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Cities' worst budget pain in decades won't end 

for years, U.S. study says  

The sky is not falling in city budget 

Houston's new fire chief faces a budget blaze 

Public Servants Defend Benefits 



Fewer Resources 
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Half a Percent Drop in Property Values   
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Fewer Actual Employees on Staff Than 15 Years Ago, 

During a Period of 30% Growth in Population 



¢ȅƭŜǊΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ- 
organizational  
development: 

ÅCity University ς a culture of 
learning 

ÅCalled to S-E-R-V-E ς serving 
a higher purpose 

ÅLean Sigma ς empowerment 
of employees 

Meeting Citizen  

Expectations 

Lean 
Sigma 

City U 

Called to  

S-E-R-V-E 



Continuous Improvement 



City University City U 



City U 

Å Launched in 2008. 

Å Dedicated classroom and  
training coordinator. 

Å Board of regents established 
to help develop the program. 

ÅGoal: create an environment 
of continuous, lifelong  
learning; investing in our  
employees. 

Å Needs analysis survey  
conducted. 
ïWhat training do we need? 

 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Technical Skills

Customer Service

Computer Skills

Leadership

Project Management

Supervisory Skills

Health and Safety

Other

What skills and competencies do you need training to address 
for your Department?



Structure  
ÅYear one: four tracks 

ï Core competency 

ï Innovation 

ï Professional Development 

ï Leadership 

ÅYear two: four tracks plus 
ï Toastmasters 

ï Leadership Academy 

ï Lean Sigma 

ÅYear three: four tracks plus 
ï Called to SERVE Difference training 

City U 



Outcomes 
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City University has improved the overall employee 
satifsaction and fostered a culture of learning.
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Which area of training has been most
beneficial to your employees?

  

Year One ï 3 graduates 

Year Two ï 44 graduates 

Year Three - ? 

City U 



City U has saved the 
City $77,520 annually in 
training costs in 
addition to enhancing 
the quality of the 
workforce and 
increasing productivity 
and job satisfaction.   
 
**This estimate does not figure in the cost of lost time from work, 

travel and lodging expenses that would have been incurred to  access 

this assortment of coursework.   

A culture of  
life-long learning 

A commitment to 
invest in our 
employees 

Enhancing job 
satisfaction 

City U 



An investment in  
internal communications. 

Called to  

S-E-R-V-E Called to S-E-R-V-Eé 



Our people ARE our brand 

ÅThe organization is only as 
good as those who work for 
us. 

ÅCitizen interactions with staff 
form our brand. 

ÅEmployees are an invaluable 
communication vehicle. 

 
  

 
 

 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Enhancing employee communications 
is critical 

ÅWhat is the vision, mission, brand and heart 
of the organization? 

Åbƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴΧōǳǘ why? 

ÅDoes every single employee know about it?  
 
 

 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Getting started 

ÅThe most important thing to know is your 
message. 

ÅDefine your message. 

ÅMake it CLEAR, CONCISE, and EASY TO 
UNDERSTAND. 
 

 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



¢ȅƭŜǊΩǎ .ƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ 

ÅMission  
ÅVision 
ÅGoals 
ÅCore Values 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Brand the initiative 

ÅThink of the internal communications plan as 
a marketing campaign. 
ÅHow would Coca Cola get the word out about 

the new beverage? (Get your mind around 
ǘƘŜ άǇƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǎŀƭŜέύΦ 
ÅGet the employees involved: 
ïMotto survey 
ïCalled to S-E-R-V-E 

 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Communications Plan Development 

ÅDevelop a plan to roll out aspects of the effort 
over several months. 

ÅBuild on the BRAND. 

ÅDetermine what is working as you roll out 
each item. 

ÅCƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ  5ƻƴΩǘ ƭŀǳƴŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ 
than you can maintain. 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Specific actions 
ÅMotto - Called to S-E-R-V-E 

ÅPromotional Materials 
ïBrochures 
ïBanners 
ïCards 
ïT-Shirts 
ïBookmarks 

ÅEmployee Communications 
ïPersonal Visits 
ïMonthly Newsletters 
ïEmails, Intranet 
ïPress Releases 
ïCalled to SERVE Training 

ÅEvents/Recognition 
ïBlueprint Bravos 

Called to S-E-R-V-E 



Lean Sigma Lean 
Sigma 



ÅMethodology focused on reducing variation and 
waste in business processes. 

ÅWhy Lean Sigma for Tyler? 
ïTyler has a long history of continuous improvement. 

ïTyler Blueprint adopted in 1997. 

ÅDefines our organizational culture. 

ÅwŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ŦƻǊ 
operational best practices. 

Χǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ /ƛǘȅ 
services are quality-driven in the most appropriate cost-conscious manner. 

 

 

 

 

 

Lean Sigma 



Key decision points 

ÅPilot or complete roll out? 

ÅEntire organization or single department? 

ÅOutsource training or hire Black Belt?  

ÅChampion (reporting lines)?  
ï Communications Department/City University 

ÅHow to fund? 
ï Shifted funding from retiring employee 

ÅHow to deploy? 

 

 

 

 

 

Lean Sigma 



Deployment Plan 

Lean Sigma 



Wave I 
ÅBlue Belt (one-day) training for all 

leadership.  

ÅRecruit and train eight green belts  
from throughout the organization.  

ÅComplete eight Lean Sigma training 
projects.  

ÅOffer Blue Belt classes through City 
U for other employees. 

 

Lean Sigma 



Wave II 
ÅRecruit and train 18 additional 

green belts from throughout the  
organization.  

ÅTrain two black belts.  

ÅComplete 18 Lean Sigma training  
projects.  

ÅEnhance communications about 
successes. 

 

Lean Sigma 



Outcomes 

Å!ƴ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ¢ȅƭŜǊΩǎ ƭŜŀƴΣ 
quality-driven culture. 

ÅReaching all levels of the 
organization through project 
teams. 

ÅSolutions are driven by the people 
involved in the process. 

Lean Sigma 



Lean Sigma 



Project Outcomes 

ÅYear I ς 179% ROI. 

ï9 projects closed. 

ÅYear II 

ï19 new Greenbelts. 

ï14 total projects completed; 21 underway. 

ÅNearly $400,000 saved (hard and soft savings). 

Lean Sigma 



Project outcome examples: 
ÅMunicipal Courts ς Improved warrant process (from 70 to 10 

days). 

ÅPolice  - wŜŘǳŎŜŘ άŜǊǊƻǊέ ǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ όмл҈ 
defect to 2%). 

ÅWater ς Improved variation of response time for customer call 
outs (variation of 30-60 min to less than 20 min) . 

ÅFire ς Implementation of TPM program (estimated annual 
savings of $220,000). 

ÅLegal ς Took document review from 16 days to 8 days.  

Lean Sigma 



Wave II project examples 
ÅImprove urgent repair process (Nhb. Services). 

ÅImprove time needed to get officers on the 
street  (PD). 

ÅReduce cost of chemicals in water treatment 
process (Water). 

ÅReduce parts inventory on hand (Vehicle 
Services). 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

Count 493 170 70 69 10

Percent 60.7 20.9 8.6 8.5 1.2

Cum % 60.7 81.7 90.3 98.8 100.0
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Date of study : September 16, 2010
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Xbar Chart by Operator
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Gage R&R (ANOVA) for Measurements

Graphing 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

8070605040302010

USL

LSL *

Target *

U SL 10

Sample M ean 61.3

Sample N 40

S tDev (Within) 11.1355

S tDev (O v erall) 11.0644

P rocess Data

Z.Bench -4.61

Z.LSL *

Z.U SL -4.61

C pk -1.54

Z.Bench -4.64

Z.LSL *

Z.U SL -4.64

P pk -1.55

C pm *

O v erall C apability

P otential (Within) C apability

P P M  < LSL *

P P M  > U SL 1000000.00

P P M  Total 1000000.00

O bserv ed P erformance

P P M  < LSL *

P P M  > U SL 999997.96

P P M  Total 999997.96

Exp. Within P erformance

P P M  < LSL *
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Capability Analysis 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

Process Mapping 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

29
41.7

15

19.96
26

ÅOur lead time is 70 days.

ÅOur cycle time is 132.40 

seconds.

Value Stream Mapping 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

Fish Bone Diagram 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 
Process:

Date:

Description Weight Description Ranking

On Time Warrants 9 Process Flow 81        

0 Waiting for Inventory Prior to Process 81        

0 Create Lable Files 81        

0 Manual Complaints 81        

0 THE System (Program) 81        

0 Understaff 81        

0 Double Verification of Data 63        

0 Over Process of Warrants 63        

0 Part time Judge 45        

0 Absent Judge 45        

Training/Cross Training 45        

Clerical Error 45        

Process Standardization 45        

Working Court 45        

Warrant Form 45        

Location of Warrant 45        

PD Reports 45        

Pull Tickets 45        

Autosite 45        

Multiple Warrants 32        

Server Out of Order 27        

Delay in Data Entry 27        

No Files 9          

No Ink 9          

No Labels 9          

Incorrect Data 9          

Lack of Space 27        

Output Variables Input Variables

YX Diagram Summary

Improve Warrant Process

11/4/2009

From:

To:

Supervisor

Cam McCabe

Takt Time Cycle Time Operator Number

Prepared By

Judy M

Quality Check Safety Precaution Standard WIP Units STD WIP

Dept/Location

Municipal Court

Team Leader

Judy M

Standard Work 

Chart

12/2/2009

12/2/2009

Date Prepared

12/9/2009

1

Spaghetti Diagram 

YX Summary 

Lean Sigma 



Tools 

TAKT Time  

and Cycle Time 

Lean Sigma 


