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this report.) The City Auditor Department also made presentations of this material at 
numerous department meetings. 

Technology 

 In addition to training, the organization has been cognizant of the need for technology. It was 
recognized that if the data are too difficult or time-consuming to collect, then performance 
measuring becomes a burden and loses its usefulness. Many departments mentioned that they 
considered their performance measurement needs when assessing new computer systems. Public 
Works, Streets, and Municipal Court have all gained new computer systems over the past several 
years and have noted that they had made efforts to make sure the system would collect the data 
that they need. Other departments are still working on getting systems that will meet their needs. 
Within the five-year period before 2004, the city has replaced both its financial and its budgeting 
systems. These new systems provide much more performance data and allow users to create and 
run the reports that they need. 

Staffing 

 Unlike some organizations, the city of Phoenix did not create a function whose primary 
responsibility was to implement performance measures. However, every department interviewed 
did mention that it uses the City Auditor Department as a resource. The coordination of the City 
Manager’s Executive Report is a joint effort of the City Auditor and City Clerk departments. 
 A few departments mentioned that they have been able to increase staff to take on the extra 
responsibility of performance measures, but this varies by department and depends on the 
amount and complexity of data they must gather. Public Works, for example, has an employee 
whose job is performance standards, map analysis, and productivity. 

What barriers have been identified to making effective use of performance measurement, and 
how are these barriers being addressed? 

 A barrier mentioned by many interviewees was “fear.” Employees often had a fear that 
performance measurement was a way to “get them.” “Will I look bad? Will I be fired?” are some 
of the questions that went through people’s minds. One manager mentioned that twenty years 
ago there was a focus on correcting people and that did not work. If people think the data will 
hurt them, there can be a tendency to change the data to show a better light.  
 Phoenix has made steps to overcome this fear, but many managers feel that there is still some 
work to be done. One manager stated that upper management support is critical in this area. 
Management must be willing to see the failures and accept them so that performance measures 
can be used to see what is going wrong and move toward fixing things. 
 The City Auditor Department has tried to take this fear into consideration when they perform 
the validation of performance measurements. The City Auditor stated that because the 
department is trying to get people to want to do performance measures and want to help reduce 
any pain they may have about it, they have not taken a hard core, storm trooper approach to 
auditing the data. They want to be helpful, not hurtful. The project is never referred to as an 
audit; there are no formal audit recommendations that get reported to the City Manager. The 
auditor’s goal is simply to verify the validity of the measure and then work with departments to 
correct any incorrect information. So far this has worked, and the departments have made the 
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necessary changes to satisfy the auditor. Even with all of this effort, however, there still are some 
employees who have some hesitation about what the auditor is looking for. 
 A second barrier often mentioned was getting data. Although many computer systems have 
been updated and are now better about giving performance data, there still are a lot of managers 
who cannot get all the information they wish. In some cases the data-collection process is so 
cumbersome that it becomes not worth gathering in the eyes of those who have to do the work. 
One manager said that he cannot give up a driver position out in the field so that he can hire a 
clerical person to gather data. He needs them both. Departments update technology as the budget 
allows, but tough economic times can slow progress down. 
 Even when data are being gathered by someone, they are not always available for just the 
city of Phoenix. Because the city is part of a large metropolitan area, much of the data collecting 
by universities and other organizations is done for the entire area. Phoenix learned that in some 
cases they must use these data, even though they know they may not be able to have an effect on 
the entire population. This gives them a benchmark, and since Phoenix is the largest portion of 
the metropolitan area, the data give a good indication of what their population looks like. 
 A third barrier was referred to by one interviewee as “turf battles.” People do not want to 
publish measures that they cannot control. If a measure could be affected by more than one 
division or department, people may measure it for their own information but may be hesitant 
about putting it in the City Manager’s Executive Report or any other publication. This barrier 
was addressed with time. Only a few collaborative-type measures existed at first. As departments 
saw their use and saw that departments were not punished for what they could not control, more 
were added. Measures such as crime rate, new jobs created by business relations, average annual 
salary of new jobs, and air pollution data are just a few examples of these measures.  

EVOLUTION OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

 What lessons have been learned from the performance measurement experience to date? 

 Many of the lessons learned have already been mentioned in this report, but an overlying 
theme seemed to be: “Don’t develop performance measures in a vacuum.” Input from a variety 
of sources was mentioned again and again. This includes customers and employees. 

Customers. Performance measurement did not become a way of life at the city of Phoenix until 
customer feedback began to be compiled on what was important to measure. Department 
management cares about satisfying the customers, and if performance measures can be used as a 
tool to accomplish this, managers will take the time to use them. Managers stressed that it is 
important for them to know that they are not just measuring for the sake of measuring; or 
tracking a certain measure just because the data are easy to get. All managers interviewed 
stressed the importance of getting to the source—the customer. As one person put it, “Ask 
customers what results they want to see and work backwards from that.” 
 This was not only stressed for external customers and citizens, but for internal customers as 
well. Internal service providers such as Finance and Budget and Research get feedback from 
their customers just as much as operating departments get feedback from the citizens. 

Employees. Employees are seen as an important group of people to include in the development 
process. This includes front-line staff, supervisors, and all the way up the chain. It was often 
mentioned that they strive to get employee buy-in before implementing measures. Many times 

 25



employees were included in focus groups when the City Auditor Department was helping 
departments develop performance measures.  
 One of the reasons cited for getting the employees involved is to gain their buy-in to the 
whole process. Employees are the ones who will end up gathering, calculating, and maintaining 
the data needed for measures. Because of this, interviewees felt that it is vital that employees see 
the importance of the process. They must also feel that the process will not be used to “penalize” 
them.  
 Another lesson learned is the importance of “crossing departmental or division lines.” 
Departments must communicate with each other in determining what the proper measures would 
be for the organization as a whole, not just their little part of the world. Then they must work 
together to obtain the data. One department might have a data source that would be valuable to 
another department. They may need to work together to set up a system for collected data. And 
finally they must work together to resolve any problems reported by the data to improve services. 
One manager said that he felt that “focusing on results” has helped people realize how complex 
issues can be; it makes them think more holistically. 
 
What are future expectations for the use of performance measurement? 

 For the city of Phoenix, the development and use of performance measurements is a never-
ending process. As one person put it, “We’re all trying to do things better and faster, using fewer 
dollars, and make sure that trend is going to continue and I don’t see a lessening at all.” 
Departments continue to work to improve their indicators and work to improve services. Areas 
of continued work include increasing the use of customer input. Although there is a lot of 
customer input now, it was felt that this is still an area that can be improved. Communication 
back to citizens also continues to be important. Efforts so far do not guarantee that everyone has 
access to the information. Much of the communication has been on the Internet and in 
newspapers, which not everyone has access to or uses. With the increasing Spanish-speaking 
population and disabled population, efforts need to focus on presenting the information in 
various formats and languages. 
 Although many computer systems have been replaced over the past several years, 
interviewees mentioned other systems that need to be developed or replaced to help gather more 
performance information. Continued improvement of systems such as GIS will greatly increase 
the ability to measure based on geographical localities such as neighborhoods, precincts, school 
districts, and so forth. 
 Benchmarking is another area that city management would like to see expanded. There are 
still those in departments who are nervous about comparing themselves to others. It is easy to do 
when Phoenix comes out on top, but in areas where improvement is needed, there is still some 
fear that they will look bad. 
 And finally, Phoenix is planning to review the GASB Special Report, Reporting 
Performance Information: Suggested Criteria for Effective Communication, to see how the City 
Manager’s Executive Report can be improved. The City Auditor stressed the importance of 
working with the GASB over the years. He stated that “for the past fifteen years, we have 
partnered with the research professionals of the GASB to create, develop and improve our 
performance measurement system in Phoenix. Our partnership works because we truly learn 
from one another; we support each other’s short-term goals, and focus on the same long-term 
goal of advancing the art of performance measurement. . . . We have learned that the GASB 
researchers embody many of the same values we aspire to following our own work.” 
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 It was evident through the interviews that no matter what the future plans are, there would be 
future work done in the area of performance measurements. The city of Phoenix is always 
looking for new and better ways to prepare and communicate performance information. 
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