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Executive Summary 

We conducted a review of the District of Columbia's 
Performance Measurement System to 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." 

The objectives of this review v .. rere to determine: 

• what policies and procedures the Office of the City 
Administrator (OCAI developed and implemented to 
manage findings and recommendations made in audit 
reports. 

• ,:vhether 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 implelnent findings and recOllllnendations 
made in audit reports and formally designate an Agency Risk 
Manager who has overall responsibility 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 

I. Agency managers should improve the validity, 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 in 
neighboring jurisdictions to identify useful outcome 
measures whose results can be compared. The Office of 
the City Administrator should assist agencies in these 
efforts. 
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2. 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. 

3. 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 perfonnance goal as not 111et 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 
perfonnance lueasures. 

4. The Office of the City Administrator should provide 
technical assistance and coordinate training for agency 
staff involved in setting performance goals, tracking 
perfonnancc, 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 
Ineasures of performance and set lucre Ineaningful 
performance targets. 

5. The 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 guidance to other agencies. 

6. 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. 

7. The City Administrator should establish and enforce 
quality control and data verification 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. 
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8. The Mayor and City Administrator should develop a 
separate format for reporting perforn1ance 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 trends that 
promote accountability and inform the pUblic. 

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Agency directors and their senior managers should 
begin illlplelnenting efficiency lneasures, 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 
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 new levels of performance to allow 
policymakers and residents to interpret the impact of the 
percentage change. 

Review of the District of Columbia's Performance Measurement System 
Office of the District of Columbia Auditor 
September 26, 2012 Page 5 



RECOMMENDATIONS NOT IMPLEMENTED 

I. 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 exclusively to performance 
measurement, supplementing the class presently offered 
in performance-based budgeting. Training in 
performance measurement should be made part of the 
lnandatory annual training in Inanagclnent and 
supervisory skills required for employees who are part of 
the Management Supervisory Service. 

3. The City Adluinistrator 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 outcomes. Independent agency heads 
should 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 measurCluent SystClTI was published in March 
2008 by implementing 8 of 16 key recommendations, there is 
luore 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. 
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Introduction 

We conducted a review of the District of Columbia's 
Performance Measurement System to detennine ,,,hether 
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. 11 

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology 

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. 

The scope of this review was Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 through FY 
2011, as of August 31, 2011. (October I, 2009 to 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 
recoillluendations \vere 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 20 II 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 lueasurement; District 
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guidebooks, instructions, and training material on performance 
measurement; and performance guidebooks and infonnation 
published by national associations and other jurisdictions. 

We conducted interviev,ls with representatives from OCA who 
administered the District's performance measurement systeln. 
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); (5) the Department of Health (DOH); and 
(6) the Department of Public Works (DPW). The sample for this 
review was the same sample used 111 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 (OCFO), and an agency 
(DCPS) 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 objectives. 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 

In March 2008, our office published a report entitled 
"Performance Measurement System Needs Long-Term Stability 
and Commitment to 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 
ilnproving the District's performance measurClnent system. 
OCA currently oversees the process whereby every District 
agency completes a performance plan each fiscal year. In 2010, 
OCA published a guide to performance management in the 
District that described the following elements that every agency 
is to include in performance plans: 

• Agency Mission - A short cOlnprehensive description of 
why an organization exists. It succinctly identifies what 
an organization does (or should do), and the 
organization's clients. 

• 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 
ll1i88ion; 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
year. 

• 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 (KPls\ - A standard of 
measure used to gauge quantifiable components of 
performance especially by comparison 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. Each metric/measure should also be tied to 
a specific objective. 
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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. 
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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 policies 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 
recOlnmendations. 

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 resolving 
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 formally designate an Agency Risk Manager 
who has overall responsibility for resolving findings and 
recommendations made in audit reports. 
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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 cOlnpliance 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 implement 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 
recOlnmendations. 

IMPLEMENTED RECOMMENDATIONS 

Original recommendation: Agency managers should improve 
the validity, reliability, significance, and balance of their 
performance measures by adopting meaSUTes 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 perfonnance measures used by 
similar agencies in 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 neighboring 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 KPls to 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 annual performance plan or report during the scope 
of the review, we could not verify their statements. 
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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 incorporate performance measures developed by 
national associations and other jurisdictions into their 
perfonnance plans. Each agency was required to have one 
standard measure. 

Original recommendation: The Mayor, City Administrator, and 
Council must ensure that agencies submit perfonmance plans that 
cover all significant progralllS 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 revie\ving the performance measures and budgets of the 
sample agencies and interviewing all sample agency points-of­
contact, 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 complied 
with this requirement. OCFO did not prepare an annual 
perfonnance plan or report during the scope of the revie\v, 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 thc budget. OCA even acknowledged this 
possible conflict in their FY 2010 guide to performance 
management that \\'38 given to all agencies. However, OCA's 
guide did not suggest a solution to this possible conflict. Table I 
presents the problem found when comparing the DCPS FY 2010 
PAR and the FY 2010 DCPS operating budget. 
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Table I 

Divisions in the DCPS FY Programs in the DCPS FY 
2010 PAR 2010 Operating Budget 

Office of the Director / Agency 
Agency Management Program 

Management 

Office of the Chief Academic School System Management 
Officer 

Office of Special Education Special Education Local 

Office of Human Capital No corresponding program 

Office of the Chief Operating No corresponding program 
Officer 

Office of Data and No corresponding program 
Accountability 

Office of Family and Public No corresponding program 
Engagement 

No corresponding division Agency Financial Operations 

No corresponding division Instructional Programs 

No corresponding division Instructional Support Services 

No corresponding division Student Support Services 

No corresponding division 
Non-Instructional Support 
Services 

No corresponding division 
Non-Programmatic 
Departments 

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. 
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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 \~lith the agency point-of-contact 
to confirm that it was impossible to provide data for that 
Ineasure. 

Some agencies reported that they could not obtain the 
necessary data in tilne 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 
compliance 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, tracking 
perfonnance, 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 
m.ore otdcome-onented measures of perfonnance and set more 
meaningful peifonnance targets. 
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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: 

• OCA hosted 4 working group sessions in FY 2010 
• On January 20, 2010, OCA sent an email to agencies 

with information on FY 2010 performance plans and 
first quarter performance data. A KPI Tracker user 
manual V,laS included as an attachment to the elnail. 

• On February 17, 2010, OCA sent an email to agencies 
on FY 2010 performance plans. 

• On April 26, 20 I 0, OCA sent an email to agencies on FY 
20 I ° performance plans. The FY 2010 performance 
management guidebook was included as an attachment 
to the email. 

• On June 6, 2010, OCA sent an email to: (1) notify 
agencies of measures that the Council of the District of 
Columbia added for FY 20 I 0, (2) remind agencies of 
performance plan deadlines, (3) provide a list of ICMA 
rec01nrnended measures, and (4) provide information on 
\vorkload measures. 

• On October 7,2010, OCA sent an eInail 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: The 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 
guidance 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. 
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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 
Failfax County Measures Up: A Manual for Performance 
Measurement, now in 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 periodic email communication. Rather 
than issue separate clarifications, OCA could simply update the 
existing guidebook to avoid confusion. 

Original recommendation: The City Administrator should 
establish and enforce quality control and data verification 
standards for the District govemment's performance system. The 
standards of quality control should require agencies to define 
each perfonnance 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: 

• Collection method: the methods used to collect the data 
• Data validation: how agencies confirm that the data they 

receive is accurate 
• Contact person(s): names and phone numbers of the 

individuals to be contacted with questions about the 
measure 

• 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 control 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 
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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 fonnat for reporting performance 
infonnation that allows the Mayor to present perfonnance 
highlights, display data in fomls that are user-friendly and 
understandable to the public, and explain the reasons for 
perfonnance results. Although it is useful to include perfomwnce 
infonnation in the District"s budget documents, the budget should 
not be the sole fonnat for presenting performance data because 
the scope of infonnation 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 per[onnance trends that promote accountability and info17n the 
public. 

We found that OCA published separate performance plans and 
reports for almost all District agencies in FY 2010 and FY 2011. 
In addition, the District's FY 2010 and FY 20 I 1 annual 
operating budgets continued to present a summary of the 
performance information that is included in each sample 
agency's PAR, except for OCFO. 

Two other jurisdictions have produced performance reports that 
have been awarded the Association of Government Accountant's 
Certificate of Achievement 111 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 to 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 infonnation 
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. 
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The OCA performance management guidebook defines an 
efficiency measure as one that "reflects the economical and 
effective acquisition, utilization, and managelnent 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 Ineasures. Representatives fro111 OCF'O 
stated that ocro was coordinating a cost driver project. 
However, the cost driver projcct had no direct link with OCA's 
development of agency performance plans and reports. If OCA 
and OCFO coordinate these efforts, they could help agencies 
track their efficiency more 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 custolner surveys, as well as trained observer 
ratings, in order to increase the integrity of the performance data 
and draw on information from lnultiple 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 
perfonnance, the performance levels attained in other 
jurisdictions (particularly in other urban or regional jurisdictions), 
perfomwnce standards set by relevant professional associations, 
and standards set by federal or local law. In addition, agencies 
should cease the practice of setting perfomwnce targets that are 
lower than actual perjonnance 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 looked to past performance, 
other jurisdictions, federal and local law, and professional 
associations when setting performance targets. However, 
agencies sometimes set targets lower than actual performance 
in previous years, 

For example, we found that DOES set several performance goals 
lower than the previous year's performance. The DOES KPI of 
((% of back wages collected from clnployers" achieved 99.82% in 
FY 2010 but DOES set the FY 2011 goal at 97";;,. The DOES KPI 
of ((0/0 of \vorkers cOInp formal hearings resolved" achieved 
83.08% in FY 2009 and 84.84% in FY 2010, however both the 
FY 2010 and FY 2011 goals 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 KPls that were set lower than the previous year's 
performance. 

Table II 
., 

KPI 
Performance 

Result 

" 

% of back wages collected 
99.82% 

from employers 
r' % of workers comp formal 

83.08% 
hearings resolved 

% of workers comp formal 
84.84% 

hearings resolved 
"-

# of adult participants 
completing workforce 

1,453 
developmen t training 
program ._ ... _-
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Performance 
Goal in 

Subsequent 
Fiscal Year 

97% 

80% 

80% 

1,000 
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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 thc 
target before the previous year's results are finalized or they 
must adjust targets that are impacted by budget cuts. 

OCA could develop and implement a poliey 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 
years, OCA could include a footnote in the agency's 
performance plan and PAR explaining the rationale. 

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

After reviewing the FY 20 I 0 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 KPls reflected change on a percentage 
basis. None of the three KPls included original 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 
ne\v levels of performance. 

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

OCA could develop and implement a policy 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 receive written approval to change 
perfonnance measures and goals, in order to promote 
accountability for results and ensure that trends can be tracked 
over time. To prevent the gaps in perfonnance 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. 

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. 

HO\vever, after reviewing the performance 111easures of the 
sample agencies and interviev,ring all salnple agency points-of­
contact, we found that 4 agencies had significant changes in 
their KPls from FY 2010 to FY 201 1. KPls that were eliminated 
from FY 2010 agency performance plans were not referenced at 
all in FY 2011 plans. oeFO did not prepare an annual 
performance plan or report during the scope of the review, so 
we could not assess their compliance with this 
recOllllnendation. 

For example, DOH had a tremendous shift in KPls from FY 
2010 to FY 2011. We found that the FY 2010 performance plan 
had 52 KPls that were not included in the FY 2011 performance 
plan. We found that the FY 2011 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 KPls, 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 KPls in performance plans and reports, and (3) 
developing a formal procedure for agencies to justify and obtain 
formal approval for changes to KPls. 
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Original recommendation: The Department of Human 
Resources' Workforce Development Administration should 
establish a training class dedicated exclusively to perfomwnce 
measurement, supplementing the class presently offered in 
perfonnance-based budgeting, Training in performance 
measurement should be made part of the mandatory annual 
training in rnanagenl€nt 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 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 perfonnance report,s 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 statclnent frOIn 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 outcomes, Independent agency heads should adopt 
the Mayor and City Administrator's policy of linking individual 
employee evaluations to agency perfonnance goals, 

Most sample agency points-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 
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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 tenns 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 
outcOlnes. 

OCA could improve the link between agency budgets and 
performance results by working with ocro 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. 
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Conclusion 

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 a ll . 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, 

~(}-,.~ 
Yo Ian a Branche 
District of Columbia Auditor 
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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 
Administrator on September 25, 
are attached to 

comments from 
2012. The written 

this 
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indicl\\)rS (K Pis) !i.w their P('i'l\ll"ll1:\\1l'l' pbll~, As pan (If lklt pnh.'cSS. th~> at~L:IKil';, ;\r .... 1\.',\\1\, ... I<.'d 
tl) dl'\\:lop cllicicl1l"y mca-,;u!"l"s. \I.hcr:.: r".',!\ibk', 10 sll't'nglhl'!\ this prn':l:ss. ()(' .. \ \\il! \\'tl)1 I\iil' 

Ihc Mayor's Onicc ur Bud)rCl ;md 1 in;tll:':l" ;!I1J iiK' Unil'~' p( !h~' ('hi,,':' i l1;l!l<.'i::i' Oih'l': .. 

Ilc,:ess,lry, 10 hdp Dis\l"ict ;ll!l.'lil'i~'s i,ktllij'~ ;Ii,d ,H:cmdkl> kP,)r! ,'!L,:il'Th'~ ,[1::-.:,:,j in,':hi:r~>i:lc'l\t 

OI)(,A 2008 Rc(:omoH'IHi;l{ioll: :\1:',L'!ll'I .... " Shllldd Cnl1l,:lwC ,'\!"m,!.inp lIK'.i, he 1\, i'<..'.'"2<1'·;I, 11(',' 

illl';l~lI!\'\ tha! pro\'id~' \.'\it'nl:d ;1~"l'S:--I1ICIJh ,d' pn;(ll'ill:li1Cl> h: :lld"!k'11dnll, \)bl"',') i \~. i :h! i \ :(, ,:1,', 

dl" grnups. In pm1icubr, ,Il:~l'!h'i,':-- ';ilmlid ~'\p;;lld !l)<:it \1',,,' ni fl.'"idt.'r11 \)1" ~'<JS1(ll',il'i :,\:i".~':"" ;1> 'M'ii 

as !railll~d nbs~'n\'r r-;nings, ill order to il1~'I'I'a,>(' {he illl('gri\~ 1.11' lhl' i',~rl~lrnl;IIKl' dat;1 ;illd dr;:\~ (),l 

infnrmntion !i'om multiple s{)urtx,,;, 

onCA 2012 Findings (SUHHll'U'Y): t)!)('A round 11m! )1l0S! ,l(th(' :-><illlpk ;1:.~'~lll'I<::> had ,il k:!"~ 

OIW KPI th:ll pro\-ided an l'\tcrn;d :1~~~·"~n1<.'Il', of" j"!t'i'!\Hlll:llJ;;<:, OJ)(':\ n()\t'd ('J('"\ ,',lllid (1,';1;:: 

1..'11<1hk <w,'ncil'S 10 SUt.,,,·~·:-.sr\Jil> nhuijj ,>~dt.'rn:li ;lsS,' .... '>lllt'!lh <)!. p~Tti.)i·ll),:h·c· h:- ,);,)\ 1'\'11;: 

training tHI \,ariou;-i l),pt.'S 01' '-'.\lema! :l."sl·,~m,-'Ilh: anti !.?) "'t.·k,:tinv. ,lppr\lll':i \<.'ndll\'.,> ;<l; '""j" 

sl:d, as onl!\)..: surh~yS . .\lsl1, ()( :\ could ,'!\C(\\l)",lgl' ag~~lIl'll'~ \() llS'; c\\l'rnai d,ilU to In,d,1 
tanvibk illlpn)\'l'!llCllt 1(1 s<:l"\"i\.~~'", 

0(':\ ('omnll'nts: O('A t.'C!lClir~ \\ith Illis r"'((Jlllll1t'l1(bll(lll. I lll' \j;I,\,,1) i'L'l','i11i: n':.!','.!1 :11' 

Ini1i;1Il\'<..\ t~f:ltk.dc.go\, thnll!t!h \\'11 it'll r~'si,h:lits ,intI olhl'1' sl;\l..;cil() kkr~ ;IS:-,\· ... ~ aF"~lh:!I.':>' ~~'n i,,' 
(kli\~'r)' through online and m\)hik pun:tis '] Ill' pilot agl~n(il'S k,r this pnl)!ranl ,11"\.' 1l1~' 

l)c-pnrtl1ll'!l1 of COll:;Unll'r ,mil Regulatory ,\Ibirs. Ikp:lrurwJl1 oj" 1'1'10101" Vehicics, I kpartllWl11 or 
Parks and Rcc!'c:ltil)J1, lkp::rll11t'IH (If Puhli,' Work". alld lkp,lrllll\;'llt or 1 r:ll1"!lI)natlllll til 

!.k'j):lnmt'llt ,)l' ! Ll!nan R":'~oiJt,r,, (lifit.·' .I! ; IlHlLl!t Ri~:hl", :n:d ! kp:ll'\"iC~l1 (\! \,j, ~dl V,'h!, il 
\101\~()V~r. {)('A p!\n ides <i c,:...;t()!lh:r ~~'i\ !l'~' J"e:>jlulh;\l'!lC ...... !"l:ll'~': rIll' ,,:i ; )1:--'.: ,,". ,!),','lll l'." 

p:m:lcip,lting in th", pl.'rl\)l"lllalh'" m:Ul,lg-'::ll':ll! progr:ml ()Il t!h' ! 1::cL DC \\,~'b~i:,' ! !lc' 1 t:~,-:, :); 
\h'hsitl~ pmvides ag:!ll.'y-spn:ilil' datil iBld:1 ,:lllllparis(lil1l' lil(' !)i,-';!l"il~l··\\iciv ;:\~'r:\i'" I hi., ,bu:, 

upt!;lk'd on lhl' 'fmc\.. DC \\'l'b:-;ill.' lju,\l"\vrl}, 

ODCA Original R('commendation: Agt'IKics slll)ulJ Sl'\ ambitious but ;K'hin';lhk ptrfornl:llh',' 

lmgc-Is by l'x<lmining In:llds ill pasl pCI !~II·Ill,mt'l.\ the p~Tf(ll"1nallce kwb altaincd in 'llhn 

jurisdictions (partkularly in olh<:1' urb:lll or r~'gi()lla! jurisdi,'lin])s). !)l'rl~H"lwlnec ",;wlldun!> '.\'1 i'.\ 
relevant prokssion:d :lss\)l'i:ll;Olb. ;llld -.;t:\llddrd:- ...;cl h~ fcd,Tal \l!' lUG,! 1:1\\' ill :.,hlilitlil. a.l'~'I\\·j"" 
should C(';lSC Ihl' pr.~<.'lin~ Ill" ~,,,'l1ing pl'l"l\lnn:l!h:": t~ug.~t.-.. that me i\)\\('1' ih:~11 dCti1,)1 jll'ri;'lrl\l;;lh',' ill 

pri<.)!' yl';lr~. unltss tll .... !'!.:" is a "'lIll1w1iir:g ]';lii,)ll:til: ... liC]) ;1,:1 :-llh~.t:lllli:d r..:dll('li<q: in 1\11,-1;11;, 



Offkt: of Jhl: ('ily :\dmilli~1 nll(H' 
( 'ullJllh'llr, III I\".(J!I!I).,',. I" Ih1" ()/li, .. · .. ',' ;i)" ; )I,r,'i.' "J' i "ilil.'Ii.,,! 1 !(,II('" }·:.1""" j ,1!:I/,.',; 'N., '< ' 

('IJ/lIl1/hid \' 1"'1/<11'1/1<11/(\' .11",/.(1/(,'11/,'111 Snl.'iIi ' 

S~'pl\'rn!H.'1 ]S, :Wl:? 

"!:I.'!:. ' 

ODCA 2Ul2 Findings (SUnl!ll:o-y): OJ)( '!\ ;'UUI1...i du\ 'l).'l'jK:~·~ !l'glll;t,l~ lil(>h';j ,,1 ;1.1,>' 

JKrfonnant:<:. olh02f jurisdiclinl1s. kJ-::r:d :md l\)(;\i i<lw. and pmrl'~sl(\llai 'I:-'SOl'!dlio!::-. \\!:cil :-.cl~ii\~' 

pl'rfOnllant.:l' targets; howl'\'!,.'r. ;lgl'IKi..:s SUll1l'IIIll(,S sd larbl't'i ltn',(']" (han m:tu,ll P<-'l'!()J'I11aIlCC ill 

pn,'\'i(H1S years. OI)C/\ Iloted O( 'i\ could (il'n:i(lp and impicmcnt <l plllicy !\:qlliril\~~ agl'llck..; 1\, 

SL't pl'r!()J"]llancc targets Ihnt ,}rc .In inlpnl\'l'm~'ll1 frum :ll'!ual pvr!()nn,mcl< ill prior Yt'iW';, l!'t!1c!v 1" 
a c()mlh~lling ratiol1<lk I(l Sl't :, pvrf()r:n:tttl"l' I:;f)},\:, i{\\\~'l ,h::n ,lell!:\! p~'rl()fI11;i::"e it~ Pt'j'll .'<.',;1 

(}(':\ I..:uuld inclutil2 :1 j(i(l1lh)k i!l l!\V :I~!(';-j,:_~ .. r,Ti',llill;lliCc,' pi;m <!ii,j l' \!~ ~'\PI'li!lil~)' '1',­
r,Hionalc 

OCA Comments: U("J\ cOllrur\ \\'ith tili;, !l'~'{)lllmelldillilln :tnd \\ill ,'arL'I'tdl~ rn i,'\\' plOpri',v,; 

targt.:!s durlll~! Ihe F\' ),01-) p,:r!\JrJn;II11:l' p!,mninl,' pnw<,.'ss Itll'llnlllJ'Llgl' ;i~ll'll<.'i""'lil "l't ',;li'g~'!', 1:,,1: 
l'xcet'd ,h:W;ll pcrfol'mal1Ct' i'nllll prinr yc;\r:--, whik ,ll:-'(l h;:ill c! rl':\:-"l!lahly ,h·hil'\;ih!<., {)(-,\ "iIi 
in..::orpnf<Ht..' lhl':-::t' rl'quir<...'!1ll'!l\\ inlO i1:; \\ !"i\kn jl()iici..;:-,. 

(1)('/\ Original R(,l'OIHUH'tHi:Ltion: \l.'.'~i)('~ pt'r!(mll;lJl~"(, I\:pnn .... \\jib mnsur<.':o; \b\ ,,1.<1\\ 

ehan),'('s un ,\ plTl't'l1t;\g..: hw,i" SIl!llJld :\i;,u i:,,'llllk llh' ()~'ii_~II\.\1 :;i1(l :11'\\ !,;\c+, (Ii' !',;:-I<'r:n:~!1<."" 

;-dl(]\\' ),uiicYIl1:lk(rs :\lld r~'~i,kn\', ~(l i!l:''-'~T1!\:l \i'.~' lnp,k'l ,)1 Ii,,' pl:r':<.:!:l:!)!,' -,'h; 1\',;,' 

OIH'A 2012 Finding,''> (Slllllfl):ll-)): ,)1}(.\ ;\"iild Ii);:, "'in,, !'~ -,ill, ,<, :'i'k,: ';.~'>.'I'" 
p~rj;',rlll;\ncl' rtpon-.; with !lh:<lS\ill'~ did Ihlt "hl'\\ t"h;ll\~.'~':-' (>I) ;1 i\l'l\XIl\i\) ,: h;I"','; :i!,,~ .i;,! 11<11 

include tlh.' nriginal ,JIld 11('\\ k'\'ds or jKI l'unnillh',' III :dl(l\\ pllikyrnakl'l." :lIld i"l':--Oldcnh ;" 

intcrpro:t tlk' impaci OJ'tllt' PCI\:Clll:lgc Ch:Il"lj!l', 

OC.-\ Comments: OCi\ nl!1CUI"S \\'ith Illi, .. rn'()Il1!1lCndalioll. UC:\ will ill ... >()rpm~!!<: ill\ll ih 
wril1cn policies a rcquir<:I1lCll! 111:1\ a'::l'lh.:ic~ p!'t~\el1\ origin,il ;md 11('\\ kvd:-.. (l( p~'rj'(lrnu!\c," t:q 
KPls that IlwaSll!"(· dlilllt',C (In;{ lk'I\:(nt:lg,' h:lSis 

Rl'l'Olllm~'ndaii()!ls \()t llllpklllt'lIt('d 

onCA 2012 i{C('oHlIlll'nd:nion: 1 iJ,' (il~ .. \~!mil)i"tr'\l(l! ;llld I)),' t,,\)\,'r!\ill~' hhl!c"~ !i" 
inLil:pl.:"lldelH agcnci..:-s should rl'l) ui n.' ;lgcll<.'il·\ io .ill~ti!'~ :lnd J\'rl'l\ <: \\rill~'!l ;\PPi"()\ ai 1\) <.'h.~l\),'" 
performance 1l1l.\\SllfeS ;llld go;ils. in orJcr jo prll\l101l' ;ll'<.~()Ulllilbilil)' il)!' rcc',ld\s ill I.,! ;:n..,llr,: 11t:1\ 

trends C,jI) b~ track,.'d o\'n ji!ll~', Ttl prn~'llt thc gaps ill pl'rrnnn;HKl' n;-ponilll;l lh:n ;l1"i:;(' it'dl'!": 

frl'qul2Jlt shifts in perfllnn;Il\Cl' mc:ISlll\'S. till' ()fiic(' or \!h~ ( . it) ;\dmini:-;t!'allll' :lI1d dh: t!\)\'l'rnil:!? 

bodit:s f()r indcpi.'nd~nt agL'IKlcS "l\uuld 1\.'ljuirc at]<"!lc\ pCh(ln!l~'J 10 colic~', d:ll:! un ;1 I\~'\\ il)L';)W:-,' 
fi.x at kast (lilt year until the llld !llC:l.';Ul"l' i:. (u11.1 ph;}sl',j (lut 

00(':\ 2012 Finding,s (Sulltmary): 1)1)(',.\ i"nlllld Ill,!: ilK' pt'i!t:nl1<111Ct' ,!u:,kh,);,~'; "!Id ,qih'f 

infurmation pr{)\'ijl',j b~ ()(':\ II! ;l",CJh.'i<.:~ il:;l,k 't L'IC::I( Ih,d KI'j.., _~h(\,d,; no: ,:i"::tIL!\' j,lli]1 ~,\:' !d 

~:,"'ar. {)j)(:..\ noleJ ()Cr\ (,'o:lid h~'n~'i l\l;iI.:lr ... · <.-'ll,ii~~'l":';(l :"':'!11_, :)}:': ') i\'q\lII'11,':-' ::,:,''.'!.,'> Pl'I'"."n,', 

to .:ollccl data \.\11 ;~ new !lk;tSUn: ullIil til<.' (lid t!,l':bUi\' !" ltd!) pin..;nl \lln, (.'.J 

~.\planali()n t~)r ch,ngL~\ Id f\.Pl~ ill jWrhlflllilllcC plan\ ~md l"qlufh, and t:;) dl'\<.'!,lpiJ:g'} 1(01)1):11 

procedurL' fur agencics to juslil) ~lIld obtain j(l!mal 'lppn)Y'll ill!" change:-; t() I< P 1:-.. 



Offin' of till' Ci(\ Allillillistratill 

('''!lIf11hiil'\ !'o);'/"m<m . .",· ,I!,':/.I/I/·,·/!!,'III .\;-I{;'fII 

So:p!~'mk! 2S. 2012 

O(:A CtHllllll'nt!;: 0('/\ wil! illcorpm,lh: into its \\rilll'll p()li(:i\~s a InOI ... .' (unnid pr() ... ·l·sS hy \\hid, 
agcJll..'ics must submit ,I juslilicalinl"l ,md \)h!:lln app;"\l\al f~l1" l"h,l!l~~il1:! KPh ;Ind 1\) illl"iudc ;Ii\ 

('xplanation of changes 10 K PI..; in pCrJ~)II1l,IIlC': pbn\. l J{ '.'\ l'lll"l\'!11i~, all\)\\ ~ ;i~}.l'i1\:i ... '~ I"~ ~lcid i·I'-.'\'. 

KPI nll..'<l:->lIl"elllL'nls lhrollF,h ;\ O!)C-.\I."li r'-'\i~'\', pki\ing P!'\l;.T";-; 11;;(( i!ll·!t:,k\ h,\\\:1i:1,' 

nll'asun:llll2"n( ror [he lirs! )'l',IL ! hus, lhnc l:'~'ih:";dly i:-. ;1(\ g,lp i;) Ihe l"<l!kCll(ll! (l! ;.\;:1:: II 1\ ~',O: 

;Ih,,;\~'s possihk or ~~th"i:.;ahk t(l ~'l)1l1ilH:c' \,\ 1,':1(.)1'\ un :b' did ;";P;. ',il,\',: ;h;li h.l': ;:;.!' I;" !,~ C 

appl~ 10 11K at!I..'!KY (!~)J' l·\;l!"!:Pk. h\."I.":u",,~' () '(:l:ii~t;\'> in :;1'-' ,li."\'I!\.)'·' .~lJ"li\. ":',' ,I: :'::,j !,': I',' 

m:!)' no longer he dl'CIlH:d ,Hi dprJ!'(lpri;lk 1l;<::L\tll~' l\)~ ,h~- ;l~~~'n<" 

OI)( 'A, 2008 ReCOIHnlc"IHiatintl: '1 ho.: j kp,11'1 menl ll( ! hml'lll R~'S(lllr~'~'s' Wn!"k hm:~' J)I.'\ l'lOpll\"I,t 
Adminislnltion should cswhli.;;h :! !r;linill~ cbs..; ,kdic:ltl'd c:\clusi\'d> to pl..'rforlll;uKl' 

meaSUl"l'Il\Cnt, sUppkn1l'llll1\j.'. lhe I..'LI;';S pll's"':1l11~ urr<.'I\'d in p~'rf()nn,IfKl" b:1Sl.'d hlldg<.:lill)' 

I"r;lining in jll..'rj()rmiIl1L'I.' 1l11';I.'i!II\:Il)\.'nt should !w .'1\'ld..: P;\l"I of [ill' Ill,md:liOl": dllllq:;] 11":lil1ill;1 I,~ 

l)),l11agernelll ilnd sUlk'r\'isol":- :-.hilis I','qui!'l'd j~)1 \.'!11pl(1~"''-·~; ",iln :l!"l' p;n'j II!" \\1~' \L!n:q.'l'ih'I'\ 

SUpnyiSllfY S~'r\'il~~'. 

01)(:;\ 2012 Finding:-. (Sllmm~!ry): \.}i){';\ t~)\)nd. :!iil'r rnin\illl.! th,' i) 1 ikp:\I',I"I'i\1 h 

~!1l1ll;:11 RCSt)\!!\'tCS (1)('1!1~) cl:l,,~ lli'kriJlj'\, tlut ,I l'(;UI"\l: ci!kd "i\'I'I'(ll'ln;U1CI: \k;:',m~ll)~.'i\l"' \\:1 

advl..'ni:->,'d in th,~ !:y 20 I () l\lllr.~t: C;I!;dPi', 1!1 ;\"~', 1..'1", ;\ j )('1 lR ll·pr,:.\~'Ill;\ti\'L' ... 1:1i~~d ill::\ ihv ~', )W".\" 

had llO\ bl'eJl conductl'd and Ihdl it W;lS nol a m:md:1!'"iry C01.ll"'-iC ti))' !\,1an:lF<.'1,1l':H S\1p~'!"\ i,.11r~ 

S<.~I"\,il'(· l'mph)yl..'(,:->. 

OCA Commcnls: OCA CO!KIlL ... with Ihis rl~(l)IHml.·ild:J!i()n and '.'."i11 L'ollahUI',liC \',il)] iH'j Ii(' 
\\'orh !'or(~' Dl'vdoPll1l'nt Ad111ini:-'lL.lliun hi rc-<:s,~lh! ish lI'~lilliJl~': \' i;I .... ~ .. \ d<:diclll'd lu P~'I! (ll"l;::'i~~ " 
1l1l';tSIll'l'Jlll:nl in FY 2{)1.~. 

OD(,'''\ 2008 Rt.'(,OlHllH'tld:dion: i h~' :l, \,J)"iilli ... H;lhl' ,;,1,) til-' i;\""'lil! \: h""d .. \,1 

indl'p;.:nd~nl agcllci(', ... ShOldd i\'q<lirl' :It, .... ·Ik') ,j i\'~·<.,I():·..., III SI;HV i:> \\: ilil11.', Ih;!! 'ih'~ h 1\ l' r~'\ 1<.'\', <,',] 

till" data in Ih~ir itlHl\la\ pl.'r!()["Illillln: r~'p()r!s and (lTlil) the ;!(: .... ·iH;lC) ()i' lht:' d:l\a. 

ODCA 2012 Findings (Summary): t )!)t ',\ found lh:l\ \h~'rt' \~;b IlO physi~';d C\'iljl'!h"~' 11( ;U) 

ag.:nc), direclor's si;,;natuH.' \)11 the publi~h~'~l p'-'rl~)rm,llICl' I"':Pdrl:,. I)(n' \,:1:' llh'~'C Cl S\;lk'llh:nl h>l:) 

a~\.'IKy dirt:clor~ c~'rti fy:ng !h~' ;!l'Cur;IC), (If \h~' (tit:!. l:llrtll<:rl1"lur~-, n;)J)(' ot' Ihe i nl,:n i;':Wl'd :-':lI:'p~\' 

agellcy points-of-conlact \\"I..'I"e aWare or:1 n:quircllll'lll Ji)r agl"lll') din:cl()l'S ttl ,,,\;ll<: ill \\,l"Itin~! tll:n 
they reviewed the d;l!<I in Ill.:!r P.\[·b \)1" cl'njj\ tlw l!(~,:tl!":ll') llr\h~' dau·i, Ol)( ' .. \ :l()lvd O( ',\ c\l\dd 

t:'as;ly rC"lllcdy this :;ituatiun h) :lddi1l1! ;\ ~I('P ill I';YJ lrad,,;r in ,,'!licit (he :tt!,:\ll'~ dii"l'l'ldl lll~hi 

sign off un thc <lgo.:ll':Y':-' final p,'r!\)!'m;llll"L' 11:\!;i. 

OCA Comments: OCA \..'Il11ClJl":-, \\itl1 lhi., !"(:(.Jtl'tllh'nd;uion (){'.'\ \\ill inl.'I)I·p(lr:tl<.' ilill' 1\" 
wrilten polieil~;'; a requin:mcnt t\l,ll agl'i:c~ dirl..'i.'ltH" .',ii::~n illfl.J!1 tIll: il,""l'!K)';:, pccl;)n''!;:rh',' rq'llI'i .. 



Offil'l' uf !ht' ei!) Adutini~tl'll!Ot 

{ 'UI/lIli<'JI/.1" in N'"I!,uIII'(' (0 (/,'<' Or/i, " {J! /I':" !JII.'!"!,'/ ,. ( ( '<ilmIIJ'1i< .'iucill",. j{''I'IiI'{ /;Jl/i{/,'J '/(,'1'1<'1, ,J! /it,' / hfl '" / "f 

('(I/lIl11hiu '.1 P('I/OI"IIl(lII("(' .I/,'O.I/II"<'IJI,'III ,'))',,{eJil" 

Scplcmb.:r .?S. 2012 

ODCA 200S RCCOnlll1l'!H!;Hion: Tlw \b)\)!, ('ity ,'\d1l1illi~11':I\()r, ('nuneil. :~ild ('hi~'f i i:l'Oi,·i:!. 
O!Yicer sht)uld require ;!~~l'!W) lw;\(.!s h) ills!il,>" :di bUcl~!t'i ilh.'!'(':hV ]"\ .. 'q\1l':';[" ,n :~T;11" :l!' L'",ph'!! 

per(I,)r!lWI1CC (Hltcollll'S. IndepL'miclll ;1~~e!H.'~ l1('n(\." "IHlUid ,)(I\)\H th:: \\:I~\J~ ;!i1'{ ,:\ 

AdlllinistrahW's ]JOJil'), lJ(lillkin~'. indi\'idu:l'! ,'!l\pL)y'Cl' ;'\:!!U:lli,lih to ;1f,,'iK:" P<'l'!\\I'llLIr-,,' "'I::I~ 

()DCA 2012 Findings (Summal""~): (Jl)(',\ ttll~lld Ill,;",! "':E,:pk :;:-"-'Ih:~ p\'i::\:"'il!-""1I11,tl~ "LI:v" 
that lhL'ir ;'~'I.'1H:i\:s did ilol dirt'\:ll) !inh hu,11!Cl HKi'(:,'l."1.:S hI p~'ff()l"rn~m,:e result..,: ,11' ~'\lJ'iS;:>!~':l(> 

link agency goab willi indi\idtJ~d pl'll(')!'IrI:tlln' gl):l!S ~H :lii k'\\'!s of Ill.' ()!)!,illli/:lli\l!l, ()!)l',\ 

noted 0(,;\ \.'oll!d impr()\'c Ilw link k'\\\','e!1 :l~'t'lll:y hlhlgcb :lIld perr()nn~\lK:...' rl.'sul;.., h.\' \\tl!hinr 

with OCTO \() l'~tablish:l dirl.'(l link bl.'lwn:nthl.: bodg..:! !'Pl"Il1u!i!(I()n j1nl,'c",s ;uld till' p,T(Ortl];llil" 

planning and l"l'pllning P!\KV~S :md ()(':\ ,'()ulJ <lis!) \\(lll \\1111 1)('111{ tl) r,.~q(Jil': ,! ,:lfn'\ :;1,;" 
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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 to 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 l<isk Manager. In addition, OCA 
is working with the Office of Risk Management to develop a 
morc 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. GAO's Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Goven11nent 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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