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Executive Summary

We conducted a review of the District of Columbia’s
Performance Measurement System to determine whether
District agencies impiemented recommendations contained in a
2008 report issued by our office entitled “Performance
Measurement System Needs Long-Term  Stability and
Commitment to Maximize Effectiveness.”

The objectives of this review were to determine:

« what policies and procedures the Office of the City
Administrator {OCA) developed and implemented to
manage findings and recommendations made in audit
reports.

¢ whether relevant District agencies have complied with
16 key recommendations contained in the audit report
entitled “Performance Measurement System Needs Long-
Term  Stability and Commitment to Maximize
Effectiveness,” issued March 26, 2008,

We found that the Office of the City Administrator did not
develop written policies and procedures to manage findings and
recommendations made in audit reports. We recommended
that OCA management should develop formal written policies
and procedures to implement findings and recommendations
made in audit reports and formally designate an Agency Risk
Manager who has overall respounsibility for resolving findings
and recommendations made in audit reports.

Based on our review to determine compliance with the 16
original recommendations, we found that District agencies
implemented 8 recommendations, partially implemented 4
recommendations, and did not implement 4 recommendations.
The following is a list of the 8 implemented recommendations, 4
partially implemented recommendations, and 4
recommendations that were not implemented.

IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Agency managers should improve the validity, reliahility,
significance, and balance of their performance measures
by adopting measures published by national
professional associations such as the International City-
County Management Association, the Government
Finance Officers Association, and the American Public
Health Association. Agencies should also review the
performance measures used by similar agencies in
neighboring jurisdictions to identify useful outcome
measures whose results can be compared. The Office of
the City Administrator sheuld assist agencies in these
efforts.
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The Mayor, City Administrator, and Council must
ensure that agencies submit performance plans that
cover all significant programs and activities. At a
minimum, agency heads and their managers should
establish performance measures for all programs defined
in the performance-hased budgeting structure.

The City Administrator and the governing bodies for
independent agencies should require agency personnel
under their supervision to collect and report data for all
of the performance measures included in annual
performance plans. To hold agency personnel
accountabie for collecting and reporting data, the City
Administrator and independent governing bodies should
regard a performance goal as not met if an agency faiis
to collect and report data for that measure. This policy
would give agencies an incentive to invest more time and
attention in designing and selecting appropriate
performance measures.

The Office of the City Administrator should provide
technical assistance and coordinate training for agency
staff involved in setting performance goals, tracking
performance, and reporting results, A particular focus of
technical assistance and ftraining, which could rely on
external sources such as local universities, should bhe
helping agencies develop more outcome-oriented
measures of performance and set more meaningful
performance targets.

The inter-agency Performance Management Council
should bhe revived to serve as a forum for technical
assistance, allowing agencies with solid performance
measurement systems to provide additional assistance
and guidance to other agencies.

The Office of the City Administrator, with the assistance
of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, should
publish a comprehensive and user-friendly guidebook to
performance management in the District government,
similar to Fairfax County Measures Up: A Manual for
Performance Measurement, now in its Tenth Edition.
The City Administrator should establish and enforce
quality control and data verification standards for the
District government's performance system. The
standards of gquality control should reguire agencies to
define each performance measure, describe the source of
the data, identify who collected and recorded the data,
document the timing of the data collection, and state
how the summary statistics were calculated. Agencies
should retain adequate documentation for all
performance data included in annual performance
reports.
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8. The Mayor and City Administrator should develop a
separate format for reporting performance information
that allows the Mayor to present performance highlights,
display data in forms that are user-friendly and
understandable to the public, and explain the reasons
for performance results. Although it is useful to include
performance information in the District's budget
documents, the budget should not be the sole format for
presenting performance data because the scope of
information that can be inciuded is too limited. The
annual New York City Mayor's Management Report and
Prince William County's Annual Service Efforts and
Accomplishments Report offer useful models for detailed
reporting and discussion of perfermance trends that
promote accountability and inform the public.

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Agency directors and their senior managers should
begin implementing efficiency measures, drawing on the
hundreds of efficiency measures that have been
developed in agency strategic business plans, as a way
to show how well they are using rescurces and provide
useful informatien for the annual budgeting process.
Efficiency measures would be particularly useful for the
largest programs within an agency and those that
provide high-priority services to the public. The Office of
Budget and Planning should help agencies develop the
necessary data collection methods and calculations.

2. Agencies should continue expanding their use of
performance measures that provide external
assessments of performance by independent, objective
individuals or groups. In particular, agencies should
expand their use of resident or customer surveys, as
well as trained observer ratings, in order to increase the
integrity of the performance data and draw on
information from multiple sources.

3. Agencies should set ambitious but achievable
performance targets by examining trends in past
performance, the performance levels attained in other
jurisdictions (particularly in other urban or regional
jurisdictions), performance standards set by relevant
professional associations, and standards set by federal
or local law. In addition, agencies should cease the
practice of setting performance targets that are lower
than actual performance in prior years, unless there is a
compelling rationale such as a substantial reduction in
funding.

4. Agency performance reports with measures that show
changes on a percentage basis should also include the
original and mnew levels of performance to allow
policymakers and residents to interpret the impact of the
percentage change.
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RECOMMENDATIONS NOT IMPLEMENTED

1. The City Administrator and the governing bodies for
independent agencies should require agencies to justify
and receive written approval to change performance
measures and goals, in order to promote accountability
for results and ensure that trends can be tracked over
time. To prevent the gaps in performance reporting that
arise from frequent shifts in performance measures, the
Office of the City Administrator and the governing bodies
for independent agencies should require agency
personnel to collect data on a new measure for at least
one year until the old measure is fully phased out.

2. The Department of Human Resources' Workforce
Development Administration should establish a training

class dedicated exciusively to performance
measurement, supplementing the class presently offered
in performance-based budgeting. Training  in

performance measurement should be made part of the
mandatory annual training in management and
supervisory skills required for employees who are part of
the Management Supervisory Service.

3. The City Administrator and the governing boards of
independent agencies should require agency directors to
state in writing that they have reviewed the data in their
annual performance reports and certify the accuracy of
the data.

4. The Mayor, City Administrator, Council, and Chief
Financial Officer should require agency heads to justify
all budget increase requests in terms of explicit
performance ouicomes. Independent agency heads
shouid adopt the Mayor and City Administrator's policy
of linking individual employee evaluations to agency
performance goals.

Although OCA and other District agencies have made significant
progress since the original audit report on the District’s
performance measurement system was published in March
2008 by implementing 8 of 16 key recommendations, there is
more progress to be made. Four recommendations have heen
partially implemented and 4 recommendations have not been
implemented at all. With proper attention to these outstanding
issues, the District’s performance measurement process can
better meet its goal of improving the performance of city
government. As stated in the title of the March 2008 report, the
District’s performance measurement system still needs long-
term stability and commitment to maximize effectiveness.
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Introduction

We conducted a review of the District of Columbia’s
Performance Measurement System fo determine whether
District agencies implemented recommendations contained in a
2008 report issued by our office entitled “Performance
Measurement System Needs Long-Term  Stability and
Commitment to Maximize Effectiveness.”

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

The objectives of this review were to determine:

e what policies and procedures the Office of the City
Administrator {OCA} developed and implemented to
manage findings and recommendations made in audit
reports.

* whether relevant District agencies have complied with
16 key recommendations contained in the audit report
entitled “Performance Measurement System Needs Long-
Term  Stability and Commitment to Maximize
Effectiveness,” issued March 26, 2008.

The scope of this review was Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 through FY
2011, as of August 31, 2011. (October 1, 2009 {o August 31,
2011}

Shortly after the original audit, OCA assumed responsibility for
developing policies and procedures for performance
measurement that governed all District agencies. OCA also
assumed central responsibility for the tracking and reporting of
performance data in coordination with all District agencies.
OCA had not begun formally managing the performance
measurement process when the original audit report was
published in 2008, Therefore many of the 16 original
recommendations were addressed to District agencies or Agency
Directors. However, in the current review, rather than
assessing whether District agencies or Agency Directors
complied with the recommendations, we assessed whether OCA
established policies and/or procedures that complied with the
recommendations.

In conducting the recommendation compliance review, we
reviewed FY 2010 and FY 2011 performance plans and
performance reports available on the Office of the City
Administrator’s website. We also reviewed the District's FY
2010 and FY 2011 budgets; selected OCA  e-mail
correspondence on  performance measurement; District
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guidebooks, instructions, and training material on performance
measurement; and performance guidebooks and information
published by national associations and other jurisdictions.

We conducted interviews with representatives from OCA who
administered the District's performance measurement system.
We selected a sample of 6 agencies with whom we conducted
interviews to obtain the agencies' perspectives on how well OCA
and other relevant agencies have implemented the
recommendations contained in the original report. The 6
sample agencies were: (1) the Office of the Chief Financial
Officer (OCFO}; (2) the Department of Employment Services
(DOES); (3) the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD); (4) D.C.
Public Schools (DCPS}; (3) the Department of Health (DOH)}; and
(&) the Department of Public Works {DPW). The sample for this
review wasthe same sample used in the original 2008
report. The 2008 report stated, "The Auditor established this
sample by selecting the agency with the largest locally-funded
budget within each of six appropriation titles in the District of
Columbia's annual operating budget. The sample includes
some of the most important agencies providing direct services to
the public (such as MPD, DCPS, and DPW), as well as an
internal services agency (OCFO). Additionally, the sample
includes agencies that report to the Mayor (DOES, MPD, DOH,
and DPW], an independent agency (OCFQ], and an agency
(DCP3) that was independent until June 2007, when control of
the school system was transferred to the Mayor.”

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit ohiectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Background

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System

In March 2008, our office published a report entitled
“Performance Measurement System Needs Long-Term Stability
and Commitment {o Maximize Effectiveness.” The objective of
this 2008 audit was to assess the extent to which the District of
Columbia government's performance measurement system
reflected best practices identified by researchers and
practitioners. The 2008 report included recommendations for
improved performance measurement in the District of
Columbia.

Since the original audit, OCA has made significant progress in
improving the District’s performance measurement system.
OCA currently oversees the process whereby every District
agency completes a performance plan each fiscal year. In 2010,
OCA published a guide te performance management in the
District that described the following elements that every agency
is to include in performance plans:

s Apency Mission — A short comprehensive description of
why an organization exists. It succinctly identifies what
an organization does (or should do}, and the
organization’s clients.

o  Summary of Services — What does the agency do? A
brief summary of the programs and services managed
and delivered by your agency.

¢« Objectives ~ A broad statement describing desired
outcomes, but more specific than the Department’s
mission; objectives support the mission and identify
specific themes or opportunities for an agency to
accomplish in order to achieve its mission. Like the
agency’s mission, objectives rarely change from year-to-
vear.

o Initiatives ~ What does an agency intend to accomplish
that is new, better, or different? Initiatives are
statements of an anticipated level of achievement,
usually time limited and very specific. An initiative may
include reference to targets and/or standards, and is
designed to help the Department meet its objectives. All
initiatives contained in the agency performance plans
should be externally focused.

» Key Performance Indicators {KPIs} - A standard of
measure used to gauge quantifiable components of
performance especially by comparisen with a standard
or target. Valuable metrics/measures should provide
insight into the performance of a program in terms of
inputs, outputs, efficiency, service quality, and/or
outcomes. FEach metric/measure should also be tied to
a specific objective.

Office of the District of Columbia Auditor
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Throughout the year, each agency records performance data in
OCA’s online database called KPI Tracker. At the end of each
fiscal year, OCA compiles the performance data in KPI Tracker
and publishes a Performance Accountability Report (PAR) for
each agency.

e e e eSS
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Results of Auditor’s Review

The Office of the City Administrator Did Not
Develop Written Policies and Procedures to
Manage Findings and Recommendations Made in
Audit Reports

GAO’s Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government state, “Monitoring of internal control should
include poticies and procedures for ensuring that the findings of
audits and other reviews are promptly resolved.” Although the
Office of Risk Management (ORM} is tasked with the
responsibility to track all findings and recommendations
contained in audit reports, ORM can only monitor agency
implementation of findings and recommendations. It is up to
individual agencies to actually implement audit
recommendations.

In interviews with OCA staff, we found that OCA did not develop
formal written policies and procedures to manage audit findings
and recommendations that were directed to OCA. Also, OCA
did not formally designate an Agency Risk Manager. An Agency
Risk Manager typically has overall responsibility for resclving
and managing findings and recommendations made in audit
reports. Instead, OCA had an informal unrecorded process for
implementing recommendations. As a result, it was possible
that OCA may have neglected to implement important
recommendations contained in audit reports.

Recommendation:

OCA management should develop formal written policies and
procedures to implement findings and recommendations made
in audit reports and formaily designate an Agency Risk Manager
who has overall responsibility for resolving findings and
recommendations made in audit reports.

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System
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District Agencies Implemented 8
Recommendations, Partially Implemented 4
Recommendations, and Did Not Implement 4
Recommendations

Based on our review to determine compliance with 16 key
recommendations contained in the audit report entitled
“Performance Measurement System Needs Long-Term Stability
and Commitment to Maximize Effectiveness,” we found that
District agencies implemented 8 recommendations, partially
implemented 4 recommendations, and did not impiement 4
recommendations, The following is a summary of the 16
original recommendations and the results of our review. We
also provide examples of agency actions regarding the
recommendations.

IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS

Original recommendation: Agency managers should improve
the walidity, reliability, significance, and balance of their
performance measures by adopting measures published by
national professional associations such as the International City-
County Management Association, the Government Finance
Officers Association, and the American Public Health Association.
Agencies should also review the performance measures used by
similar agencies n neighboring jurisdictions to identify useful
outcome measures whose results can be compared. The Office of
the City Administrator should assist agencies in these efforts.

After reviewing the performance measures of the sample
agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact,
we found that 5 of the 6 sample agencies have adopted
measures published by national professional associations or
similar agencies in neighhoring jurisdictions.

For example, DPW stated that they looked to guidelines and
best practices published by the International City/County
Management Association (ICMA) and the Metropolitan
Washington Council of Governments when they developed their
performance measures and goals. DPW also stated that they
reviewed the performance measures of other jurisdictions.
When we compared DPW’s FY 2010 KPIs te published ICMA
standard measures, we found that DPW used 4 KPls that were
identical or extremely similar to ICMA standard measures,

OCFO stated that they looked to other jurisdictions when they
developed performance measures, but because OCFO did not
prepare an annuail performance plan or report during the scope
of the review, we could not verify their statements,

Office of the District of Columbia Auditor
September 26, 2012 Page 12



We also found that OCA provided training and resources to
agency representatives with a focus on what makes a “good”
performance measure. Starting in FY 2011, OCA required
agencies to incorperate performance measures developed by
national associations and other jurisdictions into their
performance pians. Each agency was required to have one
standard measure.

Original recommendation: The Mayor, City Administrator, and
Council must ensure that agencies submit performance plans that
cover all significant programs and activities. At a minimum,
agency heads and their managers should establish performance
measures for all programs defined in the performance-based
budgeting structure.

After reviewing the performance measures and budgets of the
sample agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-
conrtact, we found that OCA made it a requirement in FY 2010
that all large agencies that broke down their operating budget
by program had to also break down their performance plans by
division. We found that 5 of the 6 sample agencies compiied
with this requirement. OCFO did not prepare an annual
performance plan or report during the scope of the review, so
we could not assess their compliance.

The only issue that arose in the sample was that in one case
{DCPS), the divisions listed in the PAR were inconsistent with
the programs listed in the budget. OCA even acknowledged this
possible conflict in their FY 2010 guide to performance
management that was given to all agencies. However, OCA’s
guide did not suggest a solution to this possible conflict. Table ]
presents the problem found when comparing the DCPS FY 2010
PAR and the FY 2010 DCPS operating budget.

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System
Office of the District of Celumbia Auditor
September 26, 2012 Page 13



Table I

Divisions in the DCPS FY
2010 PAR

Programs in the DCPS FY
2010 Operating Budget

Office of the Director / Agency
Management

Agency Management Program

Office of the Chief Academic
Officer

School System Management

Office of Special Education

Special Education Local

Office of Human Capital

No corresponding program

Office of the Chief Operating
Officer

No corresponding program

Office of Data and

Accountability No corresponding program

Office of Family and Public

o No corresponding program

No corresponding division Agency Financial Operations

No corresponding division Instructional Programs

No corresponding division Instructional Support Services

No corresponding division Student Support Services

Non-Instructional Support

No corresponding division .
Services

Non-Programmatic

ing division
No corresponding divisi e bmeits

The lack of consistency between the performance documents
and the budget made it difficult for us to link funding and
performance for DCPS.

Original recommendation: The City Administrator and the
governing bodies for independent agencies should require agency
personnel under their supervision to collect and report data for all
of the performance measures included in annual performance
plans. To hold agency personnel accountable for collecting and
reporting data, the City Administrator and independent governing
bodies should regard a performance goal as not met if an agency
fails to collect and report data for that measure. This policy
would give agencies an incentive to invest more time and
attention in designing and selecting appropriate performance
measures.

e —
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After reviewing the performance measures of the sample
agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact,
we found that OCA developed multiple assessment categories
for the initiatives and KPls in agency performance reports: fully
achieved, partially achieved, not achieved, data not reported,
workload measure, and baseline measure. In the last two
categories, no rating was applicable.

We also found that 3 of the sample agencies did not report data
for one or more KPls in their FY 2010 PARs. OCFO did not
prepare an annual performance plan or report during the scope
of the review, so we could not assess their compliance with this
recommendation. OCA properly assigned all KPls that were
missing data to the “data not reported” category. OCA stated
that they assessed an initiative or KPI as “data not reported”
only after many conversations with the agency peint-of-contact
to confirm that it was impossible to provide data for that
measure.

Some agencies reported that they could not obtain the
necessary data in time for the annual PAR. In those cases, it
would be better for OCA to adjust performance plans and
reports when it is known that an agency cannot obtain data in
time for the annual PAR. OCA could either report data for the
previous year or the measure could be removed altogether.

In terms of the use of the phrase, “The City Administrator and
the governing bodies for independent agencies” that appears in
the original recommendation, we found that the Office of the
City Administrator managed the creation of performance plans
and reports for virtually every District agency that appeared in
the District’s operating budget in FY 2010 and FY 2011. Also,
OCA managed the performance plans and reports for at least 9
independent agencies. We did not attempt to assess the
compilance of the independent agencies that were not managed
by OCA.

Original recommendation: The Office of the City Administrator
should provide technical assistance and coordinate training for
agency staff involved in setting performance goals, fracking
performance, and reporting results. A particular focus of technical
assistance and training, which could rely on external sources
such as local universities, should be helping agencies develop
more outcome-oriented measures of performance and set more
meaningful performance targets.

Review of the District of Celumbia’s Performance Measurement System
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We found that OCA communicated regularly with agency

representatives and provided sufficient training and
informational documentation to District agencies during the
scope of the audit. Specifically, we found that:

e OCA hosted 4 working group sessions in FY 2010

¢ On January 20, 2010, OCA sent an emalil to agencies
with information on FY 2010 performance plans and
first quarter performance data. A KPl Tracker user
manual was included as an attachment to the email.

» On February 17, 2010, OCA sent an emalil to agencies
on FY 2010 performance plans.

o  On April 26, 2010, OCA sent an email to agencies on FY
2010 performance plans. The FY 2010 performance
management guidebook was included as an attachment
to the email.

¢« On June 6, 2010, CCA sent an email to: (1) notify
agencies of measures that the Council of the District of
Columbia added for FY 2010, (2} remind agencies of
performance plan deadlines, (3) provide a list of [CMA
recommended measures, and {4) provide information on
workioad measures.

s  On October 7, 2010, OCA sent an email to agencies with
information on FY 2010 PARs and FY 2011 plans.

After interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact, we found
that 4 sample agencies were aware of some level of training
provided by OCA during the scope of the audit. However, DOH
and OCFO had limited knowledge of OCA training. OCA used
an email distribution list entitled “Performance Management
Council” to communicate with agencies. We noted that no
representatives from DOH and OCFO were included on the
email list as of February 16, 2012, This may have contributed
to the lack of awareness of training described by DOH and
OCFO.

Original recommendation: 7The inter-agency Performance
Management Council should be revived to serve as a forum for
technical assistance, allowing agencies with solid performance
measurement systems to provide additional assistance and
gutdance to other agencies.

After interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact, we found
that 3 sample agencies were aware of a revived Performance
Management Council and 3 were not. OCA provided evidence of
4 optional Performance Management Council meetings during
the scope of the audit. Part of the lack of awareness of the
Performance Management Council may have resulted from the
fact that in some cases, only high level agency management was
invited to Performance Management Council meetings. As a
result, the agency employees who actually collect and report the
data were not always included in the discussions.

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System
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Original recommendation: The Office of the City Administrator,
with the assistance of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer,
should publish a comprehensive and user-friendly guidebook to
performance management in the District government, similar to
Fairfax County Measures Up: A Manual for Performance
Measurement, now n its Tenth Edition.

We found that OCA published a comprehensive performance
management guidebook for FY 2010, without the assistance of
OCFO. OCA also released supplemental guidance for FY 2011
and OCTO published a technical manual for users of KPI
Tracker that was published in 2008. OCA stated that the
guidebook was not updated since its release. However, OCA
issued instructions to agencies on any changes as well as
provided agencies with pericdic email communication. Rather
than issue separate clarifications, OCA could simply update the
existing guidebook to aveid confusion.

Original recommendation: The City Administrator should
establish and enforce quality control and data wverification
standards for the District government's performance system. The
standards of quality control should require agencies to define
each performance measure, describe the source of the data,
identify who collected and recorded the data, document the
timing of the data collection, and state how the summary
statistics were calculated. Agencies should retain adequate
documentation for all performance data included in annual
performance reports.

We found that there were 4 textbox areas in KPI Tracker that
required agencies to include the following items for each
performance measure:

s Collection method: the methods used to collect the data

o Data validation: how agencies confirm that the data they
receive is accurate

e Contact person(s) names and phone numbers of the
individuals to be contacted with questions about the
measure

e Reason for measure: why the measure is evaluated

OCA stated that KPI Tracker stored the date and time of each
agency’s data entry and calculated the summary statistics. OCA
also stated that the onus was on the agency to maintain backup
documentation for the data they reported in KPI Tracker. OCA
did not formally request this backup documentation.

After interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact, we found
that 4 of the sample agencies stated that OCA established
quality control and data verification standards. DCPS stated
that they were not aware of quality contreol and data verification
standards for performance data and OCFO had no comment on
this topic as they did not develop performance plans and
reports in coordination with OCA. Agencies generally stated

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System
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that they maintain adequate documentation for all performance
data included in annual performance reports. However, we did
not verify that agencies maintain adequate documentation due
to the resource constraints of the review.

Original recommendation: The Mayor and City Administrator
should develop a separate format for reporting performance
information that allows the Mayor to present performance
highlights, display data in forms that are user-friendly and
understandable to the public, and explain the reasons for
performance results. Although it is useful to include performance
information in the District's budget documents, the budget should
not be the sole format for presenting performance data because
the scope of information that can be included is too limited. The
annual New York City Mayor's Management Report and Prince
William County's Annual Service Efforts and Accomplishments
Report offer useful models for detailed reporting and discussion
of performance frends that promote accountability and inform the
public.

We found that OCA published separate performance plans and
reports for almoest all District agencies in FY 2010 and FY 2011.
In addition, the District’s FY 2010 and FY 2011 annual
operating bhudgets continued to present a summary of the
performance information that is included in each sample
agency’s PAR, except for OCFO.

Twao other jurisdictions have produced performance reports that
have been awarded the Association of Government Accountant's
Certificate  of  Achievement in  Service Efforts and
Accomplishments (SEA) Report Review Program Gold Award:
The New York City Mayor's Management Report and the City of
Palo Alto SEA Report and Citizen Centric Report. OCA could
continue te improve the District’s performance reports, using
the reports of New York City and the City of Palo Alto as models
for readability, explanation of results, and emphasis on
customer service,

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS

Original recommendation: Agency directors and their senior
managers should begin implementing efficiency measures,
drawing on the hundreds of efficiency measures that have been
developed in agency strategic business plans, as a way to show
how well they are using resources and provide useful information
for the annual budgeting process. Efficiency measures would be
particularly useful for the largest programs within an agency and
those that prouvide high-priority services fo the public. The Qffice
of Budget and Planning should help agencies develop the
necessary data collection methods and calculations.
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The OCA performance management guidebook defines an
efficiency measure as one that “reflects the economical and
effective acquisition, utilization, and management of resources
to achieve program outcomes or produce program outputs.”
After reviewing the performance measures of the sample
agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact,
we found that although OCA made efficiency measures a
requirement in FY 2010, not all agencies included efficiency
measures in their FY 2010 and FY 2011 performance plans and
PARs. Also, some agencies used efficiency measures that were
not significant or strongly related to their mission.

For example, DOH included only one efficiency measure in their
FY 2010 PAR: Facility cost per DOH employee. While the
information that this measure tracks may be useful to DOH, it
does not relate to DOH’s most significant programs or those
that provide high-priority services to the public. Also, DOH’s FY
2011 performance plan did not appear to include any efficiency
measures.

We found that OCA handled the development of data collection
methods and calculations for all performance measures,
including efficiency measures. Representatives from OCFO
stated that OCFO was coordinating a cost driver project.
However, the cost driver project had no direct link with QCA’s
development of agency performance plans and reports. If OCA
and OCFO coordinate these efforts, they could help agencies
track their efficiency meore effectively.

Original recommendation: Agencies should continue expanding
their use of performance measures that provide external
assessments of performance by independent, objective
individuals or groups. In particular, agencies should expand their
use of resident or cusfomer surveys, as well as trained observer
ratings, in order to increase the integrity of the performance data
and draw on information from multiple sources.

After reviewing the performance measures of the sample
agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact,
we found that most of the sample agencies had at least one KPI
that provided an external assessment of performance., However,
it didn’t appear that there was a coordinated central effort to
encourage agencies to use external assessment of performance.
One agency spoke of the costs associated with conducting
external assessments. Another issue was the reliability and
validity of data obtained through some types of external
assessments, such as Survey Monkey. OCA could better enable
agencies to successfully obtain external assessments of
performance by (1) providing training on various types of
external assessments and (2] selecting approved vendors for
tools such as online surveys. Also, OCA could encourage
agencies to use external data to make tangible improvement to
services.
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Original recommendation: Agencies should set ambitious but
achievable performance targets by examining trends in past
performance, the performance levels attained in other
jurisdictions (particularly in other urban or regional jurisdictions),
performance standards set by relevant professional associations,
and standards set by federal or local law. In addition, agencies
should cease the practice of setting performance targets that are
lower than actual performance in prior years, unless there is a
compelling rationale such as a substantial reduction in funding.

After reviewing the performance measures of the sample
agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-contact,
we found that agencies regularly leoked to past performance,
other jurisdictions, federal and local law, and professional
associations when sefting performance targets. However,
agencies someiimes set targets lower than actual performance
in previous years.

For example, we found that DOES set several performance goals
lower than the previous yvear’s performance. The DOES KFPI of
“o% of back wages collected from employers” achieved 99.82% in
FY 2010 but DOES set the FY 2011 goal at 97%. The DOES KPI
of “% of workers comp formal hearings resolved” achieved
83.08% in FY 20092 and 84.84% in FY 2010, however both the
FY 2010 and FY 2011 geals were set at 80%. The DOES KPI of
“# of adult participants completing workforce development
training program” had a goal of 1,000 for FY 2010, however,
that KPI achieved 1,453 in FY 2009. Table II presents the
DOES KPis that were set lower than the previous year’s
performance.

Table II
_ oo o : | ‘Performance .
'.'--KPI T Performance Goalin -
AR CResuit . | -Subsequent .
AR Fiscal Year
% of back wages collected 99.80% 97%

from employers

% of workers comp formal

0, o
hearings resolved 83.08% 80%
% of workers comp formal 84 84% 20%
hearings resolved : ° o
# of adult participants
completing workforce | 453 1000

development training
program
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However, sometimes an agency sets a target lower than actual
performance in previous years for legitimate reasons. For
example, DCPS stated that they once set the target for an
attendance KPI lower than past performance. They achieved a
98% attendance rate in the previous year, but kept the next
year’s target at 95% because that was the Federal No Child Left
Behind standard. Also, sometimes an agency has to set the
target hefore the previous vear’s results are finalized or they
must adjust targets that are impacted by budget cuts.

OCA could develop and implemernt a policy requiring agencies to
set performance targets that are an improvement from actual
performance in prior years, If there is a compelling rationale to
set a performance target lower than actual performance in prior
vears, OCA could include a footnote in the agency’s
performance plan and PAR explaining the rationale.

Original recommendation: Agency performance reports
with measures that show changes on a percentage basis should
also include the original and new levels of performance to allow
policymakers and residents to interpret the impact of the
percentage change.

After reviewing the FY 2010 performance reports and FY 2011
performance plans of the sample agencies, we found that 3
agencies had KPIs that showed changes on a percentage basis
{(MPD, DOES, and DPW) and 2 agencies did not have any KPls
that showed changes on a percentage basis {DCPS and DOH).
OCFO did not prepare an annual performance plan or report
during the scope of the review, so we could not assess their
compliance with this recommendation.

Three of MPD’s FY 2010 KPIs reflected change on a percentage
basis. None of the three KPls included criginal and new levels
of performance in the FY 2010 PAR.

The DOES FY 2010 PAR had one KPI that reflected change on a
percentage basis and the report did not present the original and
new levels of performance.

DPW did not have any KPIs that reflected change on a
percentage basis in their FY 2010 PAR. The DPW FY 2011 plan
included 3 KPIs that reflected change on a percentage basis.
DPW included baseline data for 2 of the 3 KPIs.

OCA could develop and implement a pelicy requiring agencies to
present original and new levels of performance for all KPIs that
reflect change on a percentage basis,
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RECOMMENDATIONS NOT IMPLEMENTED

Original recommendation: The City Administrator and the
governing bodies for independent agencies should require
agencies to justify and recetve written approval to change
performance measures and goals, in order to promote
accountability for results and ensure that trends can be tracked
over time. To prevent the gaps in performarnce reporting that arise
from frequent shifts in performance measures, the Office of the
City Administrator and the gowverning bodies for independent
agencies should require agency personnel to collect data on a
new measure for at least one year until the old measure is fully
phased out.

We found that the performance guidebooks and other
information provided by OCA to agencies made it clear that KPls
should not change from year to year.

However, after reviewing the performance measures of the
sample agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of-
contact, we found that 4 agencies had significant changes in
their KPIs from FY 2016 to FY 2011. KPls that were eliminated
from FY 2010 agency performance plans were not referenced at
all in FY 2011 plans. OCFO did not prepare an annual
performance plan or report during the scope of the review, so
we could not assess their compliance with  this
recornmendation.

For example, DOH had a tremendous shift in KPIs from FY
2010 to FY 2011. We found that the FY 2010 performance plan
had 52 KPIs that were not included m the FY 2011 performance
plan.  We found that the FY 201! performance plan had 41
new KPls that were not included in the FY 2010 plan. Also, the
FY 2011 plan added 12 workload measures.

OCA generally required justification for changing KPIs, but it
was done informally through email conversations. We found no
evidence that OCA required agencies to collect data on a new
measure until the old measure was fully phased out.

OCA could better manage changes to KPls by: (1) requiring
agency personnel to collect data on a new measure until the old
measure is fully phased out, (2) including an explanation for
changes to KPIs in performance plans and reports, and (3}
developing a formal procedure for agencies to justify and obtain
formal approval for changes to KPIs.
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Original recommendation: The Department of Human
Resources’ Workforce Development Administration should
establish a training class dedicated exclusively to performance
measurement, supplementing the class presently offered in
performance-based  budgeting. Training in  performance
measurement should be made part of the mandatory annual
training in management and supervisory skills required for
employees who are part of the Management Supervisory Service.

After reviewing the D.C. Department of Human Resources class
offerings we found a course called “Performance Measurement”
that was advertised in the FY 2010 course catalog. However, a
D.C. Human Resources representative stated that this course
had never been conducted and it was not a mandatory course
for Management Supervisory Service employees.

Original recommendation: The Cify Administrator and the
governing boards of independent agencies should require agency
directors to state tn writing that they have reviewed the data in
their annual performance reports and certify the accuracy of the
data.

After reviewing the performance reports of the sample agencies,
we found that there was no physical evidence of an agency
director’s signature on the published performance reports, nor
was there a statement from agency directors certifying the
accuracy of the data.

Furthermore, none of the interviewed sample agency points-of-
contact were aware of a requirement for agency directors to
state in writing that they reviewed the data in their PARs or
certify the accuracy of the data. However, at least 4 of the 6
directors of the sample agencies chose to review the data before
it was submitted to OCA. OCA could easily remedy this
situation by adding a step in KPI tracker in which the agency
director must sign off on the agency’s final performance data.

Original recommendation: The Mayor, City Administrator,
Council, and Chief Financial Officer should require agency heads
to justify all budget increase requests in terms of explicit
performance cutcomes. Independent agency heads should adopt
the Mayor and City Administrator's policy of linking individual
employee evaluations to agency performarnce goals.

Most sample agency peints-of-contact stated that their agencies
did not directly link budget increases to performance results or
consistently link agency goals with individual performance goals
at all levels of the organization.

After reviewing the FY 2010 and FY 2011 operating budgets of
the 6 sample agencies, we found that 3 agencies (DOH, DOES,
and OCFO) listed and described the reasons for budget
increases and decreases, but did not describe the budget
increases and decreases in terms of explicit performance

Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System
Office of the District of Columbia Auditor

September 26, 2012 Page 23



outcomes. DCPS also did not describe budget increases and
decreases in terms of explicit performance outcomes. Instead,
DCPS linked budget increases and decreases to enrollment
numbers which, DCPS stated, drove funding. Several of DPW’s
budget changes and one of MPD’s budget changes were
described in terms of anticipated performance improvements,
such as reductions in fuel usage, reduced overtime, and
shortened pickup times, but the DPW and MPD budgets did not
describe all budget changes in terms of explicit performance
oufcomes.

OCA could improve the link between agency budgets and
performance results by working with OCFO to establish a direct
link between the budget formulation process and the
performance planning and reporting process. OCA could also
work with DCHR to require a direct link between individual
employee performance goals and agency performance goals.

-:- Y
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Conclusion N

Although OCA and other District agencies have made significant
progress since the original audit report on the District’s
performance measurement system was published in March
2008 by implementing 8 of 16 key recommendations, there is
more progress to be made. Four recommendations have been
partially implemented and 4 recommendations have not been
implemented at all. With proper attention to these outstanding
issues, the District’s performance measurement process can
better meet its goal of improving the performance of city
government. As stated in the title of the March 2008 report, the
District’s performance measurement system still needs long-
term stability and commitment to maximize effectiveness.

Sincerely,

Yolanda Branche
District of Columbia Auditor

PO T T R R B T T o T B TG T L o T i 2 T B e 0 £ Wt S S B e R T (T el V3]
Review of the District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System

Office of the District of Columbia Auditor

September 26, 2012 Page 25




Agency Comments

On September 11, 2012, the Office of the District of Columbia
Auditor submitted the draft report entitled “Review of the
District of Columbia’s Performance Measurement System” for
review and comment to the City Administrator.

The Auditor received written comments from the City
Administrator on September 25, 2012. The written comments
are attached to this report.
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Scptember 25, 2012

Yolanda Branche
District of Columbia Auditor
THT 1l Sureet NW Suite 900
Washington, DC 20003
Rue! (Office of the City Administrator's Comments on the District of Colimdia Addiver Diratl
Report Entitled 7 Reviow of the Dismics of Colwnbic's Pecforsanice Mewsremen

Svstem”

Dear My, Branche:

At LAY T e

g Ul

This correspondence serves us e rosponse of the (nfive of i Chy Admin
draft. District of Columbia Awditer report entitded "Review of e Bt :
Performtance Measurement Systent” dated Sepromber V20020 The didd repont revowen
whether Distrier agencies had implemented 16 reconymendations contained in a 2008 Disiior of
Columibia Auditor seport on the performiance measurenient systept By addiion, the 2ot
revicwed what policies and procedures OUA had developed and implementod o manuge pads
report findings and recommendinions.

The draft report Tound that "OUA has made signilicant progress in iproving the Drsiriet’™s
performance meastrement system” and that § of the ordpinal 10 recommenduiions were filh
implemented, 4 were partindly implemenicd. and 4 were not anplementad. in addifion, the
report. made one additionad recommendation reganding OCA™S managament Gt sudn ropont
findings and recommendations.

Fhis letter provides GCA™s response w0 e 4 recommendations tat the Oifiee of the Disiics o
Columbia Auditor (ODCAY found were not Rl dmplementeds the 3§ reconmwndaiions thas

ODCA found were not implemented, and the | additionad recommendation,

I you have any questons or reguire askditional intormation. please do not hesitale to o
Burry Kreiswinth, Senior Legal Advisor, at 202-615-2091 or barry kreiswinthvade.gov,

Thank you [or the opportusity o provide conuneats in this mutier

3 L y
Atlen Y. Low”




Offive of the Uity Administratol
Uloirtmpenis et GO Drayt Repoer K
Sepiember 25, 2412

L Ee Feviricd ef € aadaeiiiie v P eeteraniaic o Vi e ceicti St

GFFICE OF THE CITY ABMININTRATOR™S COMMENTS
IN RESPONSE TO
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AUDITOR REPORT ENTITLER
SREVIEW OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIEA'S
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT SYSNTEM?

(SIS RIS N
District of Columbia Auditor drast report entided "Review of the Pistret f Uolusbia s
Performance Measurement System”™ (CBradt Report™y and o the 8 recommenditions from the
2008 District of Cotumbin Auditor report entiled “Pertormance. Measurenwnt Swstens Novdy
Long-Term Stability and Commilment to Maximize Blleetivencss™ that the Offiee foumd i
Drafl Report had not been fuliy implomanced

Below are thie responses of the Uiioe of the Oy Administ TR O TCCann

New Recommendation

OBCA Recommendation: OUA man
procodures W anplanent fadings and
destanate an Agenoy Risk Munuger who B overadl
reconunendaiions made in awdi reperts,

ment should develep formal written

ceonnmendations made inoaudiv renons

responsibifiny for resohving

OCA Comments: OCA hay designated so Apency Rk Manasger, o addition OOA waion
with the Office of Kisk Munugomens to develop o more robost syssem or teaching ! :

SORTEITT

:

ol recommendations muade in sudi reporis. Phis sistem w
subordinate o the Mavor. Gives the smait size ol the OCA offwe and the fimbed numbaer
recommendations that are directed 10 01, UOCA does nen behleve that format wintien pol
proceduares speeilic w the OMce of the Uity Adminisizator are necessary

anply o sl Pasireet o

Partislly Implemented Recommendsitions

OBCA Original Recommendation: Agency directorn and heir senior mensgers should begin
imptementing efficiency measures. drawing on the hundreds of efficieney maasures that have
heen devetoped 0 ageney strineuic bosiness phans, gy aoway o show how well they are o
resources and provide useiul infornxation for the amual budgetng process. 140
would be purticularly eseful Tor e largest progrisms withine an ageney and o thit provide
high-priority services to the public. The Office of Budget snd Plasning, should felp wpencios
develop the necessary data colleetion methods and calcutations.

(SIS TN TR L AT AN

ODCA 2012 Fipdings (Summary): ODUCA found that although OCA made eilicieney mcasures
a requirement in FY 2080, not all agencies included efficiency measores in their £Y 201 and 1Y
2001 performance plans and PARs. Also. some agencies used efficieney mvasures that were o
significant or strongly related 1o their misskons however, ODCA ound tha GOA handled tbe
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Ceamnrents fn Resposise o 0he Office of the Distrce of Codusibua Suddstor Report Bntided “Bevies of die Dt o
Cohambia s Performance Measwreniend Svatem ™

Seplember 23, 2042

developriient of dite collvetion meihads and culvalations for all perfommanes mvasaros. :
efficiency maasures, In addition. ODCA poted that i OUA wnd GUFG coordimate thase eltorts,
they could help agencies tack their efficieney more effvctively,

OCA Comments: OCA warks closely vach year with agencies o develop the key performance
indicators (K PIs for their pertformanee plans. As part of that process. the agencies are requestal
s develop efficieney measures, where feandbles fo strengthen this pracess, OCA will work with
the Mayor's Office of Budyet and Fianee and the Ofhiee o the Chiel 1

necessary. 10 help Disiict agencies idenih and accorately repont eflicieney -bused et

nodal {ndieer. o

OBCA 2008 Recommendation: Agencies should contimie expanding theiv wse of port
micasures that provide extern

ssessments of portoriumes by independent, objeenve indinid

o groups. I particular, agencies should expand el ase of restdont o custonier sun eys. i weh
as trained abserver stings, i order o inerease the mieprity of e performance Jutt snd drasy on
information from multiple sources.

ODCA 2012 Findings (Summary): ODCA Tound that most of the sample spenoes had aCleas
one KT that previded an externat assesstient of pertomunes, ODCA noted O0A could peires

crmuble dgencics © successtuily obtain eatemal ssessimenis of perforoine by il

nopde
fraining o various types of exiemal asseasimentss and () seleating approved vendors o oeb
stch as opling surveys, Alsa. OCA could encourage apeneies 10 use external daa fo nisd
langible HNPrOVEMISHL o servives.

OCA Comments: OCA concurs with tis reconmendmion. The M

recentiy b

initative. prade.de.gov, through which residents and other siakehuolders assess agencien’ san B
defivery theough onling and mobile pertals © The pilot spencies for tis progrey are the
Department of Consumer and Regalatory A¥airs, Department of Maotor Vehicles, Depariment of
Parks and Recreation. Departmeni of Public Works, and Department of Transportation. o
addition. several agencies meastre vistomer feedback thies
Deparment of Haman Resoorees, Oifiee of Human Rig

T rhelr own sarveys cliding v
P, d Dopx

Moreover. OCA provides @ costonior seov e responsiveitoss
participating in ihe performance minagement progran o e ek DU
website provides ageney-specific data and o compuarison e the
updated on the Track DO website quanerly,

Prstrict-wide averape, Dhin i

ODCA Original Recommendation: Agencies should setambitious bot achivvable performance
fargets by examining trends i past performanee, the performance fevels altained mooliier
Jurisdictions (particularly in other urban or regional jurisdictions), performuncs standards st by
relevant professionat associntions. and sindards sot by Tederal or local faw In addition. agencivs
should ecase the practice of setting perlormanes targeds that are fower than actual performanes

prior vears. unless there i3 compelitng milonaie such as 3 substantal reductien iy fupding.
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ODCA 2012 Findings (Summuary): OBOA
performancee, other jurisdictions. federad and loca

by fooked e pase

RPN

aw. und professional associiiions when sutting
performance targets; however, agencies somelimes set targets lower thun actaal performance
previous years, ODCA noted OCA could develop and implement a policy requiring agencivs ©
set performance tacgets that are an improvement from sctual performance in prioe yeurs, i there o
a competling rationale to set s performunce ey !
OCA could include o foummode M the ageney ~ porformanes plan aod PAR ovplaining v

ot

noactual performunee inoprion rweas,

rattonaic.

QCA Connmentst OCA concurs with tis recommiendation and will carcfidly reviow propused
argets during the TY 2013 perlormmnee ploning process 1 encourage Hgeieies 0 sei arpen
exceed actaal performance frons prior years, while also being reasonably achivvabic. GUA wil]
incorporate these requirements ingo i wittten policies.

ODCA Original Recommendation: Ageney perfonmance reports with measures thar show
changes on a percentage basts should wiso wclude the o

allow policymakers and residents o yerpre the wpacy of the

sth and new devels of pedormnoee

OBCA 2012 Findings {(Semnmary)r ODCA oand .
perfonmance reports with medsures did oot show changes o o pereent Dadid
include e original and new levels of pertbrmance © wllow policymakers and resndents o
isterpret the impact of the perventage change.

OCA Comments: OCA coneurs with (his reconmendation,  OCA will ineorporate into its
written policies a requirement that agencies present original and new levels of performance fon
KPis that measare change o pereentigy basis,

Recommendations Not hmolemented

ODCA 2012 Reconmmendation: The Ciny Administmior and the governing bodies B
independent agencies should require agencics o justihy and reecive wrillen approval o change
performance measures and goals. in order o promote accounibility for resuhy and ensure that
wends can be tracksd over time, To prevent the gaps in performance reporfing that arise from
frequent shifts in performumice meusures. the Office of the Cny Administator and the governing
bodies for independent sgencies should require ageney pessored 1o collect data on it new nweasuse
for at feast one year untii the old measure is {ully phased out

OBCA 22 Findings (Sununaryy ODCA foand that the perlbminuee puidebooks
mformation provided by OCA w agencios made st cleor that KPS sho
year, ODCA noted OCA cauid boiter manage chapges 1o R v oh)
W eollect data on g pew meastre untl the old micasure i fudly p o nchsding
explasation for changes w KPs o perfonmance plans sad reports, and (35 develuping a fonnal
proceduse Tor agencies w justily and obtain formad approval for changes o KPIs,

arwb ot

BOF clne frem v L
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Comments i1 Rosperse to tie Office af de Daiverice o Coliiio Siduor Reprost Eanibed " Rovien of the D o
Columbia's Perfrrnanse Moasuremont Syseen”
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OCA Comments: OCA will incorporiie into its written policies a more formad progess by which
agencics musl submit a jusGfication and obtain approval Tor changing KPIs and o include as
cxplanation of chunges 1w KPHs in perfonmance plans, OCA carrentiy alfows o
KPP measurements throogh o onesvear roview  phasig process that bwlades w0 b
megssrement Tor the first vear, This, there pon
always possible or advisable 10 continue o
apply o the ggeney o exazple, bocsuse o s
may o fonger be deemed wn approprinie messane o

ses o adid o

Hy v so gap in the collecnon of

1o the N s

LI dECIny ot

e ageiny .

ODCA 2008 Recommendation: The Dopartment of Human Resources” Workforce Bevelupment
Administration  should eswblish a taining class dedicated  exclusively w performance
messarement,  supplememing the class presentty offercd in performance-bised  budgoting,
Training in performance measurenient shoakd be made part of the mandetory wnnuad mming in
mmnagement and supervisory skifls required for employees who are part of the Manapen
Supervisory Serviee,

W

GIOCA 2052 Findings {Sswmary): ODOA found, afler reviewing the 2200 Departinend o
Human Resources (DCHR Y olass offerings. that o counse callod Pertormance Meamarenon” wis
advertised in the FY 2010 course catadon, However, o BCHR representative sted that the course
had not been conducted and that it was not « mandatory course for Managesient Superviors
Serviee vmployees.

O0A Comments: OCA concurs with this recommendation and will collaborme withy DO
Work foree Development Adininistsation 1o re-establish vaining chioses dedicated 1o pertors
measurenent i FY 2013,

GDOA 2008 Recommendation:  the ¢
independent agencies should require agones divecions 1o stae in wotiing that they |
the duta in their annual performance reports and centify the aceuraey of the data

Vdiunister aad ihe gonorna

[AR A Y ik'\'- Vi

OBCA 2012 Findings (Summary): CDOA Tound thay there was no physical evidence of ap
agency director’s siznature on the published perfanmamnee reports. por was there a stslement ot
ageney dircetors certifying the aceuracy of the datas Furthermore, none ol e interviowed snple
ageney points-of-contact were aware of @ requirement for ageney divectars to Sate i wriling ta
they reviewed the daa in their PARs or cortity the securaey o the data. ODCA noted OUA could
easily remedy this situation by adding a step in RP oacker in which the wpeney directon mae
sigh ofTon the ageney’s finsd performance date,

OCA Comments: OCA concurs with this reconmendation. OCA will bncorponne inte s
written policies a requitemuent that ageney directons sign o1l en the geney s perfonnanes veports
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Cominzents in Response 1o e Office o e Disoract of ol Awdior Report Enditled " Bovies of the Dastrict o
Codumbiu's Performance Moastrensent System”

Sepiember 25, 2002

OBCA 2008 Recommendation: The Muyvor, Clty Administraior, Counetl and Chied Hinuscial
Ofticer should require ageney heads o justity afl badget incresse requests @ wrms of explhicn
¥ 3 ; £ | i
perforaumee owcomues.  Independent ageney heads should adopt the Mavor wxd (n
Administrutor's policy of hoking individ

3 omphoves evitlnions 1o ageney pertormire goads

OBCA 2012 Findings (Smmmary )3 ODOUA found miest samiple
that thelr agencies did not direatly Hnk budiet nergases o porionmance tesails o consistesth
link agency goals with indisidual pertormamee goals at adi levels of the organizanion. CHCA
noted OGCA contd improve the link between sgency budgets and poerformance resulis by working
with GOIO @ establish o direct Hink between the badget larmadation process aid the performanes
planing and reporting provess and OCA coudd abse work with DOHR o require [
Between individual empioyvee porformunee goals and dgeney performance goads.

WNCY POIRis O -colidel s

OCA Comments: OCA will diseuss with the Ofliee of 2w Uh s al Leer
\

Mayor's Office of Budga and Finance w deermume bow the perfon

e PRI Provess

better inform budpet formulation wnd deciston making.” OUA will

better Hink individust emplovee performiance goals and ngeney performence gonds in 1Y 2603



Auditor’s Response to the Agency Comments

The Auditor appreciates the comments provided by the City
Administrator on the draft report.

The Auditor offers the following response to comments provided
by the City Administrator.

Auditor’s Recommendation:

OCA management should develop formal written policies and
procedures o implement findings and recommendations made
in audit reports and formally designate an Agency Risk Manager
who has overall responsibility for resolving findings and
recommendations made in audit reports.

The City Administrator Response:

OCA has designated an Agency Risk Manager. In addition, OCA
is working with the Office of Risk Management to develop a
more robust system for tracking the resolution of
recommendations made in audit reports. This system will apply
to all District agencies subordinate to the Mayor. Given the
small size of the OCA office and the limited number of audit
recommendations that are directed to it, OCA does not believe
that formal written policies and procedures specific to the Office
of the City Administrator arc necessary.

Auditor's Response:

We stand by our recommendation that OCA management
should develop formal written policies and procedures to
implement findings and recommendations made in audit
reports. GAOQO’s Standards for Internal Control in the Federal
Government clearly state that “Monitoring of internal control
should include policies and procedures for ensuring that the
findings of audits and other reviews are promptly resolved."
Despite OCA’s assertion, the small size of OCA does not
diminish the need for this important internal control.
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