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Key Takeaways

 Comparisons help us understand what we
do, track our progress, and provide
accurate information about service
delivery

e To succeed you need jurisdictional
commitment, mutual trust, data sharing
and a partnership with a neutral facilitator
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Polling Question

At what stage are you in your performance management
efforts?

A) Not yet implementing

B) Collecting data, but not yet reporting it

C) Collecting and reporting data annually, but not using it
D) Discussing data and performance on a regular basis

E) Comparing data with others and using for decision-
making
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Comparisons can be challenging
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a-Z?entral The Arizona Republic _

LOCAL NATION 5PORTS THINGSTODO BUSINESS AZLIVING TRAVELEEXPLORE POLITICS OPINION G

CITYCOMPARISON GUIDE

Measure spending on people, services and programs

The amount cities
spent per 10,000
residents in 2011.

see what resources local
libraries and more.

Scottsdale,
425,570,072

Tempe,
$23,775,809

Queen Creek,
423,665,523

Phoenix,
520,752,168

WY

Glendale,
519,903,403

LLLLTAN

Who has the most parks? The smallest police force? The biggest budget?

Take a look at these comparisons from fiscal 2011. All data is per 10,000 residents. To compare data, click the enter button above.

Parks Spending Police Officers Libraries
Glendale $850,625 Phoenix 21.8 Avondale 0.262
El Mirage $491,833 Tempe 20.9 Scottsdale 0.230
Chandler $473,493 Gilbert 10.3 Mesa 10.091
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Office of Information Technology

Irfarmation Technology (IT) services can be largely grouped into categories of resident
and/or businessfacing and staff-facing services. Resident/business facing systems

are systems that residents or businesses interface with directly. Staff facing services
include [T infrastructure that must be dependable so employees can effectively leverage
IT systems to mare efficiently provide service to the community. Kesping these systams
operations| is essential to providing service to the community.

Techeeui Ludm

Strategic

Benchmark: Application Availability - Online applications like utility bill payment

I 't H t H and parks and recreation enrollment are systems that provide direct services to residents
n I Ia |Ve and businesses. An application outage is a service disruption and incomenisnce to the
Town's customers.

il bk, A2 BE3ZT%
Chandlar, A7 BEL00%
Tamps, AZ M/
Fort Colline, CO BB
Handanson, NTT BE2EE
TOnly resorted whols numbers.

T enderson, NV fracks svailahiiy for ontical aysbema, whioh inolude appiication, network and ielephone
availahiity. Dne figune reporbed for ail thres.

Benchmark: Network Availability - The town's data network is essential to the
successiul wse of applications used for service delivery by customer facing business units. ’
A network outsge has a direct and immediate impact on customer service and employes N
.
. JEERETEN

productivity.

L]
. @
Sep®

Cilbert, &7 BEH0%

Chandlar, AZ% BEO0% ,
e e N mﬁmﬁ?ﬂﬁh
Fort Colline, COT= A L Aty
Handerson, NV BE2E%
*Only reported whods numbers.
ot Cofling coen ot feve shiity o reoorT nEtwork avaiksbilly per oity taff; Inoking for ey &0 measue in
Tudure,

.
Tle tO Benchmark: Telephone Availability - The town’s teleghone system is essential to

interacting with residents and businesses in need of own services. A telephone outage has

performance
measures 2 os50s

Chandisrn AZT BEL0O%

Tampe, AZ EEEES

Fort Colline, CO BEAZFE

Handaraon, NV BE2E%
*Qniy reporied whole numbers.

Deta source: Munioimal FY12 budget dooumenta, /T departmernt ataff and municpad webaitea.

To view FY14 performance measures and objectives for IT, click here

Department
benchmarks: 2-
3 local, 2-3
outside AZ



http://www.gilbertaz.gov/about-us/strategic-initiatives/technology-leader
http://www.gilbertaz.gov/about-us/strategic-initiatives/technology-leader
http://www.gilbertaz.gov/home/showdocument?id=638#page=106
http://www.gilbertaz.gov/home/showdocument?id=638#page=106

Polling Question

What is the most important aspect of benchmarking for
your community?

A) To help identify standards to evaluate our
performance

B) To see how our performance results match up to
others

C) To identify strengths and weaknesses so we can
iImprove

D) To identify best practices for the services we provide
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" For Scottsdale,
- workers are the
largest expense

. By Beth Duckett ;
The Arizona Republic '

Despite deep cuts planned to. city

. services and personnel mext year, .

. Scottsdale’s- general-fund budget —

the money it spends on basic services

‘—is estimated to be millions of dollars
greater than other Valley cities’ with
larger or similar populations.

Many officials defend the higher
budgetinrelation to the number of res-

" idents, saying it's the price the c1ty- ‘

- must pay to cater to tourists and resi-
dents who demand better services and

programs in a city known for its up-

scale neighborhoods and lifestyle.
But others suggest the city needs to

take a harder look at what it’s spéﬁding ;

1n relation to its popilation.
" A good portion.of a Scottsdale’s gen-

eral-fund expenses are spént on em- -

- ployee-related costs. An analysis pro-.
vided by the city shows Scottsdale
‘ranks the highest'among the Valley's

largest cities when it comes to the -

-number of employees. ‘The city has
11.7 fulltime equivalent employees:
per 1,000 residents, compared with
Phoeriix’s 10.8 and Chandler’s 6.9.
Scottsdale Vice Mayor Bob Little-

* See SCQTTSDALE, Page B8

"

Lacy Fons of Malwaukele trles on hats while shoppmg last week in Dld Town Scottsdale.
Tourism is a big driver of general-fund spending, dity officials say, as Scottsdale caters to '

its vnsntors as well as |ts residents. DAVID KADLUBOWSK}THE REPUBLIC

ALLIANCE FOR
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GOVERNM




L
POPULATIONVS.BUDGETSIZE =~ - '

Scottsdale’s projected operating budget is higher than those of other Valley

- cities of larger or comparable populations. Figures are based on the 2010 cen-
sus and recent reports from cities. Budget numbers are subject to change as ci-
ties refine their plans for the 2011-12 budget year.

. = _ K Population . - Operatingbudget
. Mesa ', 439041 $228 iillion
: | (may increase)
Chandler 236,123 $174mlll|on
Glendale - © 226721 $770.8 million’
' Scottsdale 217,385 - $235.2 million

Gilbert 208453 - $103.7 million _ !

EMPLOYEE COsSTS OF MAJOR VALLEY CITIES

Totalem- _Employees Personnel costs*

Toyees - per 1,000

; S e .o residents : . :

. Mesa . 35974 82 - ' . '$2193million |
Chandler 1,625 6.9 $151.1 million _

7 Glendale 1971 87 '$149.7 million .
Scottsdale '2,5465 117 . $160.4 million
Gilbert 1,181 '5.7 \;- $66million .

" Source: Comparative full-time Equ ivalent information for largest Vailéy cities, Scottsdale, '
March 29, 2011, Analyms based on 2010—1 1 figures.*General-fund estimate for2010-11 yeaf .
ending June 30.’

4 ' : -




Phoenix is almost 7 times
larger than Scottsdale!

- - =1

* } | i i 1 f

Phoenix Mesa Chandler Glendale Gilbert Scottsdale Tempe Peoria
1,495,900 452,900 247,100 234,100 231,200 224,800 167,900 164,400




m »“  ScottsdaleAZgov
n%( Posted by Scotty Scotisdale [2]- 23 hours 3go @

How do we compare with neighboring cities? Scottsdale’s tax rates are among
the lowest of the larger cities.

3t

e A A a a

Property Tax on a Q

i R N B R BB B2 2
a L TR L0 il s Lh0 S 195 L3

Estimated City Sales 5 =y i L
Tarons ss000cr NP iy Gy Gy Ghe G ey
Yo Ao Dagarirnest o [0 P Fraeron Tempe Feonia Meia Soonisdale st Gy
Wi i of dsg. 1. IS0 e o0 . P " an 4TS 4175
Sol | i
wetE R R RR RN
. ": :' "':' 1 van) L ar ] Calet nclade L= ) Trmpe Pt 5 ot ake Calltsort Changier
e 5100 5a 517 510 64 344 543 543
Unlike - Comment - Share - Buffer e «

1 ScottsdaleAZgov, Heidi Greasby, Amanda Coe, Jessica Lee Miller  Top Comments -
and 4 others like this.

Eﬁl ‘Write a comment...

(#¥] Marie Cannon It seems like Scotisdale provides better services, too. We get
'{ more bang for our buck. (&)

" Unlike - Reply - &2 - 22 hours ago

b}
.
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A Valley Benchmark Cities

 ~ Early Comparative Efforts
© = Sales Taxes
GILBERT

* Property Taxes
r:]fq = Utility Bills
20 = Permit and Development Fees

23800~

* Land Use Impacts

= Salaries and Benefits 0T,

=== = Sustainability Indicators N

mesa-aZz
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INNOVATION



a

Scottsdale
$80.92

Monthly

Residential Utility Bill
Source: City of Tempe. Typical
water, garbage and sewer
charges as of January 2012



-
What is the composition of each

city’s tax base?

) = K
© ke T % o e © E © a Q i
o © ] o] > 7 e o S = Q. (©
c c 2o c ] o g 2 a £ s
e 2 & 2 8§ =2 & £ @© 3 @& 3
< @) G) G) o 8 7 <

City

Commercial/Industrial

(Assessed at 19.5%) 19% 19% 18% 19% 19% 20% 17% 26% 17% 12% 33% 20%

Ag/Vacant/Open Space

(16%) 20% 9% 12% 26% 18% 17% 12% 22% 11% 14% 24% 17%

Primary Residence

(10%) 35% 45% 55% 39% 42% 43% 53% 37% 51% 52% 26% 43%

Other Residential

(10%) 25% 14% 15% 15% 18% 20% 17% 14% 21% 22% 16% 18%

Special Uses

(5%) 0% 16% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1.7%

Source: Maricopa County Assessor, 2013 State Abstract (August).




-
FY 2013/14 Combined City Property Tax Rate per $100 assessed value

0.78

Surprise
M Primary ™ Secondary
Mesa
Gilbert
Chandler
Scottsdale
Peoria
Avondale

Phoenix

Goodyear

Glendale 2.29




Valley Benchmark Cities
Single Family Residential
Owner Occupied Parcels

2013 Assessed Tax

Less than - $750.00
$750.01 - 51,000.00
© $1,000.01 - $1,500.00
I s1.500.01 - $2,200.00
I Vore than $2,200.01

City Mean Median M aximum
Awondale 51.177 .89 $1,155.48| 5530528
Chandler 51,634 49 $1,429.54| $57,338.80
Gilbert §1,744.65] §1583.96) $17.452.10
Glendale 51.290.58 $1,12812| 52484462
Goodyear $1,866.87 $1,635.24| $10298.72
Mesa $1.250.74]  $1,051.46) $24,506.98
Peofia $1,517.91 §1,341.74| 52790268
P haenix $1,491.13 $1,105.70| $§58,19248
Scotisdale $3.201.50] $2,566.00) $126.029.02
Sumrise $1,413.80 §1,215.80 $6,744.76
Tempe 51,933 .45 $163824] 52467764

MYz
i
ST s22ove e

B THiS CoCmnt I POV T general
ITDIT00N purpoes 0nY . THA CXy o Scomsaae
CORE 800 NARENT B BOOTACY. COMpEE 84, Of
BRIy T 3y PETAID PO TARCID RO
e @0 upon winoat fek verficaon
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Police Response Time C

Length of time it takes for police to arrive after a resident calls 9-1-1, measured in minutes
and seconds.

— Average

Avondale Peoria Tempe Chandler  Phoenix Scottsdale Mesa Surprise  Glendale Gilbert  Goodyear

*  Phoenix: Police Department reports the median response time, not the average response time due to known outlier calls that statistically

skew the average
*  Glendale: A new CAD system was implemented in November 2013, which created a data discrepancy due to a change in the method for

recording “Time Received”. For consistency the number here uses “Time Entered”

Valley Benchmark Cities Report- FY 2013/14
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Typical Monthly Bill for Water and Sewer C

$100.00 7 $94.17

$83.77 Water ™ Sewer
Lower Water Use
$80.00 - $70.86
62.54 62.20
* _ ¥ 6134 gs735 5719 $53.79
$60.00 1 ) $50.17 $48.68 $48.37

$20.00 1 $42.32
.18 3420  $36356 33.65
$2681 i so40 9 e i 218 $2435 2451 $24.10
$0.00 T T T T T T T T T T T 1
$200.00 - Goodyear Mesa Glendale  Awverage Tempe Surprise Peoria Scottsdale  Avondale Gilbert Chandler  Phoenix
$160.10 Water ¥ Sewer
$150.00 1 Higher Water Use

$11824  ¢y1380 $109.36

$10290  $101.65 $99.75 $99.51 $97.13 $93.23

$100.00 1 7145
EEEEE e

$50.00 -

$5833  ¥7/143  s6188  $6326  §5979  g57.6 96385  $6545  $6355 96845

$40.67 $43.63
$0.00 T T T T T T T T T T T 1
Goodyear Mesa Glendale Tempe Average  Avondale  Phoenix  Scottsdale  Peoria Surprise Gilbert ~ Chandler
Lower Water Use Higher Water Use
*  Assumes Single-Family Residential Water Use 9,000 gallons *  Assumes Single-Family Residential Water Use 17,000 gallons
on 3/4" Meter; Sewer Use 8,000 gallons on |" Meter; Sewer Use 12,000 gallons
* Chandler’s seasonal rates have been averaged *  Chandler's seasonal rates have been averaged
* Taxes are not included in computations * Taxes are not included in computations
* Rates are for municipal water providers only * Rates are for municipal water providers only
Valley Benchmark Cities Report — FY 2013/14 4

'i ALLIANCE FOR

INNOVATION




Rating
Tier

Bond Rating v
The Standard & Poor’s bond rating as of July 2013 C

'BBB
T
PN
N
a
)

Phoenix Mesa Chandler = Glendale  Gilbert Scottsdale Tempe  Peoria ‘ Surprise J Avondale = Goodyear
AA+ AA- AAA BBB+ AA+ AAA AAA AA+ AA- AA AA

Note: S&P was chosen because all communities hold this rating.

Ratings are the most recent rating for general obligation debt only

Valley Benchmarking Cities Report= FY 2013/14 e
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Police Services Influencing Factors:

Police services aim to uphold the laws that allow Community Characteristics: The geographic size,
residents of each community to feel safe and secure in diversity of the landscape, and the developed

their places of residence. Through problem solving, environment of a community can impact the amount and
pursuit of those involved with criminal activity, and the type of areas that a police department needs to
professional security services, police departments work serve.

to ensure the security and lawfulness of their )

communities. Specific objectives include the following: Impact of Non-Residents: Visitors to a particular

city who do not maintain a formal residence impact the
need for public safety services. These visitors could be
seasonal residents, commuters, from neighboring cities,
or tourists.

* Enforcing the law

* Prevention of crime

* Protecting residents

* Providing emergency response
* Investigating and solving of crime Citizen Engagement with Police: The extent to
which police officers are involved in the community and
residents are aware of the services provided by the
department. Some police forces are supplemented by
civilian staff to provide additional resources and support
in the community.

Demographics: This factor considers the
socioeconomic status of community residents, along with
race, gender, age, and economic health as potential
predictors of demand for police services.

Deployment Strategies: How police resources are
utilized within a community can vary based on multiple
community factors. For example, some agencies place an
emphasis on non-sworn roles in patrol support that can
offset the cost of more traditional sworn positions.

Photo courtesy of the City of Peoria, AZ

Valley Benchmark Cities Report- FY 2013/14
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Forecast Population Growth Rate C
Projected 2040 population divided by the 2013 population to reveal growth projections for
upcoming 25 years

250% 1

234%
Average
200% A
177%
150%
113%

100%
100%

[ ] -
50%

0%

Goodyear  Surprise Peoria Avondale Glendale  Phoenix Mesa Gilbert  Scottsdale  Tempe  Chandler
* Peoria- Only includes the portion within Maricopa County
= Sources: July |, 2013 Population estimates from Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics and Maricopa
Association of Governments (Approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council, December
2013) and June 2013 MAG Socioeconomic Projections, Population, Housing, and Employment by Municipal Planning Area
and Regional Analysis Zone

Valley Benchmark Cities Report = FY 2013/14 >




Polling Question

What do you think the perils of public
benchmarking might be?

A) We might not look very good to our elected
officials

B) Our peers might get a poor impression of us

C) The news media might publish the information to
make us look bad

D) It’s a lot of work and the information might not
be very valuable
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H Welcome, Brent Stockwell | My Account | Inbox o | Sign Cut

I G MA Join | JobCenter | Annual Conference | Knowledge Network

Leaders at the Core of Better Communities

Knowledge Network
Home About MyProfile People & Places Topics Questions [EENNE Blogs Documents  Articles  Wikis
=
"
Valley Benchmark Cities

MEMBERSHIP Private ”n\.'[taﬁon required to ioin] - E(it’“l' interests and email
preferences

7 Ask this group a question
% Create a wiki for this group

. * Start a new group
overview ([T Join Requests B
- r

o The purpose of the Valley Benchmark Cities initiative is THIS GROUP
1 - have an ongoing benchmarking project to obtain MEMBERS
— relevant statistics and indicators from peer cities in the 54
avens M L Valley to aid in management decision-making and —
—my : elected official policy making process. Participating Dec 7 2011
" oy communities include the 11 largest cities and towns in COUNDER
e — the Valley of the Sun. Phoenix, Mesa, Chandler,
3 Glendale, Scottsdale, Gilbert, Tempe, Peoria, Surprise, Brent StOCkWE"

Avondale and Goodyear. Partners include the Alliance
of Innovation, Arizona State University and the ICMA

Center for Performance Analytics. # Performance
Management and

RELATED TOPICS

Analytics

GROUP DISCUSSION




ICMA &

LS

Poemiln § | ageciion §

Average Calendar Days from Development Permit Application to lssuance

50,000 90 999 o 2 240 000 495 959 500,000 1,000 000

Mg cal darn Femdesan perils © A cal dayl Commeros petity
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You can do it too!

e |dentify similar size and scope jurisdictions
within your region

 National comparisons are more complex due
to differences in climate, geography, demand
levels, political environment, funding
differences, etc.




Key steps for use by others

ldentify and invite key leaders

ldentify potential university partners
Build rapport by learning from others
Dialogue about efforts already underway
Begin collecting and sharing information

Consolidate key findings into a report




“Residents who experienced ...

‘operational transparency’ in government
services — seeing the work that government
is doing — expressed more positive attitudes
toward government and greater support for
maintaining or expanding the scale of

government programs.”

Harvard Business School study, 2013



Questions/Comments?

Add Report Link to ASU site here.
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