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1. INTRODUCTION


On Thursday, November 8, 2007, the Committee on Governmental Operations, chaired by Council Member Simcha Felder, will conduct an oversight hearing to analyze the “My Neighborhood Statistics” (“MNS”) component of the Mayor’s Management Report (“MMR”).  Since 1977, the New York City Charter (“Charter”) has required the Mayor to report twice a year to the public and the Council on the service goals of each City agency, the actual performance of each City agency, and the management efficiency in achieving each agency’s goals.
 The purpose of the Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report (“PMMR”) and the MMR are to monitor the responsiveness of City government and to assist the City in making improvements where needed.


In an attempt to make the PMMR and MMR more user-friendly, Mayor Bloomberg’s administration altered the format of the MMR and PMMR and created the MNS, which is only available online, to provide the public with a snapshot of how City agencies are performing on a local level.  The purpose of today’s hearing is to examine those changes, with particular emphasis on the usefulness of the MNS and how to ensure that the Administration continues to strengthen the MNS’ statistics and ensure that the public is aware of the availability of the MNS.  


The Committee has invited the Administration, the Mayor’s Office of Operations, performance management professionals and good government advocacy groups to provide testimony on these issues.


For purposes of this report, the acronym “MMR” will be used to refer to both the MMR and the PMMR, unless specific mention of the PMMR is required.

2. BACKGROUND


The MMR is intended to serve as the City’s principal strategic planning document. It includes a general listing of City agency policies and objectives, broad data about agency resources and, most notably, an abundance of performance statistics, which may be used to measure the efficiency of City agencies.


The Mayor’s Office of Operations is charged with preparing the MMR. The PMMR, usually released in late January or early February, evaluates City agency performance for the first four months of the fiscal year
 and presents anticipated agency service levels for the remainder of the fiscal year based upon the City’s Preliminary Budget. The contents of the PMMR, which are mandated by the Charter, are as follows:
· Actual agency performance for the first four months of a fiscal year relative to established performance goals and measures;

· Proposed performance goals and measures for the next fiscal year based upon appropriations proposed in the City’s preliminary budget;

· An appendix linking these proposed program performance goals and measures to appropriations made in the preliminary budget; and

· An explanation of significant changes to program performance goals and measures as a result of budgetary modifications.
 

The MMR contains updated information for the entire fiscal year, including tangible agency performance data, and is generally released in September.
  The Charter requires that the MMR include a review of the implementation of the statement of needs as required by subdivision h of section two hundred four of the Charter and also contain the following with respect to each agency:   

· Program performance goals for the current fiscal year and a statement and explanation of performance measures;

· A statement of actual performance for the entire previous fiscal year relative to program performance goals;

· A statement of the status of the agency's internal control environment and systems, including a summary of any actions taken during the previous fiscal year, and any actions being taken during the current fiscal year to strengthen the agency's internal control environment and system;

· A summary of rulemaking actions undertaken by the agency during the past fiscal year;

· A summary of the procurement actions taken during the previous fiscal year; and

· An appendix indicating the relationship between the program performance goals included in the management report pursuant to paragraph two of this subdivision and the corresponding expenditures made pursuant to the adopted budget for the previous fiscal year.

In Fiscal Year 1990, the MMR was presented as a single volume of approximately five hundred pages, including a one or two-page narrative that detailed major initiatives and a laundry list of performance statistics for each City agency. In Fiscal Year 1995, however, the MMR was split into two separate volumes: one entitled “Agency Narratives” and a second titled “Agency and Citywide Indicators.”  This change was intended as a modification towards making the MMR more of a strategic planning and performance management tool.  The newly designed document contained a listing of performance goals and agency-specific objectives for each City agency.

In Fiscal Year 2001, the Administration continued to publish a five hundred-page MMR containing goals and objectives, narratives of highlights and achievements, and some select performance statistics outlining long-term trends in agency objectives. However, the Agency and Citywide Indicators component was expanded to approximately three hundred-pages. A second three hundred-page addendum that addressed the City’s reengineering efforts, operational challenges confronting agencies and performance outcomes was also included in the report. Although the finished document was over one thousand pages, it did not provide a critical link deemed necessary for strategic planning analysis: the intersection between the City’s budgetary resources and City agencies’ priority setting and performance goals.  Moreover, the year-to-year removal, addition or alteration of City agency indicators led to the publication of indicators that were inconsistent from year to year, which made long-term analysis very difficult.

In Fiscal Year 2002, the Bloomberg Administration completely overhauled the MMR format in an attempt to make it more user-friendly.  The MMR was streamlined into a document of approximately 160 pages, which included a supplementary listing of indicator tables and data designed to provide information about performance data on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis that the Administration decided to only make available online.
  Also included in the main document was a brief description of each City agency’s scope of operations.  Since 2002, however, the MMR has contained little discussion of agency management strategies or existing or planned inter-agency initiatives. 

A recent addition to the MMR is the inclusion of tables highlighting five-year trend data for particular performance measures.  However, such information is not available for many indicators and rarely available for PMMR period data (the first four months of the fiscal year). Additionally, the MMR now includes a simple chart showing broad agency data about inquiries received by the City’s 311 Call Center. 

3. STRUCTURAL CONCERNS WITH THE MMR

The Committee is concerned that in working towards the development of a more streamlined and user-friendly document, the Administration may have affected the MMR’s ability to fulfill its primary purpose: to serve as a straightforward tool used for the evaluation of City agencies and their activities.  The structural issues with the MMR that the Committee will consider at today’s hearing include the following contentions:

a. There is no Connection between the MMR and the Budget.

In optimal circumstances, there should be a connection between the MMR and the City’s budget.  The Charter states that the MMR should “indicate the relationship between the program performance goals included in the management report …and the corresponding expenditures made pursuant to the adopted budget.”
  While the MMR does contain some general spending data on each agency, there is little connection of this data to agency performance.  In practice, it is difficult to examine agency performance outside the context of an agency’s budget.  Conversely, budgetary decisions should not be divorced from their relationship to agency performance.  In order to be able to determine the effectiveness and efficiency of City agencies, performance data should be combined with budget information.  To this end, the City Council and the Administration have been working together over the past year to develop Program Budgets for each City agency.  Once the structures of both the MMR and the budget have been improved, the City’s performance measures and budget data can be combined in a Performance-Based Budget.

Performance-Based Budgets present program costs and program performance data side by side, in order to create a connection between spending and performance.  The alignment of program results with program costs would enable Council members and the public to see where taxpayer money is being spent and what outcomes are being achieved through that spending.  It would also allow agencies themselves to conduct meaningful strategic planning, as budgetary and service delivery decisions would be better synchronized.

In order for New York City to adopt a Performance-Based Budget, the City should improve the structure of both the MMR and the budget.  For each agency, the performance measures in the MMR are linked to goals and objectives but not to individual programs.  To better understand the performance of programs within agencies, performance measures should be connected to programs.  Similarly, the City’s budget is not structured to allow Council members and the public to find out how much is being spent on individual agency programs.  The units of appropriations, the building blocks of the City’s budget, are often too broad and thus make it hard to determine how much is being spent on individual programs.  The City should reform the budget so that it is based on individual programs and not overly broad units of appropriation.  Ongoing meetings with the Mayor’s Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and representatives of several mayoral agencies have revealed a willingness to improve the structure of the budget. 

The MMR should better relate performance measures to budget information so that the Council can be prepared during the budget process to consider what agencies have accomplished or produced with the resources they have been allocated.  The current MMR format, however, needs improvement in order to provide the link between agency performance and the budget.  The City should work towards the development of a Performance-Based Budget that contains a precise delineation of the link between specific appropriations (past or proposed) and programmatic performance indicators.  This would allow the Council and the public to be fully informed about how City agencies allocate their limited resources and how those resources contribute to the goals, objectives and performance of City agencies.

b. There is No Discussion of Long-Term Strategic Plans. 
If the MMR is to properly serve as a tool to improve the management of the City’s operations, long-term strategic planning must be a central element.  

c. There is Limited Discussion of Inter-Agency Planning and Performance. 
Many functions of City government are performed by multiple agencies working in concert.  The actual performance of such inter-agency efforts is among the most difficult to measure. For each task requiring multi-agency efforts, issues of jurisdiction, resources, commitment and monitoring must be considered. Unfortunately, the MMR does not fully address the City’s management performance in these areas.

d. Performance Indicators Do Not Address All Agency Functions. 
Presently, the MMR’s agency sections contain goals and objectives and statistical measures that only relate to the core missions of the agencies (e.g., relating to crime for the Police Department or refuse removal for the Department of Sanitation). Yet to be effectively managed, agencies need to set goals and track performance in areas as diverse as personnel management, training, energy conservation, facility maintenance, fraud prevention, equal employment opportunity availability and fiscal management.  The Administration should consider including discussion or data on these management functions in future MMRs.
4. MY NEIGHBORHOOD STATISTICS

In addition to the statistics contained in the MMR, the Administration developed the 

MNS as an online resource to provide City residents with locally mapped statistics about how City agencies’ are performing or delivering services in their neighborhood.
  In order to access these statistics, a constituent can visit the MNS website
 and insert a street address or intersection and receive “year to year neighborhood and citywide comparisons for agency performance data, as well as month to month and citywide comparisons for select services requested through the 311 Citizen Service Center.”
  

The MNS annual reporting is grouped into four agency groups:  Health and Human Services, Infrastructure, Admnistrative and Community Services, Public Safety and Legal Affairs, and Business and Cultural Affairs and statistics are provided for the prior three reporting years, where possible, which permits residents to determine whether their community has improved (or deteriorated) over time.
  The annually reported MNS contains approximately sixty statistics ranging from the percentage of acceptably clean sidewalks to the number of water main breaks.  

After reviewing the statistics currently included in the MNS, the Committee has the following recommendations about statistics that could be included in the MNS in the future to make the document more useful:

311 Statistics
· Inquiries regarding subsidized child care through ACS vouchers or child care centers in their area;

· Street homeless individuals or homeless person assistance;

· Homeless shelter complaints;

Health, Education, and Human Services

· Deaths due to HIV/AIDS;
· Abuse/neglect reports originally reported that were ultimately unsubstantiated;
· Children in foster care who were placed in their community districts;
· Cases receiving home care services;
· Families receiving preventive services who did not enter the shelter system;
· Adults receiving preventive services who did not reside 21 days or longer in shelter;
· After-school programs broken down by OST and Beacon;
· Average class size;
· Graduation rate;
· Number of student arrests at schools;
· Number of principal suspensions;
· Number of superintendent suspensions;
· Number of major crimes at schools;
· Number of school incidents falling under other criminal categories; 
· Number of other incidents at schools; 
· Number of community development program participants achieving target outcomes designated for clients in each program area;
Infrastructure, Administrative and Community Services
· Department of Housing Preservation and Development Priority C (emergency) complaints;

· Department of Housing Preservation and Development Emergency Repair Program work conducted;

· New or alt. 1 building permits issued with variances from the BSA;

· New or alt. 1 building permits issued with pre-considerations and reconsiderations by the Department of Buildings;

· Complaints resolved through “No Access”;

· Complaints for missed sanitation collections;

· Missed collections summonses issued for dirty sidewalks and other major sanitation violations;

· Summonses issued for improper recycling; 

· Acceptable conditions small parks and playgrounds (%);

· Acceptably clean small parks and playgrounds (%);

· Double parking complaints and violations; 

· Vehicular accident reports; 

· Open violations on file with Department of Buildings;

· Open violations on file with Department of Buildings for more than five years;

· Number of violations issued at locations that received violations in prior fiscal year;

· Amount of open violations resolved each year by Department of Buildings;

· Illegal conversion violations;

· Illegal conversion violations resolved;

Public Safety and Legal Affairs
· Average response time to structural fires;

· Average response time to life threatening medical emergencies by ambulance units;

· Average response time to life threatening medical emergencies by fire units;

· Combined average response time to life threatening medical emergencies by ambulance and fire units;

· Response time of less than six minutes and less than ten minutes to Advanced Life Support medical emergencies by Advanced Life Support ambulances;

· Response time of any kind in which death resulted;

· Broken or needlessly running fire hydrants;

5. SUMMARY

The Committee is concerned that in streamlining the MMR, some of the relevant information may have been lost or not presented fully.  Today’s hearing will serve as a forum for witnesses and the public to offer their opinions and insights regarding the MMR, the MNS and the issues addressed in this report.  
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� See New York City Charter § 12 (2006).


� For example, the Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report for Fiscal Year 2007 contains performance data for City agencies comparing July – October 2005 to July – October 2006.  See Mayor’s press release February 14, 2007 for PMMR available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nyc.gov" ��www.nyc.gov� for further details.


� See New York City Charter § 12(b) (2007).


� Id.


�See New York City Charter §12(c) (2007).


� See, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nyc.gov" ��http://www.nyc.gov�.  The PMMR and MMR are now available online along with “My Neighborhood” statistics for public inspection.








� See NYC Charter § 12(c) (2006).


� See http://gis.nyc.gov/ops/mmr/address.jsp?app=MMR


� Id.


� Id.


� See id for link to “My Neighborhood Statistics User Guide.” 
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