epstein and Wilson Campb&hase Study: Austin, Texas: Use and the EffectsinigU
Performance Measures for Budgeting, Management Rembrting Governmental Accounting Standards
Board, September 2002, p. 1-3.

% bid. p. 10.

*|bid. p. 11.

% |bid. p. 11.

% bid. p. 8.

Ibid. p. 21.
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The City Budget Office and the City Auditor’'s Offihave also raised concerns about the
quality and relevancy of the performance data. y@elpartments that receive substantial
state or federal funds or are highly regulatedsangect to external audits. Austin has
also had some difficulty capturing hard-to-meassoeial outcomes that cannot be
measured directl}?

Lack of trust, fear of repercussions, and anxiéiyua accountability have also impeded
the success of Austin’s reform efforts. Austin had difficulties building departmental
trust that performance information will not be usedpunishments or to cut programs.
Managers and staff have also expressed concerns ladiog held accountable for
outcomes that are partially out of their controd). €rime rates and incidence of disease.
Over time, this problem has diminished as Austis Iailt up trust and departments have
observed that their fears have not come to fruition

Some department managers also have had issuesicigviheir staff that performance
management is worthwhile and to take data collaciiod analysis seriously. Service
providers that are more complaint-driven and reaetiy have had further difficulties
getting staff to look at the larger picture. Maeeghave also complained that public
officials have had unrealistic expectations andehaot provided sufficient time for
departments to master and implement performancageanent. At the same time,
public officials have been limited in their ability use performance information due to
political motivations and lack of discretionary ling®°

Managers also have had problems allocating sufficine to collect and report data.
Adding to the workload burden, most departmentaaichave adequate information
systems in place and rely largely on customer sudaga, which can be time-consuming
and costly to develop, administer and anafyze.

Conclusion

The Austin experience with performance budgetirgpests several important findings.
First, effective performance management systemsnetme, patience and dedicated
leadership from officials and managers. Planniegds to be long-term and performance
expectations should be realistic and not inducedeaistrust from managers and
program staff. Austin also highlights the imporarof sufficient training, building
resource and staff capacity and gaining acceptandeinderstanding from all
stakeholders. Austin’s issues concerning datactdn and reporting further emphasize
the need to be practical, avoid measuring too noarigomes, and tailor the level of
information detail for different audiences (progrataff versus legislative officials).
Lastly, the concerns of managers in Austin noteddngger in attaching rewards and
punishments to performance budgeting, the neemsipéement a structured, well-thought

% |bid. p. 22.
% bid. p. 25-26.
19 bid. p. 26.
191 bid. p. 28.
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out plan, and the importance of focusing on relévaeasures that are easily understood
and motivate performance improveméfit.

APPENDIX B

Survey Data Examples From Other Cities

For several of the local governments examined duttie course of this research, survey
data played a major role in performance reportiogughents. San Jose, for example,
reported on 91 survey indicators in its performati@euments. (See Table 1 below.) The
performance report of Portland, Oregon containeds@®ey indicators, and Austin,
Texas documented 45 survey indicators. Phoenixpidests notable involvement of
citizens in planning and progressive solicitatidrcostomer feedback, only reported 12
survey indicators in its performance reports. Tihfsrmation was used roughly a third
to one-half of the time to provide information ab@amd-user satisfaction with external
services. However, internal services were an ingoorineasure as well. San Jose used
one-third of its survey metrics to assess inteseaVices and Portland about 15 percent
with 15 measures.

Table 1
Utility of Survey Data in Providing Outcome Information
(Selected Cities)

Portland Austin San Jos
Number of survey-derived outcome indicators in yedy performance report 90 45 91
Satisfaction with external servic 29 27 33
Satisfaction with internal servic 15 6 27
Perceptions of societal conditions 49 9 25
Knowledge and use of servi 5 3 6
Total outcome indicators 13C 77 134
Perceni 69.2% 58.4% 67.9%

Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Audt&ervice Efforts and Accomplishments: 2003-20Ddcember 2004; City of Austifjscal Year 2002
Community ScorecardOctober 2002; City of San Jose, Office of theyGianager2003-2004 Year-End City Service Area PerformangeoRe September
2004.

San Jose has implemented internal service metocsité personnel management
functions, for example. It surveys its employeesd¢e how well they have been served
by other departments and by their own managers. dilee survey-derived metrics is
“percent of employees who agree or strongly agnaethey receive timely, constructive
feedback on performance and they are provided dpptes to make decisions
regarding their job.” (See Table 2 below.) San 3okmaders have taken a strong view
that at the center of their ability to provide f@sidents is a set of cross-departmental
support functions such as human resources thatestisat direct service agencies have
the provisions they need to function effectively.

1921bid. p. 28-30.
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Table 2
Survey Oriented Indicator's used in San Jose's YeaEnd City Service Area Performance Report

Percent customers able to reach desired destisdtom the Airport  Percent of residents rating the City's effortsravjging an adequate
number and variety of outdoor special events asl godetter

Percent of customers surveyed rating the frequeheyr service as  Percent of residents rating City efforts at provigdprograms to help

good or excellel seniors that live on their own, as good or b

Percent of customers rating new or rehabilitatdel @bjects as meetingercent of customers rating City efforts at remg\gnaffiti as good or
established goals (4 or better based on a scdlé) bette

Percent of customers rating the Airport ameniteg@od or excellent, Percent of volunteers rating their Litter Hot Speta 1 (no litter) or 2
based on availability, quality and c (slightly littered) based on the Keep America Bédalitndex

Percent of customers rating travel time from thepit entrances to théercent of Safe School Campus Initiative Schoehts rating City
terminals as good or excell efforts at keeping schools safe good or b

Percent of customers rating Airport facilities a®d or excellent, base®ercent of customers rating new or rehabilitatdd @bjects as meeting
upon availability, condition and cleanlin established goz

Percent of tenants rating Airport services as gmoekcellent, based Percent of residents rating rush hour traffic flonvfreeways and
upon facility condition, cleanliness, safety, dffitccy and responsivenesspressways as "acceptable” or better

Percent of business passengers rating the Airporices as good or  Percent of commuters using transit

excellent, based upon availability of amenitiesaliy and cosi

Percent of business passengers rating the Airporices as good or  Percent of residents rating traffic flow on Cityesits as acceptable
excellent, based upon service availability, fagidiondition, and

cleanlines

Percent of business passengers rating rental sacegas good or Percent of residents rating traffic conditions @& s

excellent, based upon availability, quick returmerital cars, courtesy

rental car staff and reasonable rental car

Percent of corporate travel planners and travehtagaat feel SIC Percent of residents rating rush hour traffic flowfreeways or
provides adequate domestic air services to thenbssipassengi expressways as "acceptal

Percent of corporate travel planners and travehtagbat feel SJIC Percent of residents rating access to public traissleasily or somewt
provides adequate international air services tdtigness passengerseasily”

Levels of Servic Percent of commuters not driving alone to v

Percent of customers rating the Airport respons®tse issues as Percent of customers not driving alone to majovagtcenters
satisfactory or bett

Percent of community organization leaders who ttageAirport as an  Percent of customers rating access to major acteitters as “"good" or
established and active participant within the comity bette

Percent of design professionals surveyed who taietsral review and Percent of businesses rating goods delivery aae4go0d" or better
life-safety process as good or be

Percent of residents rating building and code eeiment as good or Percent of residents rating traffic impacts in timgighborhoods as
bette "acceptable

Percent of residents surveyed who perceive thatriegghborhoods is Percent of residents rating streetscapes in "goo&eétter condition
"Very Safe" when walkin

Percent of community residents that feel their inleaghood condition isPercent of neighborhood streetscapes in "goodeéttebstructural

good or bette conditior
Percent of residents surveyed who are satisfiel tvét quality of new Percent of residents rating transportation corsdor'good"” or better
development in their neighborhc conditior
Percent of community residents satisfied with therall citywide Percent of transportation corridors rated in "goodbetter condition

quality of services provided by the C

Percent of residents who feel that people in theighborhood definite Percent of residents rating streets in "acceptaiid&etter condition
or probably share a sense of local ¢

Percent of residents and businesses who percesibiéity of physical Percent of pavement surfaces rated in "acceptablbgtter condition
environment as good or better basec

Attractiveness of Resid. property Percent of traffic control device assets in "goodbetter condition

Attractiveness of Comm. Property Percent of customers rating new or rehabilitate® @bjects as meeting
established goz

Physical condition of neighborhoods Percent of isisiwho rate the condition of existing facilitees

"good" or "excellent" based on cleanliness, safatyl functionalit
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Access to public amenities

Percent of clients surveyed who perceive that theldpment review
process is "seamles

Percent of customers who rate facility serviceseag good or excllent
based on timeliness of response and quality of

Percent of customers rating fleet services as geog or excellent
based or

Percent of customers rating new or rehabilitatdel @bjects as meetinimeliness

established goz
Percentage of customers rating new or rehabilit&l&lprojects as
meeting established go:

Convenience

Percentage of customers rating service as gooddhmasreliability, eas Courtesy

of system use and lack of disrupt
Percentage of residents rating collection senasegood or excellent

Percentage of residents cutting back on water siseugh as they can

Percentage of residents who are in favor of ustegaled water

Percentage of customers rating new or rehabilit&i€&projects as
meeting established go

Percentage of parks and facilities with a staffdzerted condition
assessment rating of "good" or be

Percentage of customers rating performance of istdfie provision of
park maintenance activities as "good" or better

Percentage of residents that rate the physicalitonf parks and
facilities as "good" or bett

Percentage of customers rating new or rehabilit&l&lprojects as
meeting established go

Percent of residents rating City efforts at enhag@iublic spaces with
public art as good or bet

Percent of customers rating leisure and educatjmgrams as very
good or better based on quality, content and respenes

Percent of customers reporting that services mamesitive difference
in their lives

Percent of customers and residents rating libraryices as good or
bette

Percent of customers and residents rating Cityrtsfat providing

Percent of hiring managersgaimployment services as good or
excellent based on quality of servi

Percent employees who agremnglstagree they clearly understand
the performance expectations of their

Percent employees who agree or syraggee they receive timely,
constructive feedback on performance and they mnéged
opportunities to make decisions regarding thei
Percent employees whose overall performance id edieve standard
exceptional on his/her performance appraisal
Percent employees who agree or strongly agreehidnes the skills and
knowledge they need to do jobs or there is a mabtain ther
Percent of the public having contract with City éoyees who are
satisfied or very satisfied with the customer senhased on courtesy,
timeliness, and competer
Percent employees who agree or strongly agreeuthaégrstand the
City's vision and how their work contributes toae servic
Percent employees who are satisfied or very sadisfith their job

Percent employee who agree or strongly agree tlyed<Ca good
employe

Percent customers who rate Employee Services agléahges, helpful
and courteot

Percent of employees who agree that the departmekes workplace
safety a priorit

Percent of managers who say employees have thedledly tools they
need to support their service delivery funct

Percent of employees who say they have the techydbtols they need

recreational opportunities and programs at parkisraareation centersto support their service delivery functions

as good or bett

Percent of program participants reporting thatisessrmade a positive Percent of customers rating new or rehabilitate®l @bjects as meeting

difference in their live

established goz

Percent of residents rating City efforts at sugpgrhigh quality arts ar Percent of internal customers rating Finance arahii@ogy services as

cultural events as good or better

good or better, based on accuracy, timeliness astbmer friendly
processe

Percent of external customers rating Finance amtiffi@ogy services ¢
good or better, based on accuracy, timeliness astmer friendly
processe

Percent of internal customers who say they havéiribacial
information they need to make informed decis

Percent of external customers who say they havérthecial
information they need to make informed decis

Source: City of San Jose, Office of the City Manag803-2004 Year End City Service Area PerformanqeoReSeptember 2004.

Portland has instituted a business survey to caphe views of its important business
constituency. (See Table 3 below.) Many of the iotincluded in the business survey
are mainly related to transportation and mainteaasicroadways. Keeping employers
linked with employees through various modes of dpamtation is an important
component of local economic development policy.



Table 3

Survey Oriented Indicators used in Portland's Serwie Efforts and Accopmlishments Report

Citizens: Overall Police Services
Citizens: Safety in Neighborhood During Day
Citizens: Safety in Neighborhood at Night
Citizens: Willing to Help Police
Citizens: Know Neighborhood Officer
Citizens: Overall Fire Service
Businesses: Overall Fire Service
Citizens: Type of Service Used
Citizen Users: Rating of Service Received
Citizens: Emergency Preparedness
Citizens: Trained in CPR/1st Aid
Citizens: Overall 9-1-1 Service
Citizens: Overall Parks
Citizens: Overall Recreation
Citizens: Safety in Neighborhood Park During Day
Citizens: Park Grounds Maintenance
Citizens: Maintenance Ratings
Citizens: Park Landscaping Beauty
Citizen: Satisfaction with Recreation
Citizens: Visits to Parks
Citizens: Overall Street Maintenance
Businesses: Overall Street Maintenance
Citizens: Overall Street Lighting
Citizens: Overall Traffic Management - Safety
Citizens:
Off-Peak Congestion: Neighborhood Streets
Off-Peak Congestion: Major Streets
Neighborhood Street Cleanliness
Overall Street Lighting Service
Peak Congestion: Neighborhood Streets
Neighborhood Street Smoothness
Neighborhood Pedestrian Safety
Neighborhood Bike Safety
Neighborhood Traffic Speed
Overall Traffic Management Services: Safety
Overall Traffic management Services: Congestion
Peak Congestion: Major Streets
Citizens: Rates of Congestion on Major Streets
Citizens: Neighborhood Street Cleanliness
Citizens: Neighborhood Street Smoothness
Citizens: Safety on Neighborhood Streets
Businesses: On-Street Parking
Business Survey Ratings:
Pedestrian Access
Overall Street Lighting
Neighborhood Street Cleanliness
Neighborhood Street Maintenance
Overall Street Maintenance
Neighborhood Traffic Congestion
Neighborhood Traffic Speed
Overall Traffic Management
On-Street Parking
Major Streets Traffic Congestion

Citizen: Overah@r
Citiz&atings of Sewer and Drainage Services to Home
Citize@szerall Storm Drainage
Citizens: How Wdewers and Drainage Protect Rivers and Streams
Citizens: Ovémater Service
Citizens: Tap Watera{ty
Citizens: Tap Watest
Citizens: Neighboxhbmusing Affordability
CitizéRating of Neighborhood Housing Affordability
Customer RatirngeofReview Service
Quality
Building permit
Land use review
Timeliness
|Bimig permit
Land use review
Business Survey: i@ty on Development Ratings
Customer Satisfact
Building Petsni
BDS
Over-the-caunte
Plan review
Env. Services
Traosation
Water
Land Useadw
Overall RatingRecycling
Citizen Ratings wdlify of Recycling Service
Citizen Ratings afrBage/Recycling Costs
BusinessdratihCity Info on Pollution Reduction
Citizens: Overajl IG¥tability
Citizens: OverallditayDevelopment
Citizens: Overall Land B$&nning
Citizens: Neighborhooehbility
Citizefcess to Services
z€its: Visits to Willamette River
Citizens Ratingsnpfbvement From New Commercial Development
BitizRatings of New Commercial Developments
Businegmgs of New Commercial Developments

Source: City of Portland, Office of the City Audit@003-2004 Service Efforts and Accomplishmebegember 2004.
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APPENDIX C

New York City’s Experience With Public Surveys

In 2000 and 2001 The New York City Council comnos&d two citizen surveys from
the Survey Research Unit at Baruch Coll&§€he survey was conducted via telephone
interviews with 2,020 adults, sampled to providatistically meaningful demographic
and geographic results. Questions used in the gumeee designed to determine New
Yorkers’ use patterns and satisfaction with a bn@edje of City services, as well as their
views on the overall quality of life in the City dtheir confidence in City government

After the survey results were tabulated, some @starg views on services and New York
City government emerged. Education was the mosbitapt priority in the minds of
New Yorkers; fully 43 percent rated that as a topaoern with the quality of services.
Crime followed a more distant second with 23 peradnrespondents identifying it as
their top issue. After that housing and the econamye close finishers at 18 and 16
percent, respectively®

Related to the quality of service they were recgjNew Yorkers were dissatisfied with
some services and satisfied with others. Someeobtbad findings are highlighted in the
bullets below.

In education class size and school safety wereesaokdissatisfaction with the
school system.

Ratings for police and fire services were positivieh most reporting that they
felt safe.

The high cost of housing was a major issue withp&Bcent New Yorkers
reporting they were paying more rent than they @¢adiord.

Transportation and mass transit services faredlypaorpublic opinion; street
conditions were rated fair to poor by 73 percentregpondents and subway
service was rated fair to poor by 38 percent gboesents.

Street cleanliness was also a problem area witHloweng trash baskets reported
as bothering 40 percent of respondents.

City parks and recreation facilities were deemeddgor excellent by 70 percent
of respondents.

About 60 percent of respondents said their comattt City employees to lodge a
complaint or request service or information hadnbeesatisfactory.

More detailed information was gathered by the syve specific complaints or concerns
with each City service. For example, in transpartatoad surface condition was a major
complaint among 80 percent of daily drivers. Dangsrtraffic often or occasionally
bothered 60 percent of those contacted.

193 Muzzio, Douglas and Gregg Van Ryz8gtisfaction with New York City Services: 2001 aFReport,
November 2001Baruch School of Public Affairs, Survey Reseddttit, The City University of New
York.

1% bid, p. iv.
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