CITY OF TYLER: FY14-15 CITY WIDE METRICS
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CITY OF TYLER: FY14-15 CITY WIDE METRICS

2014-2015 City of Tyler Operations Focus
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CITY OF TYLER: FY14-15 CITY WIDE METRICS

2014-2015 City of Tyler Customer Focus

Code Enforcement - Voluntary Compliance Building Permits Issued per Full Time Employee Legal - Open Records Requests Transit - Bus Ridership 5
o
350.0 @
100% 120 25000
98% 300.0
96% 2500 100 20000
94% 80
-
§ o £ 2000 . £ 15000 | =
- o
3 90% S 1500 5 60 S ' m B B B B B B B B B B
0, o
88% 100.0
86% 40 o0 - B B B B B B B B B B B
84% 50.0
9 20 0
82% 0.0 OCT | NOV | DEC | JAN FEB | MAR | APR | MAY | JUN JUL | AUG | SEP
—14-15 90% 88% 95% 93% 92% 98% 94% 91% 91% 93% 95% 94% 1415 2935 | 2465 | 2350 | 2675 | 2330 | 2925 | 3130 | 2775 | 3285 | 3295 | 3190 | 3165 0 — CITY 16138 | 11492 | 12089 | 13536 | 12712 | 12701 | 13053 | 12209 | 12960 | 12960 | 12484 | 13681
am—GOAL 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% 89% GOAL 2017 | 2917 | 2017 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 | 2917 e GOAL 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636 | 13636
e COMPARISON| 87% | 87% | 87% | 87% | &% | 7% | &7% | &% | &% | 7% | &% | &% - - - - - - - - - - - - [ ciTY 2 v | 2 “ |20 | n | =B 2 | 32 | %6 | 2 16 e COMPARISON | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240 | 22240
o o ° © o emmmms COMPARISON | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 113.8 | 1138 ‘ COMPARISON % 9% 9% 9% 9 9% 9 9 % % 9% 9%
* Comparison is based on 8 Cities. * Comparison is based ICMA > 100,000 population. * Comparison is based on 10 Cities. *C ison is based on 5 Cities.
Citizen Satisfaction of Parks and Recreations - Tyler 1st Citizen Satisfaction of Public Safety Services - Tyler 1st Citizen Satisfaction of Solid Waste Service - Tyler 1st Citizen Satisfaction of Streets - Tyler 1st
100.00% 88% 92.00% 82.00%
98.00% 87% 91.00% 80.00%
6 R
96.00% 90.00% 78.00%
N C—
94.00% 86% 89.00% 76.00%
2 | £ = 88.00% 2 74.00%
§ 92.00% 8 g5 § g7.00% § 72.00%
3 90.00% S 5 H 70.00%
5 oo & & 86.00% & 68.00%
88.00% 84% " -09%
s 85.00% [EEN 66.00%
86.00% 83% 84.00% 64.00%
84.00% 83.00% 62.00%
9 60.00%
82.00% 2006 2015 82% 2006 2012 2015 82.00% 2006 2012 2015 i 2006 2012 2015
— CoT 87.40% 87.90% 92.40% — CITY 84% 85% 87% — CITY 87.00% 89.00% 87.00% — CITY 76.10% 77.40% 67.60%
a— GOAL 90% 90% 90% e COMPARISON 85% 85% 85% e GOAL 91.00% 91.00% 91.00% em— GOAL 80.00% 80.00% 80.00%
e COMPARISON 98% 98% 98% m— GOAL 86% 86% 86% mm COMPARISON 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% e COMPARISON 76.50% 76.50% 76.50%
* Comparison is based on 5 Cities. * Comparison is based Tyler 21 and Tyler 1st. * Comparison based on historical trend.
Citizen Satisfaction of Library Services- Tyler 1st g Citizen Satisfaction of Water Quality - Tyler 1st Citizen Satisfaction of City Customer Service- Tyler 1st 2
g ]
100% 86.00% 100.00%
90% 84.00% 98.00%
80% 82.00% 96.00%
% 8
;g;’ : 94.00%
t o 80.00% 9
8 50% £ t 92.00%
& 0% g 78.00% g 90.00%
30% & 76.00% o 88.00%
86.00%
20% 74.00% >
10% 84.00%
0% 72.00% 82.00%
2014
9 9
— iy 78% 80% 70.00% 2006 2012 2015 80.00% 2007 2012 2015
e GOAL 80% 80% 80% ‘ — CITY 84.00% 83.00% 77.00% ‘ — CoT 94.40% 90.90% 94.90%
e COMPARISON 91% 91% 91% — 75.00% 75.00% 75.00% — 95% 95% 95%
* Co is based on 7 Cities. * C i is based on 5 Cities. * Comparison is based on 5 Cities.




CITY OF TYLER: FY14-15 CITY WIDE METRICS

2014-2015 City of Tyler Workforce Focus
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