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January 03, 2014 
 
To the Mayor, Members of the City Council, City Clerk, City Treasurer, and residents of the City 
of Chicago: 
 
The City of Chicago Office of Inspector General (OIG) has concluded an audit of the Chicago 
Department of Transportation’s (CDOT) public reporting of 2010-2012 performance data for 
five major repair services – potholes, streetlights, traffic lights, pavement cave-ins, and stop 
signs. The audit found that the Department exceeded its performance goals for three of the five 
services, but failed to meet its goals for pothole repair and “street lights all out” in all three of the 
years we reviewed. We were encouraged to find that CDOT actively monitors its performance 
using weekly management reports and was aware, prior to this audit, that it had not met its 
targets for pothole and street light repair from 2010 to 2012. In striving to reach its goals, CDOT 
concurs with the OIG’s recommendations to both work with the Office of Budget and 
Management to address staffing concerns and continue to assign employees to priority services. 
 
The audit also evaluated the accuracy of publicly reported completion rates for service requests 
submitted through the City’s 311 system in 2012. The OIG surveyed two separate web-tools 
hosted by the City – Service Delivery Metrics and Data Portal – for information on the five 
major services, concluding that this public data was incomplete and inaccurate. Specifically, we 
found that 53% of actual service requests in the five major categories were not reported on the 
Service Delivery Metrics website. As a result, the Department’s actual 2012 performance in 
pothole and street light repairs was worse than reported on the website. We further found that 
while the information actually posted on the Data Portal was accurate, it was incomplete. The 
Data Portal did not include any information on three of the five major CDOT service request 
types, thereby limiting the public’s ability to see and analyze information on individual requests 
for those services. 
 
In December 2012, Mayor Emanuel signed Executive Order 2012-2 requiring departments to 
publish and regularly update public data under their control, stating that, “timely and consistent 
publication of public information and data is an essential component of an open and effective 
government.” CDOT merits recognition for pro-actively conducting meaningful self-
measurement of performance, which is still lacking in many other City departments. Yet, even in 
this case, we found that published performance data was neither complete nor accurate. Sharing 
information in an organized and clear way allows the public to understand and assess 
government operations. It also promotes collaboration between residents and City departments. 
However, shared information that is inaccurate or incomplete will undermine the very public 
confidence and trust the City’s transparency mechanisms are intended to foster.  
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In its response, CDOT mentions that it recently launched an independent performance tracking 
tool. The audit cannot speak to the accuracy of this system. With its creation, however, the City 
is presenting information in at least three different places, with three different formats, and in 
varying degrees of accuracy. This may indicate a need for the City to revisit its data distribution 
strategy. 
 
We thank CDOT management and staff for their cooperation during this audit. Also, we 
commend CDOT for immediately engaging the Department of Innovation and Technology to 
rectify the problems identified during the audit. 

Respectfully, 
 

 
 
Joseph M. Ferguson 
Inspector General 
City of Chicago 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted an audit of the Chicago Department of 
Transportation’s (CDOT) public reporting on completion of requests for repair of potholes, 
streetlights, traffic lights, pavement cave-ins, and stop signs submitted through the City’s 311 
system.  The audit focused on information from two distinct City websites—the Service Delivery 
Metrics website, which reports the weekly average response time for service requests, and the 
Data Portal, which reports detailed service request data.  A description of each website and a 
depiction of the data flow that feeds those websites are included in the background section of this 
report. 
 
The objectives of the audit were: 
 

 To determine if CDOT accurately reported its 311 service request completion data to the 
public via the City’s Service Delivery Metrics website and Data Portal; and 

 To determine if CDOT met its performance goals for Pothole Repair, Street Lights All 
Out, Traffic Lights Out, Pavement Cave-In, and Stop Sign Out service requests for the 
years 2010-2012.  

 
We concluded that CDOT did not accurately and completely report its 2012 performance data on 
the City’s website.  Specifically, we found that: 
 

1. Performance results reported on the Service Delivery Metrics website were inaccurate 
because 53% of actual service requests were not reported. This occurred for two reasons: 

o CDOT based the response time averages it reported to the Service Delivery 
Metrics website on only service requests created and completed in the same 
calendar week, with the greatest resulting variance in pothole and street light 
repairs. Actual response times revealed by the OIG audit using all data for the two 
services were generally greater than the CDOT reported response times. 

o The City did not load performance data to the website for the final eight months 
of 2012 for Traffic Lights Out, and for the final two months of 2012 for the other 
four types of service requests (Pothole Repair, Street Lights All Out, Pavement 
Cave-In, and Stop Sign Out). 

2. Although the City reported weekly average response times for five CDOT service request 
types on the Service Delivery Metrics website, it only included detailed data for Pothole 
Repair and Street Lights All Out on the Data Portal. The result was inconsistent 
presentation of data between the two websites. 
 

We also examined CDOT’s actual 2010-2012 performance data for the five service types and 
found that the Department exceeded its performance goals for three of the five services, but 
failed to meet its goals for two of the services in all three years.  Specifically: 
 

3. CDOT sets a 90% completion rate within the target number of days for each of the five 
types of service.  It achieved the target completion time for traffic light, pavement cave-
in, and stop sign repair requests for all three years we reviewed.  However, at most 
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CDOT met the target for pothole repair 74% of the time and for street light repair 75% of 
the time. CDOT actively monitors its performance using management reports and is 
aware that it did not meet its goals for pothole and street light repair in 2010-2012. 

 
The specific recommendations related to each finding, and CDOT’s responses, are described in 
the Audit Findings and Recommendations section of this report. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

A. Chicago Department of Transportation 

The mission of CDOT, as reported on the City’s website, is “to keep the city’s surface 
transportation networks and public way safe for users, environmentally sustainable, in a state of 
good repair and attractive, so that its diverse residents, businesses and guests all enjoy a variety 
of quality transportation options, regardless of ability or destination.”1  The City of Chicago 2013 
Budget Overview states that “CDOT maintains and rehabilitates more than 4,000 miles of 
streets, 300 bridges and viaducts, 140 miles of on-street bikeways, and 2,900 signalized 
intersections citywide.”2 
 
The 2013 Annual Appropriation Ordinance reported the following budgeted distribution of funds 
to the various divisions of CDOT:3 
 

Division Amount 
Commissioner’s Office $ 3,267,105 
Division of Administration 5,600,835 
Division of Engineering 7,530,895 
Division of Infrastructure Management 28,657,003 
Division of Project Development 5,762,308 
Division of Electrical Operations 30,164,413 
Division of In-House Construction 29,172,486 
Bridges and Pavement Maintenance 17,047,576 
Total $ 127,202,621 

B. 311 Requests for City Services 

The City’s 311 Call Center, according to the City’s website, is available for people to “report 
service needs, check the status of previous service requests, obtain information regarding City 
programs or events, and file non-emergency police reports.”4  Some of the numerous services 
that can be requested through 311 include provision or replacement of garbage carts, capture of 
stray animals, removal of abandoned vehicles, and the repair of potholes. The City’s website 
describes the process as follows: 
 

The 311 Customer Service Request (CSR) technology includes an intake form 
used to create a service request, assign a tracking number, prompt a checklist of 
steps to resolve the problem, and generate work orders and any necessary 

                                                 
1 City of Chicago, “Transportation: Mission,” accessed August 21, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/cdot/auto_generated/cdot_mission.html 
2 City of Chicago, “2013 Budget Overview,” p 117, accessed August 21, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/obm/supp_info/2013%20Budget/2013Overview.pdf 
3 City of Chicago, “Annual Appropriation Ordinance: Summary E,” p 15, accessed August 21, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/content/dam/city/depts/obm/supp_info/2013%20Budget/2013ORDINANCEFINAL.p
df 
4 City of Chicago, “What We Do: Call Center Operations Unit,” accessed August 1, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/311/provdrs/callops.html. 
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correspondence. Each service request entails a code for its service type and a 
corresponding realistic customer service goal that recognizes organizational 
demand while meeting customer expectations. The CSR System distributes the 
work orders to the appropriate governmental and non-governmental agencies, 
which can be printed as hard copies, uploaded to mobile computers or wireless 
transmission to smartphones, PDAs, pagers and other portable devices. 

 
In September 2012, the City launched “Open311,” which allows citizens to submit photos with 
service requests, track the status of service requests, and receive an email when the issue is 
resolved.5 Open311 is available at www.cityofchicago.org/311. 

C. Public Reporting 

The City provides the public with data related to service requests on its Data Portal and Service 
Delivery Metrics websites. According to the website, the Data Portal is “dedicated to promoting 
access to government data and encouraging the development of creative tools to engage and 
serve Chicago’s diverse community.”6  On December 10, 2012, Mayor Emanuel signed an 
Executive Order requiring City departments to publish and regularly update public data under 
their control via the Data Portal.7  As of September 20, 2013, there were 283 unique datasets 
available on the Data Portal and hundreds of derivative forms of those datasets such as maps.8  
 
The City posts select performance metrics on a separate website titled, Service Delivery Metrics. 
The website includes information for services provided by CDOT, the Department of Streets and 
Sanitation, and the Chicago Park District.9  
 
Screenshots of the Data Portal and Service Delivery Metrics websites are shown below. 
 

                                                 
5 City of Chicago, “Mayor Emanuel Launches New Online ‘Open311’ System to Improve Government 
Accountability and Service Delivery,”  Press Release, September 20, 2012, accessed August 22, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/311/provdrs/callops/news/2012/sep/mayor_emanuel_launchesnewonline
open311systemtoimprovegovernmenta.html 
6 City of Chicago, “About the Data Portal,” accessed August 1, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/narr/foia/CityData.html. 
7 City of Chicago, Executive Order 2012-2, accessed August 1, 2013, 
http://docs.chicityclerk.com/exec/MayorEmanuel/eo2012-02.pdf. 
8 City of Chicago, Data Portal Data Catalog, accessed September 20, 2013, 
https://data.cityofchicago.org/Administration-Finance/City-of-Chicago-Data-Catalog/7eck-a4hy. 
9 City of Chicago, “Service Delivery Metrics,” accessed August 1, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/narr/foia/key_performance_indicators0/city_management_benchmarks.html.  
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DATA PORTAL 

 

https://data.cityofchicago.org/ 
 

 
SERVICE DELIVERY METRICS 

 

 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/narr/foia/key_performance_indicators0/city_management_

benchmarks.html 
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The Service Delivery Metrics website shows CDOT performance information for five services 
available through 311.  The five services are described on the website10 as follows:   
 

 Pothole Repair—“When moisture seeps into pavement, it expands when it freezes and 
contracts when it thaws. This flexing of the pavement, combined with the melted water 
and the stress of vehicular traffic, causes pavement to deteriorate and potholes to form. 
CDOT responds to potholes reported through Customer Service Request (CSR) by 
mapping open pothole requests each morning and routing crews in geographic clusters so 
as to fill as many potholes as possible per day.” 

 Street Lights All Out—“CDOT oversees approximately 250,000 street lights that 
illuminate arterial and residential streets in Chicago. CDOT performs repairs and bulb 
replacements in response to residents’ reports of street light outages. Whenever CDOT 
receives a report from CSR of an All Out (an outage of 3 or more lights) the electrician 
assigned to make the repair looks at all the lights in that circuit (each circuit has 8 to 16 
lights) to make sure that they are all working properly.”11 

 Traffic Lights Out—“CDOT receives reports from CSR of traffic light outages.” 

 Pavement Cave-In—“As underground drainage systems age, occasionally failures in the 
pipes and joints can cause pavement cave-ins. CDOT responds to pavement cave-ins 
reported through CSR on a case-by-case basis.” 

 Stop Sign Out—“Due to vehicular accidents, theft, and normal wear and tear, City stop 
signs occasionally need to be replaced or repaired. CDOT responds to damaged or 
missing stop signs reported through CSR on a case-by-case basis.” 
 

The Service Delivery Metrics website graphically compares the weekly average number of days 
to complete the service request to CDOT’s target number of days for each service.  Users can 
click on the graph to access the weekly summary data in tabular form.   

D. CSR Data Flow 

Both CDOT and the Department of Innovation and Technology (DoIT) are involved in making 
the CSR data available to the public through the Data Portal and the Service Delivery Metrics 
websites. The following flowchart depicts the process for data reporting and internal data use by 
CDOT. 
 
  

                                                 
10 City of Chicago, “Service Delivery Metrics,” accessed August 1, 2013, 
http://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/narr/foia/key_performance_indicators0/city_management_benchmarks.html. 
11 There are two types of street light service requests. This audit included only the Street Lights All Out request (an 
outage of 3 or more lights). The other request type relates to the repair of a single light. Those were not included in 
the review as they are not reported on the Service Delivery Metrics website. Therefore, when a street light repair 
request is mentioned in this report, it refers only to the Street Lights All Out type. 
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III. OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

A. Objectives 

The objectives of the audit were: 
 

 To determine if CDOT accurately reported to the public its 311 service request 
completion data on the City’s Service Delivery Metrics website and Data Portal; and 

 To determine if CDOT met its performance goals for Pothole Repair, Street Lights All 
Out, Traffic Lights Out, Pavement Cave-In, and Stop Sign Out service requests for the 
years 2010-2012. 

B. Scope 

The audit focused on the five CDOT service request types reported on the Service Delivery 
Metrics website: Pothole Repair, Street Lights All Out, Traffic Lights Out, Pavement Cave-In, 
and Stop Sign Out.  We reviewed data on 293,244 service requests completed during a three year 
time period, 2010 through 2012. 
 
Our review of public reporting was limited to the Data Portal and Service Delivery Metrics 
websites, as discussed in the Background section of this report. 
 
The audit did not evaluate the quality of the services completed or the operations of the various 
CDOT field crews. 

C. Methodology 

The City maintains data related to the creation and completion of customer service requests in 
the 311 CSR system.  The data is also available for reporting, querying, and analysis purposes 
within the City’s Business Objects system. 
 
To assess whether the Data Portal accurately reported the CDOT 311 service request data, we 
compared the data in Business Objects with the data available via the Data Portal. 
 
To assess whether the Service Delivery Metrics website accurately reported the CDOT 311 data, 
we independently calculated the weekly average response time using data available through the 
Business Objects application.  Then, we downloaded the data that supported the graphical 
depictions from the Service Delivery Metrics website.  Finally, we compared our independent 
calculations to the data from the website to identify differences. 
 
To determine whether CDOT completed service requests within its targeted goals, we gathered 
data on the service request creation date and the matching service completion date from Business 
Objects. Using this data, we calculated the response time for every request.  Using those 
calculations, we found the annual average response time per service request type.  We also used 
the data to calculate the number of service requests with response times that exceeded the target 
period.  Finally, we used that quantity to calculate CDOT’s performance for each service request 
type. 
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For all objectives, we interviewed CDOT personnel to gain an understanding of the 
Department’s operations related to service request reporting and performance measurement.  We 
also reviewed CDOT process flowcharts and management reports.  
 
We assessed the reliability of the Business Objects data used for testing by comparing a random 
sample of service requests to the 311 Customer Service Request system.  No discrepancies were 
found and, therefore, we determined that the data were sufficiently reliable for the purposes of 
this report. 

D. Standards 

We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted Government Auditing Standards 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. 

E. Authority and Role 

The authority to perform this audit is established in the City’s Municipal Code § 2-56-030, which 
states that the OIG has the power and duty to review the programs of City government in order to 
identify any inefficiencies, waste, and potential for misconduct, and to promote economy, 
efficiency, effectiveness, and integrity in the administration of City programs and operations. 
 
The role of the OIG is to review City operations and make recommendations for improvement. 
 
City management is responsible for establishing and maintaining processes to ensure that City 
programs operate economically, efficiently, effectively, and with integrity. 
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IV.  FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Finding 1: CDOT Inaccurately Reported Its 2012 Service Delivery Metrics to the Public 
Because 53% of Actual Service Requests Were Omitted 

CDOT omitted a total of 44,249 service requests, or 52.8% of the 83,847 requests completed in 
2012, from its calculations for weekly performance on the Service Delivery Metrics website. 
Therefore, the 2012 publicly-reported weekly average response times were inaccurate. 
 
There were two major reasons for the discrepancies between CDOT’s actual and publicly 
reported performance:  
 

1. CDOT used and reported to the Service Delivery Metrics website only those service 
requests that were created and completed in the same calendar week. Because of this, it 
omitted 26,565 service requests, or 31.7% of total service requests, from its calculation of 
weekly response averages.  Ninety-eight percent of this class of omitted data pertained to 
pothole and street light repairs. OIG analysis for the total universe of requests for these 
two services revealed that response times were generally greater than the CDOT reported 
response times for those two services. 
 

o A CDOT representative stated to the OIG that this error was an unintended 
consequence of changes made during the design of the report. The final reporting 
protocols for Service Delivery Metrics essentially filtered out all long response 
time outcomes.  The effect was especially pronounced in the case of pothole 
repair (shown in the graph below), where the weekly actual average completion 
time often exceeded CDOT’s seven day completion target, but any pothole 
request not created and completed within the same week was omitted from the 
Service Metrics Delivery website. 

 
2. Data for the final weeks of 2012—17,684 service requests, or 21.1% of the total—were 

not reported at all. 
 

o A CDOT representative said that CDOT had continued to supply the data to DoIT 
for reporting purposes and could not explain why the reporting had 
stopped.12DoIT stated that the data upload to the Service Delivery Metrics 
website was a manual process and that it was most likely that the individual with 
that responsibility had left City employment. 
 

OIG created graphs to illustrate the discrepancies for each of the five services.  The graph for 
pothole repair is provided below as an example, but graphs for all five services are in Appendix 
A of this report.  The blue bars represent the data originally reported by CDOT on the Service 
Delivery Metrics website, while the red bars represent the accurate depiction of average response 
times using complete data. The green line represents CDOT’s target of completing pothole repair 
within seven days of a request. In the case of pothole repair, actual performance was 
                                                 
12 Reporting had stopped on April 29, 2012 for Traffic Lights Out and on October 28, 2012 for the other four types 
of service requests (Pothole Repair, Pavement Cave-In, Stop Sign Out, and Street Lights All Out). 
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significantly worse than reported on the Service Delivery Metrics website, especially between 
June 2012 and November 2012. At the beginning of the audit, CDOT had not provided any 
performance data on the Service Delivery Metrics website for the last nine weeks of 2012.13 

 
After the OIG identified these discrepancies, CDOT initiated reporting changes to include all 
service requests and DoIT initiated automation of the weekly data upload to the Service Delivery 
Metrics website.  
 
Recommendation:   
 
We recommend that CDOT and DoIT finalize changes to include all service requests in their 
reporting.  We also recommend that, as the reporting department, CDOT periodically review the 
Service Delivery Metrics website to ensure the data reported depicts the actual results of 
operations.  If discrepancies are noted in the future, CDOT should work with DoIT to identify 
the issue(s), correct the issue(s), and develop controls to prevent a reoccurrence. 
 

                                                 
13 Performance data for one service (Traffic Lights Out) had not been reported for 35 weeks of 2012. 
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Along those lines, CDOT has engaged in discussions with DoIT and recommended the automatic 
generation and posting of all reports on the current city-wide metrics website.  This would do 
away with the practice of e-mailing results as well as any manual data entry, and would ensure 
consistency throughout the reporting departments.” 
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Finding 2: Data Included on the Data Portal was Accurate. However, CDOT and DoIT 
Only Provided Detailed Data for Two of the Five Major Services  

The metrics for five types of services are summarized on Service Delivery Metrics (Traffic Light 
Out, Pavement Cave-In, Stop Sign Out, Pothole Repair, and Street Lights Out).  The Data Portal 
provides detailed data for only two of these services, Pothole Repair and Street Lights All Out. 
The Data Portal does not include information for Traffic Lights Out, Pavement Cave-In, and 
Stop Sign Out.  This omission limits the public’s ability to analyze information on individual 
requests for those three service types.   
 
Detailed information for the other two service request types (Pothole Repair and Street Lights 
All Out) is available and reported with 100% accuracy on the Data Portal.  As mentioned earlier, 
a description of each website and a depiction of the data flow that feeds those websites is 
included in the background section of this report.   
 
A DoIT representative stated that the service types reported on the Data Portal are those with the 
most frequent 311 requests.  The OIG tallied the number of requests for the five services 
examined in the audit and found that the three excluded from the Data Portal indeed had fewer 
requests than the two that were included, as shown below. 
 

Service Request Type Number of Requests in 2012 On Data Portal? 
Pothole Repair 38,601 Yes 
Street Lights All Out 23,030 Yes 
Traffic Lights Out 11,829 No 
Pavement Cave-In 6,131 No 
Stop Sign Out 4,208 No 

 
There is no requirement that the Data Portal report on the same services as the Service Delivery 
Metrics website. However, it stands to reason that if a service request type warrants 
summarization on the Service Delivery Metrics website then it should also warrant provision of 
detailed information on the Data Portal. 
 
Recommendation:   
 
We recommend that CDOT and DoIT work together to ensure as much information possible 
about service requests and completion times is available to the public via both the Service 
Delivery Metrics and the Data Portal. If CDOT and DoIT continue to exclude certain service 
request datasets from detailed public reporting on the Data Portal, we recommend that they 
publicly disclose and document the justification for that exclusion on the Data Portal homepage. 
 
Management Response: 
 
“CDOT concurs with this recommendation, and will work with DoIT to ensure as much 
information as possible about service requests and completion times are available to the public 
via both the Service Delivery Metrics and the Data Portal.” 
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Finding 3: CDOT Exceeded its Performance Goals for Three of Five Services but Failed 
to Meet its Goals for Two Services During 2010-2012  

CDOT sets a target number of days for completion of each type of service.  For instance, it has a 
target of repairing a pothole within seven days of a request and a target for repairing a broken 
traffic light within one day.  CDOT also sets an annual goal of meeting the targets for least 90% 
of requests.  CDOT achieved this 90% goal for traffic light, pavement cave-in, and stop sign 
repair requests in 2010, 2011, and 2012, but failed to meet the goal for pothole and streetlight 
repairs in any of the three years. 
 
The OIG calculated the percentage of service requests that CDOT completed within its target 
completion period for each service in 2010, 2011, and 2012, shown in the table below.  Those 
types that did not meet the Department’s 90% goal are shaded in red.  The Department’s best 
performance on pothole repair was in 2012, when 73.7% of repair requests were completed 
within 7 days; in 2011 only 50.7% of pothole repair requests were completed within 7 days.  In 
contrast, over 98% of stop sign repairs were completed within its target time period of one day in 
all three years.15 
 

Service Request Type Target 2010 2011 2012 
Pothole Repair 7 days 72.7% 50.7% 73.7% 
Street Lights All Out 4 days 69.7% 59.3% 75.4% 
Pavement Cave-In 3 days 96.7% 94.6% 92.3% 
Stop Sign Out 1 day 99.3% 98.7% 98.3% 
Traffic Lights Out 1 day 91.8% 93.8% 96.5% 

 
A CDOT representative stated that the Department is aware of the number and percentage of 
requests that exceed the target completion period because CDOT tracks its performance using 
management reports.16  He stated that they review the numbers weekly and react accordingly by 
reviewing operations and reallocating work crews.  He asserted that many of the delays are 
caused by a lack of resources.  For example, CDOT stated it has not only experienced the 
retirement of several employees but they also have to “borrow” employees from the pothole 
crews during the busy construction season and place them on residential street repaving.  
Because of limited resources, he stated that they have to hire more people or use overtime to 
accomplish their goals, which becomes a budgetary issue.  In addition, he stated that they 
develop daily routes to try to address the greatest number of open requests, not the oldest.  This 
allows them to repair more potholes but may cause some potholes to remain unfilled for longer 
periods if they are not in proximity to other potholes. 
 
 

                                                 
15 Detailed 311 data includes ward numbers and user ids of service requestors, so for descriptive purposes we also 
calculated service completion rates by ward and the number of requests submitted by aldermanic offices.  This 
information is presented in Appendices B and C of this report. 
16 Examples of CDOT management reports are available in Appendix D of this report. 
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Recommendation:   
 
We recommend that CDOT continue to monitor service performance with management reports.  
We also recommend that CDOT continue to address resource issues by assigning employees to 
priority services and working with the Office of Budget and Management to address staffing 
concerns when the reallocation of resources is not enough to meet operational goals. 
 
Management Response: 
 
“CDOT concurs with the IG’s recommendations for Finding #3.” 
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V.  APPENDIX A:  ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC REPORTING VIA THE SERVICE DELIVERY 

METRICS WEBSITE  

As reported in Finding 1, CDOT’s publicly-reported weekly average response times were 
inaccurate because they were calculated with incomplete data.  Using the complete data, the OIG 
calculated the correct response times and created the five graphs on the following pages, which 
depict the weekly average response times for the five service request types reviewed.17  The blue 
bars represent the data originally reported by CDOT on the City’s Service Delivery Metrics 
website.  The red bars represent the accurate depiction of average response times as calculated 
during the audit.  The green lines represents the target date of the respective service request type.

As discussed in the Finding 1, there were two reasons that data was omitted from the Service 
Delivery Metrics website. Reason #1 dealt with the manner in which the data was calculated 
(only service requests closed in the same week as they were opened were reported) and Reason 
#2 was because the data had not been manually uploaded. The following chart represents the 
number of records omitted from reporting for each reason and each service. 
 

Service Reason #1 Reason #2 
Pothole Repair 17,277 4,738 
Pavement Cave-In 488 919 
Traffic Lights Out 52 8,201 
Stop Sign Out 4 581 
Street Lights All Out 8,744 3,245 
Totals 26,565 17,684 

 
The 26,565 requests omitted due to the calculation error impacted pothole and street light repairs 
the most. Thus, the actual response times (red bar) were generally greater than the CDOT 
reported response times (blue bar) for those services. 
 
For requests related to traffic light and stop sign repairs, the actual response times (red bar) is 
less than the CDOT reported response times. This is not because of omitted data—there were 
only 56 requests omitted from the calculations—rather, this was because CDOT rounded any 
partial day responses to one full day.

                                                 
17 Because the Service Delivery Metrics website presented weekly average response times in a bar chart, we used the 
same format to compare the data. 
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VI. APPENDIX B:  2012 SERVICE REQUEST ANALYSIS BY WARD 

The following table provides a summary of the five service request types by ward for 2012.18  
Data summarized includes the number of service requests that were completed after the target 
time period, the total number of service requests, and the calculated percentage of service 
requests that were completed after the target time period. 

                                                 
18 The table includes wards identified as “0” and “Blank.” A CDOT representative indicated that a request may 
involve an address that is on the border of two wards and because the 311 operator may not know exactly which 
ward to identify it as, it remains blank or a zero is entered. CDOT reviews the location to assign such requests to the 
appropriate work crew. 
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Ward

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

Number of 
Requests 
Exceeding 

Target Period

Number of 
Total 

Requests

Requests 
Exceeding Target 
Period as % of All 

Requests

0 20                   65            30.8% 20                   83            24.1% 2                   74          2.7% 6                   7             85.7% 1                   4            25.0% 49                 233        21.0%

1 252                634          39.7% 73                   307          23.8% 11                 194        5.7% 27                 132        20.5% ‐               82          0.0% 363              1,349     26.9%

2 266                965          27.6% 201                644          31.2% 26                 979        2.7% 5                   140        3.6% 9                   121        7.4% 507              2,849     17.8%

3 84                   750          11.2% 94                   447          21.0% 11                 456        2.4% 6                   88          6.8% 2                   70          2.9% 197              1,811     10.9%

4 112                472          23.7% 56                   271          20.7% 5                   120        4.2% 8                   113        7.1% 1                   69          1.4% 182              1,045     17.4%

5 145                711          20.4% 132                484          27.3% 6                   252        2.4% 12                 172        7.0% 1                   91          1.1% 296              1,710     17.3%

6 161                780          20.6% 204                824          24.8% 5                   184        2.7% 27                 237        11.4% ‐               47          0.0% 397              2,072     19.2%

7 108                690          15.7% 184                672          27.4% 5                   88          5.7% 10                 90          11.1% ‐               52          0.0% 307              1,592     19.3%

8 181                929          19.5% 200                801          25.0% 8                   181        4.4% 29                 146        19.9% 2                   51          3.9% 420              2,108     19.9%

9 141                762          18.5% 258                853          30.2% 5                   146        3.4% 17                 105        16.2% 1                   65          1.5% 422              1,931     21.9%

10 130                828          15.7% 344                879          39.1% 5                   229        2.2% 14                 101        13.9% 4                   137        2.9% 497              2,174     22.9%

11 134                893          15.0% 71                   444          16.0% 6                   359        1.7% 5                   65          7.7% 1                   176        0.6% 217              1,937     11.2%

12 127                690          18.4% 79                   419          18.9% 2                   192        1.0% 5                   46          10.9% 3                   234        1.3% 216              1,581     13.7%

13 240                1,476       16.3% 91                   384          23.7% 6                   271        2.2% 13                 196        6.6% ‐               109        0.0% 350              2,436     14.4%

14 178                1,049       17.0% 78                   343          22.7% 3                   152        2.0% 12                 89          13.5% 1                   196        0.5% 272              1,829     14.9%

15 139                644          21.6% 76                   377          20.2% 3                   99          3.0% 8                   66          12.1% ‐               75          0.0% 226              1,261     17.9%

16 113                656          17.2% 118                469          25.2% 2                   105        1.9% 8                   71          11.3% ‐               104        0.0% 241              1,405     17.2%

17 82                   607          13.5% 121                585          20.7% 3                   92          3.3% 10                 86          11.6% ‐               63          0.0% 216              1,433     15.1%

18 159                817          19.5% 127                651          19.5% 7                   191        3.7% 17                 120        14.2% 2                   97          2.1% 312              1,876     16.6%

19 216                1,241       17.4% 210                793          26.5% 1                   346        0.3% 123        0.0% 1                   69          1.4% 428              2,572     16.6%

20 141                679          20.8% 125                491          25.5% 7                   240        2.9% 12                 121        9.9% ‐               66          0.0% 285              1,597     17.8%

21 206                865          23.8% 202                801          25.2% 18                 254        7.1% 27                 208        13.0% 4                   59          6.8% 457              2,187     20.9%

22 148                496          29.8% 64                   284          22.5% 3                   123        2.4% 1                   36          2.8% 4                   244        1.6% 220              1,183     18.6%

23 282                1,244       22.7% 122                605          20.2% 9                   249        3.6% 13                 193        6.7% ‐               124        0.0% 426              2,415     17.6%

24 223                771          28.9% 179                584          30.7% 9                   204        4.4% 17                 105        16.2% 1                   90          1.1% 429              1,754     24.5%

25 162                549          29.5% 120                538          22.3% 10                 252        4.0% 22                 72          30.6% 2                   147        1.4% 316              1,558     20.3%

26 224                496          45.2% 78                   337          23.1% 5                   142        3.5% 3                   92          3.3% 1                   63          1.6% 311              1,130     27.5%

27 285                825          34.5% 134                480          27.9% 9                   435        2.1% 3                   123        2.4% 3                   150        2.0% 434              2,013     21.6%

28 242                578          41.9% 182                662          27.5% 10                 255        3.9% 11                 79          13.9% 4                   80          5.0% 449              1,654     27.1%

29 257                881          29.2% 110                428          25.7% 9                   124        7.3% 25                 141        17.7% ‐               84          0.0% 401              1,658     24.2%

30 243                482          50.4% 56                   264          21.2% 3                   83          3.6% 3                   87          3.4% 1                   49          2.0% 306              965        31.7%

31 287                714          40.2% 63                   292          21.6% 2                   146        1.4% 3                   68          4.4% 9                   85          10.6% 364              1,305     27.9%

32 312                1,041       30.0% 92                   365          25.2% 19                 323        5.9% 7                   167        4.2% 1                   72          1.4% 431              1,968     21.9%

33 114                375          30.4% 29                   190          15.3% 2                   91          2.2% 1                   69          1.4% 1                   84          1.2% 147              809        18.2%

34 173                938          18.4% 242                893          27.1% 5                   150        3.3% 18                 186        9.7% ‐               70          0.0% 438              2,237     19.6%

35 210                704          29.8% 53                   276          19.2% 8                   182        4.4% 97          0.0% ‐               91          0.0% 271              1,350     20.1%

36 277                897          30.9% 118                461          25.6% 8                   158        5.1% 6                   171        3.5% 2                   38          5.3% 411              1,725     23.8%

37 263                585          45.0% 86                   433          19.9% 7                   180        3.9% 1                   89          1.1% 1                   57          1.8% 358              1,344     26.6%

38 195                709          27.5% 100                436          22.9% 10                 210        4.8% 2                   133        1.5% 1                   62          1.6% 308              1,550     19.9%

39 270                715          37.8% 71                   353          20.1% 6                   238        2.5% 6                   136        4.4% 1                   51          2.0% 354              1,493     23.7%

40 306                769          39.8% 69                   268          25.7% 15                 208        7.2% 1                   156        0.6% ‐               49          0.0% 391              1,450     27.0%

41 437                1,515       28.8% 92                   449          20.5% 9                   293        3.1% 4                   181        2.2% ‐               72          0.0% 542              2,510     21.6%

42 211                1,023       20.6% 110                369          29.8% 26                 951        2.7% 15                 106        14.2% 2                   52          3.8% 364              2,501     14.6%

43 221                566          39.0% 83                   252          32.9% 8                   183        4.4% 6                   114        5.3% 2                   57          3.5% 320              1,172     27.3%

44 158                652          24.2% 38                   163          23.3% 8                   147        5.4% 16                 120        13.3% 2                   32          6.3% 222              1,114     19.9%

45 297                897          33.1% 80                   472          16.9% 19                 315        6.0% 165        0.0% ‐               43          0.0% 396              1,892     20.9%

46 116                283          41.0% 32                   159          20.1% 8                   176        4.5% 1                   90          1.1% ‐               29          0.0% 157              737        21.3%

47 184                478          38.5% 74                   285          26.0% 17                 238        7.1% 3                   130        2.3% ‐               62          0.0% 278              1,193     23.3%

48 176                379          46.4% 36                   207          17.4% 14                 171        8.2% 82          0.0% ‐               46          0.0% 226              885        25.5%

49 203                913          22.2% 37                   181          20.4% 2                   124        1.6% 4                   253        1.6% ‐               29          0.0% 246              1,500     16.4%

50 345                911          37.9% 53                   288          18.4% 7                   167        4.2% 1                   165        0.6% ‐               57          0.0% 406              1,588     25.6%

Blank 6                     11            54.5% 5                     23            21.7% ‐               25          0.0% 3                   3             100.0% ‐               2            0.0% 14                 64          21.9%

10,162           38,600    26.3% 5,672             23,019    24.6% 414              11,747  3.5% 474              6,131     7.7% 71                 4,208     1.7% 16,793         83,705  20.1%

2012 SERVICE REQUEST ANALYSIS BY WARD
TOTALPAVEMENT CAVE‐INPOTHOLE REPAIR STOP SIGN OUTSTREET LIGHTS ALL OUT TRAFFIC LIGHTS OUT
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VII. APPENDIX C:  ALDERMANIC SERVICE REQUESTS 

Chicago aldermen have access and authority to create service requests in the 311 CSR system.  
Each ward office is assigned a unique userid, which associates it with the service requests it 
creates. 
 
In the three years from 2010 through 2012, there were 293,244 service requests associated with 
the five service request types included in this audit. Of those, 36,743 requests, or 12.5%, were 
created by the aldermanic offices. 
 

Service Request 
Type 

Total 
Number of 

Service 
Requests 

Number of 
Requests from 

Sources Other than 
Aldermanic Offices % 

Number of 
Requests from 

Aldermanic 
Offices % 

Pothole Repair 150,742 122,318 81.1% 28,424 18.9%
Street Lights All Out 73,552 69,193 94.1% 4,359 5.9%
Traffic Lights Out 35,118 34,685 98.8% 433 1.2%
Pavement Cave-In 21,652 19,372 89.5% 2,280 10.5%
Stop Sign Out 12,180 10,933 89.8% 1,247 10.2%
  Total 293,244 256,501 87.5% 36,743 12.5%
 
Solely reviewing the requests from aldermanic offices we find that 77.4% of the requests 
reviewed were associated with pothole repairs. 
 

 
Service Request Type 

Number of Requests From 
Aldermanic Offices 

 
% 

Pothole Repair 28,424 77.4% 
Street Lights All Out 4,359 11.9% 
Traffic Lights Out 433 1.2% 
Pavement Cave-In 2,280 6.2% 
Stop Sign Out 1,247 3.4% 
    Total 36,743 100.0% 

 
The number of service requests created by a single aldermanic office for the three years reviewed 
ranged from seven to 3,725. 
 
The following two pages report the quantity of service requests made from each aldermanic 
office.  (The bar chart represents the number of service requests related to all five service request 
types and the table breaks that number out by the individual service request type.)
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Ward
Pothole
Repair

Street Lights
All Out

Traffic
Lights Out

Pavement
Cave‐In

Stop Sign
Out Grand Total

1 370 65 6 19 37 497

2 186 106 4 3 19 318

3 295 6 5 2 0 308

4 81 52 2 13 7 155

5 13 16 0 0 8 37

6 306 58 0 37 3 404

7 254 223 3 19 5 504

8 532 57 2 3 8 602

9 321 89 4 21 14 449

10 360 151 28 6 47 592

11 47 21 8 3 10 89

12 400 130 2 56 22 610

13 2,915 286 32 411 81 3,725

14 2,368 95 19 82 40 2,604

15 332 58 1 12 10 413

16 38 51 1 6 8 104

17 151 41 0 8 6 206

18 908 155 1 26 28 1,118

19 1,186 250 17 65 33 1,551

20 67 55 0 6 8 136

21 318 78 2 21 13 432

22 364 124 6 71 22 587

23 1,239 165 14 134 90 1,642

24 189 106 1 22 7 325

25 309 82 3 28 49 471

26 1,069 81 7 53 3 1,213

27 3 4 0 0 0 7

28 574 78 3 15 8 678

29 126 33 2 20 4 185

30 356 66 6 44 30 502

31 2,139 131 29 175 218 2,692

32 878 90 27 74 30 1,099

33 220 34 1 3 3 261

34 718 59 3 30 5 815

35 221 67 9 58 17 372

36 461 121 6 123 17 728

37 358 70 1 21 14 464

38 1,005 90 17 21 35 1,168

39 1,799 167 14 143 72 2,195

40 276 38 6 2 9 331

41 650 109 4 68 23 854

42 343 115 28 32 20 538

43 286 109 21 122 30 568

44 1,216 58 41 34 39 1,388

45 602 82 13 48 23 768

46 368 27 9 12 3 419

47 417 94 7 17 12 547

48 207 20 6 16 4 253

49 98 43 5 4 8 158

50 485 53 7 71 45 661

Grand Total 28,424 4,359 433 2,280 1,247 36,743

Number of Service Requests Created by Aldermanic Offices:  2010 ‐ 2012
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VIII. APPENDIX D:  CDOT MANAGEMENT REPORTS 

As reported in Finding 3, CDOT stated that it is aware of the number and percentage of requests 
that are completed past the target date because it tracks such results through weekly management 
reports. It also stated that CDOT management reviews the numbers weekly and reacts by 
reviewing operations and then reallocating work crews.  The following pages are samples of the 
management reports that CDOT uses in their operations.19 
 

 The COMMISSIONER KEY INDICATOR REPORT (pages 30-32) is automatically 
generated on a daily basis and systematically delivered to top management within CDOT. 

 The CSR WEEKLY SUMMARY REPORT WITH BACKLOGS (pages 33-41) is 
automatically generated on a weekly basis and systematically delivered to top 
management within CDOT. 

 The ACTIVE/COMPLETED CSRs BY DIVISION AND CREATED YEAR (pages 42-83) is 
automatically generated on a weekly basis and systematically delivered to top 
management within CDOT. 

                                                 
19 It should be noted that while the OIG presents the CDOT-provided reports as examples of actual reports used in 
CDOT operations, the OIG did not validate the data in the reports. 
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CITY OF CHICAGO OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
 

Public Inquiries Rachel Leven, (773) 478-0534 
rleven@chicagoinspectorgeneral.org 

To Suggest Ways to Improve 
City Government  

Visit our website: 
https://chicagoinspectorgeneral.org/get-involved/help-
improve-city-government/ 

To Report Fraud, Waste, and 
Abuse in City Programs 
 

Call the OIG’s toll-free hotline 866-IG-TIPLINE (866-448-
4754). Talk to an investigator from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday-Friday. Or visit our website: 
http://chicagoinspectorgeneral.org/get-involved/fight-
waste-fraud-and-abuse/ 

 
 

MISSION 
 
The City of Chicago Office of Inspector General (OIG) is an independent, nonpartisan oversight 
agency whose mission is to promote economy, efficiency, and integrity in the administration of 
programs and operations of City government. The OIG achieves this mission through: 
 

- Administrative and criminal investigations 
- Audits of City programs and operations 
- Reviews of City programs, operations, and policies 

 
From these activities, the OIG issues reports of findings, disciplinary, and other 
recommendations to assure that City officials, employees, and vendors are held accountable for 
the provision of efficient, cost-effective government operations and further to prevent, detect, 
identify, expose and eliminate waste, inefficiency, misconduct, fraud, corruption, and abuse of 
public authority and resources. 
 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The authority to produce reports and recommendations on ways to improve City operations is 
established in the City of Chicago Municipal Code § 2-56-030(c), which confers upon the 
Inspector General the following power and duty: 
 

To promote economy, efficiency, effectiveness and integrity in the administration of the 
programs and operations of the city government by reviewing programs, identifying any 
inefficiencies, waste and potential for misconduct therein, and recommending to the 
mayor and the city council policies and methods for the elimination of inefficiencies and 
waste, and the prevention of misconduct. 


