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Of the 164 performance measures examined at 18 state agencies, 48,8 percent were found to be 
reliable, Almost one-third of the measures were inaccurate. Factors prevented us from 
determining whether the remaining 18.3 percent of the measures were correct or incorrect, These 
results represent a deCline in reliability compared to thetast two performance measure audits, 
where approximately 55 percentot the measures examined were found to be reliable, The School 
for the Deaf became only the second agency we have visited to have every measure examined 
classified as Certified. At several agencies, all or most of the measures examined were unreliable. 
For a breakdown by agency, see the "Table ot Current Results by Agency' on page 5. 

There were poor or Inadequate control systems over the collection and reporting of performance 
data tor olmost60 percent of the measures that were audfted. Most often missing was some kind 
of monitoring or verificatIon of performance information. A particular area of concern was the 
lack of controls over the input of Information into centralized data bases from agency field offices. 

Employees throughout many Of the agencies did not have·acomplete understanding Of their 
agency's performance measures or how the measures affect the management and 
approprIations processes, Wrthout this knowledge, employees may not take the steps necessary to 
ensure the reliablIlty of their performance Information. 

Paul Gamer, Audit Manager, (512) 4794765 

This performance measure review was conducted in accordance with Government Code, Section 2101.038. and the Lieutenant 
Governor's Budget Reform Proposal, as adopted by the Legislative Budget Board cm November 18, 1991, and in cooperation 
with the Legislative B.udget Office. 
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Executive Summary 

FIgure 1 

Half of the Performance Measures Examined 
Were Reliable for Oecisionmakers 

State leaders at both the statewide and agency level need reliable 
information on which to base important decisions on priorities 
and funding for state government Approximately half of the 164 
performance measures examined at 18 agencies were found to be 
reliably reported. Performance measures considered reliable are 
those that are certified and those that are certified with 
qualifications. Almost one-third of the measures examined were 
found to be inaccurate. Factors prevented certification of the 
remaining 183 percent of the measures. That means because of a 
lack of supporting evidence, conflicting evidence, and/or a lack 
of controls, we were unable to determine if the reported 
performance fOf those mea...'{UTes was correct or incorrect. (See 
Figure 1.) 

CURRENT RESULTS 

Certified 
34.8% 

Factors Prevented 
Certification 

18.3% 
Certified with 
Qllalifieallol'!$ 

14% 

For detailed results of 
this performance 
measure review, see 
"Detailed Certification 
Results, Fmdings, and 
Agency Responseslt on 
page 6. For summary 
results. see "Table of 
Current Results by 
Agency" on page 5. It is 
important to read the 
comments in the 

"Detailed Certification Results" section to get an understanding 
of what the situation is at the individual agendes. 

These results represent a decline in reliability compared to the 
last two performance measure audits that found 54,8 percent and 
55,4 percent, respectively, of the measureS examined to be 
reliable. (See Figure 2 on the foHowing page.) 

The agencies selected to audit were chosen in conjunction with 
the Legislative Budget Board, based on the amount of funding in 
the General Appropriations Act and risk factors identified by the 
Board, The measures were usually selected to cover strategies 
m~g~p 80 percent of an agency's funding. Additionally, the 
legIslatIve Budget Board requested reviews of measures from 
some specific programs, 

In an effort to help increase the reliability of performance 
measure information, the State Auditor's Office. in conjunction 
with the Legislative Budget Board and the Governor's Office of 
Budget and Planning. is currently developing a guide for state 
agencies on performance measures. This guide will assist 
agencies and educational institutions in developing performance 
measurement systems which provide morellCcurate information. 
Additionally ,theguide· should help agencies strengthen their 
controls over performance measurement data and reporting and 
wm work to improve the auditability of their systems. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 1 



Executive Summary 

Figure 2 

AUGUST 1994 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS 

i1'laccura/,a 
22.2% 

Factols Prevented 
C arllfication 

19.9% 

NA 
3,.1% 

Certiliadwlth 
Quahtleal10ns 

12.3% 

Carllfied 
42,5% 

MARCH 1994 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULTS 

Faclors Prevented 
Certification 

32% 

CarllliGd 
32.5% 

Certmad with 
Qualll'lQatlons 

22.1/% 

Source: SAO Report Nos. 94-136 and 94-048 

Certification results were reported in one of five categories: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
'" 

Certified 
Certified with Qualification 
Factors Provent Certification 
Inaccurate 
Not Applicable 

For defmitions, see Appendix 2: Certification Criteria. 

Certification of a performance measure is the act of ensuring that 
the measure, as reported in Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. is accurate and can be verified. The 
information in ABEST reflects the actual performance as reported 
by the agency, See Appendix 1 for the steps in the certification 
process. 

Although there are many problems that make it not possible to 
verify reported performance or make the reported performance 
inaccurate. two areas stand out: 

• 

'" 

poor or inadequate control systems over the 
collection and reporting of performance data 

a lack of understanding among employees, at aU 
levels. of their agency's performance measures 
and how the measures fit into the management 
and appropriations process 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 stATE AGENCIES PAGE 2 



Executive Summary 

FEBRUARY 1996 

Controls Are Weak Over Many Performance 
Measure Information Systems 

There are not processes 'Or procedures in place t'O ensure that only 
accurate perf'Ormance data is collected and rep'Orted f'Or nearly 60 
percent of the measures we examined. The main weaknesses we 
found were in the design 'Of the systems, the input 'Of inf'Ormati'On, 
and the verificati'On 'Of repQrted perfQrmance. 

The main cause fQr the weak contrQls fQund was that many 'Of the 
data collection systems we examined were ad boc in nature, 
without an overall design that included aU of the components 
necessary to ensure accurate reperting. If an agency does net 
step back and look at the system as a whele, charting the flow of 
information and building in checks and balances along the way, 
accurate information will be difficult to ensure. What we often 
saw were different types 'Of existing information systems 
combined together without a lot of overall planning. 

Another area of concern was the lack of controls ever the input of 
information into centralized data bases from agency field offices. 
In this audit, we looked at several agencies with field operations 
thrQughoutthe State. Usually. this type of agency has develQped 
a centralized data base to which the field operations repQrt their 
activities. In mest cases, there were 1''001' contr'Ols governing the 
input and collecti'On of data. As state government mQves 
increasingly te reliance en automated systems with little 'Or ne 
decumentation te suppert the services and activitiesperfermed, 
the need f'Or streng centrols over the coUecti'On of informatien by 
automated systems has become crucial, 

What was most often missing wa.'l some kind of internal 
verificatien 'Of performance data. Processes and procedures were 
not developed and implemented t'O check the incoming data te 
ensure its accuracy. Without these checks, there is a potential for 
errors t'Ooccur without being caught. This lack of verificati'On 
sometimes extended into the actual calculatien of the final 
performance figures. where simple additien or transpositien 
err'Ors went undetected and made the reported performance tQ 
ABEST inaccurate. 

One agency, the Texas Y'Outh Commissien. has taken steps to 
develop comprehensive centr'Ols for their automated data system 
to ensure that performance data is accurate. Their system may 
serve as a model for other agencies. (See Appendix 3, Contrels 
Implemented by the Texas Y'Outh Commission, for an 'Overview.) 

There Is a Lack at Understanding About 
Performance Measures 

There appears to be a lack of understanding among empleyees at 
all levels regarding their agency 'sperfermance measures and 
how those measures fit int'O the management and appropriations 
process. In order te take the time and effert necessary to develop 
g'Ood performanceinformatl'On systems. agencies and their 
empl'Oyees need to understand hew and why the informatien is 
used. Externally. the Legislature uses performance measure 
information to monitor agencies' progress and help evaluate how 
well these agencies are doing their jebs. The infermati'On may 
also be nsed to help determine funding priQrities and levels. 
Internally. agency management can use the informati'On in much 
the same way, m'Onitoring pregress toward goals and adjusting 
'Operations and priorities as results indicate. It is imperative" that 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 3 



Executive Summary 

FEBRUARY 1995 

these state leaders have accurate information on which to base 
their decisions.'Wnen these important uses are not understood, 
the time and effort needed to ensure the accuracy of reported 
performance will not always be taken. 

The most common result of this lack of understanding about the 
measures is the failure to report performance according to the 
approved defmition of the measure. Often in these cases, the 
employees responsible for the activity measured are not familiar 
with exactly what they are supposed to be reporting, In some 
cases,. employees are not aware that the results of their work will 
be reported in performance measures. Employees at many 
agencies are reporting performance measures because they have 
to. they are not aware of the value of this information. 

To date, we have examined 687 measures representing a sample 
of key measures for 50 agencies across all functional areas. This 
certification work is a continuing project of the State Auditor's 
Office, in cooperation with the Legislative Budget Office. 

AN AUDiT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 4 



Executive Summary 

Table of Current Results by Agency 

FEBRUARY 1995 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Obj&<;ttve 

or 

A4 

A4.1 

A4.2 

Percent Reductlon in Backlog of 
Maintenance and Repair -General 
Revenue Funded 

Square Feet Maintained 

Number of Armories for Which the 

Sources: 
1 General appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R,5. (1993), 

How 
CIO$$lfied 

Outcome 

Output 

Output 

< Outcomes are reported for FV 1993, outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two. and mree for FV 1994. 
All numbers are from ABE5T II - automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTaxos, 

Rewlts 
Reported! 

10.6% 

2,588.345 
sq.ft 

106 

FE8RUARY' 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

The Department did not always keep 
supporting documentation of the estImates 
used to determine the backlog. Without 
adequate source documentation to 
support the amounts used in ca!culatlng the 
backlog, It was not possible to determine 
whether the reported performance Is 
accurate. {See Finding and Agency 

Thls·measure was underreported by 10.3 
percent The square footage ofsevera:1 
buildings was erroneously excluded from 
the measure results because of a 
miSunderstanding about what Include In 

PAGE 6 



ota! Square Footage of Facilities 
Provided utHitles 

Sources: 
1 G;eneral appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.5. (1993), 
1 Outcomes ore reported for P( 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 

results ore reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three for P( 1994, 
All nlJt'l'\bel's ore from ASEST II ~ automated i3udget and Evaluation 
System of Texos. 

FF..BRUARV 1995 
AN AUDrr REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 1 It ¢T A TCl\Qt;NCIFS 

agen~yreported gross square footage 
lNlhilOt1·.· ·of net square footage aSspecifled 

measure definition. Theretore, the 
measure was not calculated In 



Finding 

Adjutant General·s Department 

FEBRUARY 1995 

AdeqU9fe Supporting Documentation Necessary 
to Verify Performance Was Not Always Kept 

Key Performance Measure: Percent Reduction in Bacldog 
of Maintenance and Repair ~ General Revenue Funded 

Factors prevented the certification· of the above performance 
measure. Supportmg documentation of the estimates made to 
detennine the backlog of maintenance and repair was not always 
kept by the Department Without adequate source documentation 
to support the amounts used in calculating this measure, it is not 
possible to tell whether the reported perfonnance is accurate. 

Recommendation: 

As estimates of maintenance and repair are completed,. they 
should be documented; signed by the estimator signifying a sood 
estimate. and retained. The Department has developed a 
"Facilities and Bngineering Project Worksheet" that could be 
used for this purpose. As a control to help ensure, accuracy • 
periodic reconciliations of these worksheets cO?ld ?C done With 
the summary lists the Department currently mamtainS. 

tlgeru;J, ReSJ)J)lW!.: 

We are in general agreement with the finding and 
recommendation. The department has taktn several actions to 
ens~re accuracy and support for the value of maintenance and 

repair backlog involving state general revenue funds. These 
actions include the revision of the Facilities and Engineering 
Project Worhh8et thatis currently in use and will be mandatory 
for all maintenance aud repair project estimates completed after . 
January 1.1995. This revision includes: the dollar amount of 
theestimate; the name and title of the estimator; and the date 
on whiehthe estimate was completed. After January 1,1995, all 
repair awl maintenance estimates wW· require a completed 
Facilities and Engineering ProjlctWorksheet. 

These work$heetswnl.~maintatned by the Facilities and 
Engineering Directorate and will be used to support any 
maintenance and repair backlog estimates developed. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCEMEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 8 



Results of Performance Measures ReView 

A,1 

A,1.2 

A 1.1 

Sources; 

Percent of Older Population 
Receiving at least One Service 

Number of Hours of Homemaker 
Services Provided 

Cost per Homemaker Hour 

I General appropriations Act. 73rd Ltlgislorure. R.S. (993). 
1 Performance measures reported ae for Pi 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

Output 

Efficiency 

10.2953 

377,261 

$1.1093 

All numbers are from AaEST n -Automated Budget end Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
..AI lS ST~s;ENC& 

This measure sur'rlh1arizes data from 
several of the other measures. 
Because·thebunh served'; weTe 
~ In those m$QSUreS, this 
meciSure was also Inaccurate. (See 
Anding and Agency Response on 

The number of hours ~ported wos 
Inaccurate 11 times In the sample of 
.62 tested. The error rate was 21 
percent. and Agency 

.SInce the number of units served In 
the preceding measure wos 
determined to be Inaccurate. this 
measure was also Inaccurate. (See 
finding and Agency Response on 



Related 
Objective 

A.l.5 

A. 1.5 

A.l.6 

SOurces: 

Number of One Way Trips (Demand 
Response TransportatIon Services) 

Cost per One Way Trip (Demand 
Response Transportation Services) 

Cost per RSVP Volunteer 

I General appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R,5. (1993)., 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Output 

Efficiency 

Efficiency 

Results 
Reported 2 

2,336.030 

16 

$15.4531 

Ail numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

The number of ona-way trips 
reported was Inaccurate 16 times in 
the Sample of 52 tested. The error 
rate was 31 percent. (See Finding 

Since the number of one~way in 
the preceding measure was 
determIned to be inaccurate. this 
measure was also inaccurate. (See 
Finding and Agency Response on 

The Department does not have a 
process in place to capture "the total 
unduplicated number of senior 
volunteers In the program" on a 
cumulative basiS for the entire fiscal 
year. (See FindIng and Agency 
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A.t7 

A.1.7 

Sources: 

Number of People Receiving 
Congregate Meals 

Number of People Receiving Home 
Delivered Mears 

I Genera! appropriaTions Act. 73rd Legislature, R.5. (1993). 
1 Performance measures reported ore for N 1994. 

~ .. 

Output 

Output 65,211 

All numbers are from ASEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluotlon 
System of T exes. 

FEBRUARY 1095 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

...... AT 18 STATEA~NCB.. 

For fhenumberof people receiving 
,congregate meals. there were 17 
inaccuracies In a sample of 48 
tested, resulflng In an error rote of 35 
percent. The Client Information 
ServJcesRepottwasnof ava1lable 
frolTlone Of the proV1det$.Four of 
the 52 sampled forthl& measure were 
not available to be tested. (See 
JOII"II"Unrt and Agency Response on 

Insufficient documentation was 
Jecelved fromthe providers to test 11 
Of the 52 selected for testing. Of the 
45 tested. there were 8 inaccuracies. 
(See Finding and Agency Response 



A.l.7 Cost per Congregate Meal 

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, 1<.5. (1993), 
2 Performance meosures reported ore tor Pf 1994, 

How 
Classified 

EfficIency $3.4495 

All numbers are from ABEST II ~ Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

fEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUorr REPORT ON PEl<FOI<MANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Cueto the Inaccuracies found in the 
number of people receiving 
congregate meals. this measure was 
also Inaccurate. (See and 

PAGE 12 



Finding 

Department on Aging 

FEBRUARY 1995 

There Is Not a Process in Place to Ensure 
Accurate Information From Service Providers 

Key Performance Measures: 

• 
,. 

• 

• 

Number of Hours of Homemaker Services Provided 

Cost per Homemaker Hour 

Number of One Way Trips (Demand Response 
Transportation Services) 

Cost per One Way Trip (Demand Response Transportation 
Services) 

• Number of People Receiving Congregate Meals 

• Cost per Congregate Meal 

• Number of People Receiving Home Delivered Meals 

There were numerous inaccuracies found in information 
reported by the providers. On several instances, providers were 
unable to provide the necessary infomlation to test The 
Department does not have a process in place to ensure the 
accuracy the data. Even though the Health and Human 
Services Administration on Aging policy does not "require nor 
endorse a sign- in system for participant utilization of any 
services supported with Federal funding under the Older 
Anlericans Act programs," it does recommend that "other 

altemativemethods of verification of services be employed 
which provide adequate programmatic documentation and also 
protect the privacy of participants!' 

The Department should develop, in conjunction with the 
providers. a system for reporting the units served. which can be 
used by the providers that satisfy generally accepted auditing 
standards, 

The Texas Department on Aging has begun a collaborative effort 
with the Texas Association of Regional Councils (TARC) and 
representatives of area agencies on aging that are not members 
o/TARC to establish a uniform system to improve the area 
agencies' monitoring for accuracy of their subcontractors' 
reporting. The Department will design a uniform technique, 
using the State Auditor's Office modelJor area agencies to use 
to ensure consistency across the swte. This will assure that 
support documentation at the subcontractor level is reconcilable 
to the figures reported to area agencies and the Department. 
Training will be conducted during regular quarterly training 
scheduled for March 1~2, 1995 for all area agencies. 

.After the training, area agencies will be required to conduct 
samples/tests during the next three months and provide the 
results to the Department, This would include a plan for 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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FEBRUARY 1995 

corrective action if the data is found inaccurate. 

The Department will conduct a/ollow-up sample/test after 
allowing adequate time/or corrective actions. Area Agencies on 
Aging found to be in noncompliance shall then be subject to 
sanctions in accordance with 40 TAe 254.13. 

The Department's Information System Does Not 
Collect Performan,ce Data in Conformance With 
the Measure's Definition 

Key Performance Measure; Cost Per RSVP Volunteer 

The Department does not have the process in place to capture 
"the total unduplicated number of senior volunteers in the 
program" on a cumulative basis for the entire fiscal year. At 
present, it appears that the agency can accurately capture this 
information on a quarterly basis only. 

Recommendation: 

The Department should seek to change the definition of this 
measure to comply with what they are currently capable of 
providing, or it should develop and implement a process to 
capture the necessary information to accurately report this 
measure's performance according to the current definition. 

The Department on Aging had anticipated this concern and 
addressed it in securing a Legislative Budget Board approved 
definition change/or FY 1995 reporting. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 14 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
O~tlve 

or 

A.l.1 

Percent of Complaints Investigated 
Resulting in Criminal Charges or 
Administrative Sanctions 

Number of Investigations of 
Complaints Mode 

Sources: 
'General Appropriotlol1$ Act. 73rd Legislature, R.s. (1993), 

How 
Classified 

Output 

Output 

1 Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
An numbers ate from ASEST II * Automated Budgef and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

4,688 

25.515 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 1 S STAn;.AQEf..lCIES 

Actualpel'fOrrnonce was 18.9 
percent. An error was mode in 
drawing the performance 
Information from the 
Commission's: data base. The 
Commission Is developing on 
automated report that will 
eliminate the potential for human 

test of 0 sample Of complaint 
records showed them to be 
accurate. However, a 
quolflcation was added due to a 
Commission Il1t$mal audit report 

H ............ found fhat all field offices 
were not consistent In what they 



Related 
Objective 

or 

Al.2 

Al.3 

B,2. i 

B.3 

B.3.1 

Number of Minors Instructed by 
Agency 

Donar Amount of Delinquencies 

Revenue 0$ Percent of Expense 

Number of Containers Stomped 

Sources: 
1 Genera! Approprlatloi'iS Act. 73rd. Legislature. R.S. (1993). 

How 
Classffied 

Output 

Output 

Outcome 

Output 

2 Outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of FY 1994, 
All numoorsarE! from ABEST U • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

R.ults 
Reported' 

118,003 

$965,033 

97.9'k 

1,672,091 

* 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDrr REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Source documentation 
supported the number reported. 
However, a qualification was 
added because estimates of 
numbers of minors as opposed to 
actual counts appeared to be 
used in some cases, and the 
controls over the data collection 
and compilation are weak. The 
Commission has plans to 
automate the collection and 
compilation of data for thIS 
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Related 
ObJective 

el.l 

Average 
Time (Days) 

Processing 

Number of Non-Compliance Actions 

SourCEI$;: 
1 General Appropriations Act 73rd legislature, RS. (1993), 

How 
Classified 

Output 

2 outcomes are reported for FV 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quorters One, Two, and Three of Pi 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget ond Evaluation 
System of T exos. 

R.l.llm 
Reported,l 

14.7 
(Days) 

* 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE A~E"'JC!f.S PNi&J) 



Results Of performance Measures ReView 

Related 
Objective 

01' 

Al.l 

B.2.1 

$curces: 

Total Number of IndMduals Ucensed 

Average Cost of Examination 

Number of Investigations 
Conducted 

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd legislature. 1<.5. (1993), 

How 
ctaaifkJd 

Output 

Efficiency 

Output 

l Outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters one, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST fI • Automated Budget and EvolLtatlon 
System of Texas. 

$33,14 

24 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURes 

AT 1 a STATE AGENCIES 

Four of fhe invesflgoHonslnftlated In the first 
quarter were counted In the second quarter 

welt, Also. several cases counted in the 
quarter dId not appear to have 

lffIr'i~ investigative work performed on 
to count as ulnvestlgatlons." 

PAGE 18 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

Al,l 

A2 

Sources: 

Percent of Complaints Resolved 
Resulting in Disciplinary Action 

1 General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature, R,S, (1993), 
~. Performance measures reported are for Pi 1994, 

How 
Classified 

Output 

AU numbers are from ABEST Ii - Automated Budget and Evaluotion 
System ofTexQs, 

Results 
Reporied 2 

3,295 '* 

31.0 

AN AUOfT RFPORT ON PFRFORMANf:F MI=A!;IIDF!; 

The agency Is not following their measure 
definition. This measure was reported as a 
'whole number" rather than a percentage 
to A8EST, Additionally, the number of 
complaints resulting in dlsc!pllna.ry action 
(the number that was reported to A8EST as 
well as the numerator used in the 
calculation of this measure) was 



Related 
Objective 

or 

A.2 

A. 2. 1 

A.2.1 

Sources: 

Recidivism Rate for 
Receiving Disciplinary Action 

lnvestlgatlons Conducted 

Average Cost pet Investigation 

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, RS. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ora for FV 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

Output 

Efficiency 

Results 
Reported' 

6.0 

392 

25],86 

All numbers are from A6EST II ~ Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

The agency Is not following their measure 
defInition. This measure was reported as a 
·whole number" rather than a percentage. 
to ABEST. Additionally, "Enforcement Logs' 
kept by the agency (for tracking the 
number of chiropractors receiving 
disciplinary action) were determined to be 
unreliable by the agency for FV 92. The 
agency has improved the reliabIlIty of these 

FV and FV94. 

The agency is not following their measure 
definition. Some Investigations were 
"double~counted" because the agency 
determined the number of "Investigations 
conducted" as those which had been 
'completed" as well as those 'currently In 

" 

The agency is not following thl';lir measure 
definition. The costs of an Investigation ore 
not being applied to the appropriate 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

or 

Sources: 

Number of Hours or Interpreter 
Services Provided 

I General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature, \<,5. (1993), 

How 
Classified 

2 Outcomes ore reported for P{ 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported fOJ Quarters One, Two, and Three of PI 1994, 
All numbers ore from ABE5T It - Automated 8udget and Evaluation 
System of Texes, 

Results 
Reported 2 

FEBRUARY 100!; 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 1 A ~ An: A(.:$N~tf;:~ 

The part of the measure definition that 
specifies that hours of Interpreter services 
provided throug'h Interagency contracts be 
Included in the measure calculation was 
Incorrect. The agency did not include these 
services In the calculation, The number 
reported was an accurate count Of the 
hours of interpreter services that were 
prOVided through General Revenue funds. 
The agency has taken steps to correct the 
measure definition to exclude interagency 
contract hours from the measure 



Related 
Objective 

A,2 

SOure .. : 

Number of Consumers Involved In 
Planning, MonWarlng, or Other 
Agency Activities 

Percent Increase in Number of 
Interpreters Certlfled at level III, IV, 
and V 

1 Gemwol Appropriations Act, 73rd Legisloture,j{.S, (1993). 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

1 Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results ore reported for Quarters One, Two, ond Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II ~ Automated Budget and Evoluotlon 
System of Texas. 

I CI_can;on 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

agency had good documentation on 
11le for 281 consumers involved and 
documentation of lesser quality for 52. for a 

of 333. This total was only 3,9 percent 
.'tr\\,"Drthan the number reported. However, 

agency provided estimates which 
Indicate that the, measure resutfs could have 
been as high as 672. tn that case, the resuits 

beunderreported by 48.5 percent. 
agency's controls over gathering the 

data tor the measure were poor. The 
measure deflnltlon should be clarified to 
prevent contusion over what should be 

peroentlncrease was actually 9.4 
IDE~rc4!!1nt, ,theretore. this measure was overM 

reported by 11.7 percent. ,this error was 
' .... \,;ll.Io<I:JU by the numbefof Interpreters 

I"crflft411l'1 at levels IfL IV. and V being 
lovnated by two. Also. the~re 
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Related 
Objective 

or 

Sources: 

of Licensed Interpreters 

, General AppropriatIons Act, 73rd Legislature., R.S, (1993), 

How 
Classified 

Output 

1 Outcomes are for FY 1993, Outputs and J:'ffi,~i"'rl"'V 
results are reportad for Quarters One, Two, and Three of 1994, 
All numbers are from ABESr II • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

Results 
Reported 2 

* 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT i R fITA n: A(.;FNC:U::~ 

measure was not calculated in 
accordance with the mea'sure definition. 
<,;,::,,,/0"1',,,,;<;," Interpreters who held two types 
of Interpreter licenses were counted twice in 

agency's calculatIons, Therefore, the 
number reported was the number of 
licenses. rather than the number of 
Interpreters. Also, the measure calculation 
was poorly documented. 



Results of Pet10rmance Measures Review 

Percent of Students Who Drop Out 
of School Annually 

So~ 

I General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature. R.S, (1993). 
~ Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CIO$$ified 

Ali numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget ond Evoluartan 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENClES 

performance data ortgfnally reported to 
ABES1' by the Agency for this measure, 2.6%, 
wosbased on the new accountability 
system. The Agency I upon determining that 

did not conform to the existing definition 
locweeJd upon with the Legislative Budget 
Board, requested, with the concurrence Of 
the Board, that ABES1' be updated to report 
the actual measure performance of 3.3%. 
The ABES1'·system was not updated prior to 
the oudff. Because the audit must be based 
on the data in ABES1', this measure is reported 
as Inaccurate. 

were unable to audit the updated 
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Percent of Students Passing All Tests 
oken 

1 General Appropriations Act 73rd Legislature. R.$. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ore for FV 1994. 

How 
Cltalfted 

AU numbers ate from ABEST 11- Automated BUdget Ol1d Evoluoflon 
System ofTexos, 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 

1'Stt.lde1nt test data Is reported by on 
Independent third-party contractor. and 
controls appear to be adequate to ensure 
accuracy of the number reported. Source 
documents are kept by the test contractors 
In warehouses fn Iowa City, Iowa and were 



Related 
Objective 

Al 

ALl 

Description 
of 

Annual Statewide Dropout Rate for 
the Subgroup with the Highest Rate 

Students SeNed by Compensatory 
Education Programs and SeNlces 

l Genera! Appropriations Act, 73rd Leglslcture. R.S, (1993). 
~ Performance measures reporredare for FY 1994. 

How 
Classifi&d 

Outcome 

Output 

REl$Ults 
Reported 2 

3.8% 

1,666,981 

AU numbers are from ABEST II • AutomaTed Budget and Evaluation 
System efT ex~s, 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT1S STATE AGENCIES 

'* 

'* 

The performance data originally reported to 
ABEST by the Agency for this measure. 3.8%, 
was based on the new accountabl!lty 
system. The Agency, upon determining that 

did not conform to the existing definition 
agreed upon with the Legislative Budget 
Board, requested, with the concurrence of 

Board, that ABEST be updated to report 
actual measure performance of 4.9%. 
ABEST system was not updated prior to 
audit. Because the audit must be based 

on the data in ABEST, this measure Is reported 
a's inaccurate, 

We were unable to audit the updated 

The method Of calculation does not conform 
to the definition agreed upon with the 
legislative Budget Board. The agency 
reported the ayergge number of students 
<lAn/on rather than the total number of 

served, (See Finding and Agency 
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Related 
Obj'*7tive 

or 

A I,' 

A.Ll 

SourC9$: 

Students Served by Vocational 
Education Programs 

State Aid Per Pupil 

1 General Appropriatfons Act. 73rd Legislature, R,S, (1993), 
~ Performance measures reported ore for FY 1994, 

How 
Ctl.'lSSified 

Output 

Efficiency 

AU numbers oretrom ABEST l! - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

Results 
Reported 2 

510,656 

$2,221.0 

* appeared to be ddequate.controls 
over the accuracy of data reported. The 
agency conducts annual attendance audits 
for this measure. Adjustments in attendance 
made as a result of these audits In the prior 
years have always been less than one 
percent We add a qualification because 
we were unable to test attendance records 

Source documents obtained from the school 
districts did not support the number reported. 
The agency's controls over the accuracy of 
the data reported appeared to be 

Controls over the accuracy of the 
calculations appeared to be adequate, We 
add a qualification because we were 
unable to test attendance records at SChool 
districts, and attendance is a component 



Related 
Objective How 

Al,l Percent of Operating Funds Spent 
on Instruction 

Al.3 

A2 

Students Served in Summer School 
Program for LEP 

Percent of Teachers on Permit 

SourCge: 

l Genera! Appropriations Act, 73rd legislature, 1'<.5. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ore for PI 1994, 

CIOS$ified 

Output 

Outcome 

All numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofT exQS, 

Results 
Reported 2 

26,797 

4.1% 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

ATIS STATE AGENCIES 

* 

* 

Source documents obtaIned from the school 
districts did not support the number reported. 
Controls over the accuracy of data reported 
appeared to be insufficient. 

Source documents obtained from the school 
districts did not support the number reported. 
The agency's control over the accuracy of 
dota reported appeared to be Inadequate. 
The Agency will begin to implement 0 

monitoring system in FY 1995 to improve the 
accurac of data re orted. 

Source documents obtained from the school 
districts dId not support the number reported. 
The Agency's control over the accuracy of 
data reported appeared to be inadequate. 
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A.2,2 

Number of Teachers and 
Administrators Trained 

Average Cost Per Teacher or 
Administrator Trained 

Sources: 

I General Approp(iations Act 73rd legislature, R.S, (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ora for PI 1994. 

Efficiency 

All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evoluol1on 
System of T e)(O$, 

$106,31 * 

_rt.....,., documentation was not avaHable for 
examination. The Agencydld not require 
training centers to consistently maintain 
rosters of participants. In some Instances. the 
number of particiPants were estimated 
based on headcount. (See Finding and 

The output measure, number of teachers 
and administratoTS trained (A,2.2). Is a 
component of the average cost. SInce 
there are factors preventing certification Of 
the component output measure, there are 
factors preventing of this average cost 
efficiency measure. (See Anding and 
... ..,.".,... .... ., Response on pages 31).32.) 



Finding 

Texas Education Agency 

FEBRUARY 1995 

The Agency is Not Reporting According to the 
Measure Definition, Using an Unreasonable 
Estimation Methodology, and Possibly Double
Counting Some Students 

Key Performance Measure: Students Served by 
Compensatory Education Programs and Services 

This measure is inaccurate because the data is not being reported 
according to the measure definition. The estimation methods 
used were not reasonable causing the number of students to be 
overreported. Additionally, the data collected for the measure 
can allow for double-counting of some students. 

• 

• 

The measure definition states that this measure should 
report the number of students on free and reduced lunch 
(breakfast) reported through the school lunch program. 
Actually the number reported is the aYeraae number of 
students eligible for free and reduced lunches (breakfast) 
and not the number of students served. 

Estimation methods used were not reasonable. The fourth 
quarter number reported to ABEST is estimated at a value 
comparable with the other three quarters. Since there is no 
school during most of the fourth quarter, the estimate does 
not accurately reflect the numher of students served during 
the summer months. Additionally, estimates made for 
reporting to ABEST are not updated when actual 
performance is known. 

• Data conected for the measure is not conducive to 
calculating the number of students served. This division 
receives an aggregate number of students served from the 
school districts each month, Some students are counted 
more than once because duplicates cannot be eliminated 
during the count. 

The following is an additional reporting problem noted 
concerning the division data base. 

• The mainframe used by the division updates records by 
erasing existing data and replacing it with the new data. 
This makes it difficult to recreate the original data set used 
to report the performance. 

The Agency should calculate the measure according to the 
measure definition. The Agency should also use estimates that 
more accurately reflect the number of students receiving free and 
reduced lunches. Estimates should be updated in ABEST as the 
actual numbers become available. A snapshot of the data should 
be taken at the end of the quarter so that when the actual 
information is available for the third month of a quarter, it can be 
added to the other two months. and the quarter can be updated in 
ABEST. 

This measure should be reported from a data base that has the 
capacity to provide an unduplicated count of students who 
participate in this program. If this is not possible, the measure 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT18 STATE AGENC!ES PAGE 30 



FEBRUARY 1995 

deHnition should be changed to better reflect what is being 
reported. 

A.!WlCY' RCSJ2onse: 

The Agency concurs with the auditor'sJlnding that this measure 
does not accurately reflect the number of students served by 
Compensatory Education programs and services;nowever, the 
problems noted are predominantly related to multifaceted 
definition issues which would not necessarily be resolved by the 
auditor's recommendations. It is the intent of the Agency to 
change both the reporting practice and the definition with the 
Legislative Budget Board and the Governor's Office of Budget 
and Planning's approval for the 1995 fiscal year reporting, and 
to move away from reporting students on the schoolluncn 
program, 

Documentation Is Not Sufficient to Determine 
Accuracy 

Key Performance Measure: Numbe(1)f Teachers and 
Administrators Trained 

Factors prevented certification of me above measure. This 
measure is calculated based upon attendance reported by Centers 
for Professional Development and Technology, The attendance 
figures for a significant amount of training are estimates based 
upon headcounts ramer than an attendance record of individuals 
who actually participated in me training. Wimout a record of . 
individuals who actually participated in me training, it is not 
possible to verify the number of teachers and administrators 
trained. 

The agency should develop an appropriate mechanism to record 
the attendance of each individual trained. 

The Agency concurs with the auditor'sfinding that a significant 
portion 0/ this measure was reported based on headcoums rather 
than attendance rosters during the 1994 fiscal year, At the 
beginning a/fiscal year 1995, the Agency reexamined the 
definition. and methodology of reporting this measure and a 
mechanism was put into place to assure that the performance 
measure is reported based on rosters signed by trainees. 

Documentation Is Not SUffICient to Determine 
Accuracy 

Key Performance Measure: Average Cost Per Teacher or 
Administrator Trained 

Factors prevented certification of me above measure. This 
measure is calculated by dividing me total funds expended by 
Centers for Professional Development and Technology for staff 
development training by the total number of teachers and 
administrators trained. Since it is not possible t.o verify me 
number of teachers and administrators trained. which is the 
denominator of the equ.ation used to calculate me average cost, 
the accuracy of the reported performance cannot be verified. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT IS STATE AGENCIES PAGE 31 



FEBRUARY 1995 

Recommendation: 

The Agency should develop an appropriate mechanism to record 
the attendance of each individual trained. 

The Agency concurs with the auditor's finding that a significant 
portion this measure was reported based on headcounts rather 
than attendance rosters during the 1994 fiscal year. At the 
beginning offiscal year 1995, the Agency reexamined the 
definition and methodology of reporting this measure and a 
mechanism was put into place to assure that the performance 
measure is reported based on rosters signed by trainees. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 1 S STATE AGENCIES PAGE 32 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

Al 

AU 

SOUlcas: 

Number of Applicants Securing 
Employment 

Percent of Job Openings Fliled 

Number of Applicants Receiving 
Service 

, General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ora for FY 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

OUTcome 

Output 

AU numbersQre from ABEST H • Automated Budget and Evoluatlon 
System of Texas. 

RG$lJII$ 
Report9d~ 

346,269 

62.0 

*' 

#( 

*' 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

We added a qualification because seurce 
documents were net kept past 30 days. The 
agency's centrol system ever the cemputer 
applications used to' maintain and process 
the data appeared to' be adequate to 

We added a qualification because source 
documents were not kept past 30 days. The 
agency's control system ever the computer 
applications used to' maintain and process 
the data appeared to be adequate to 

added a qualification because source 
documents were not kept past 30: days. The 
agency's control system oVer the computer 
applications used to maintain and process 
the data appeared to be adequate to 



Related 
Objective 

or 

AU 

A2 

A2.1 

Saute .. : 

IndMduals Entered Emplovment per 
Staff Position 

Number of Individuals Parlicipating 
In Workforce Development 
Programs 

Number In RIO Program Securing 

I G6001'ai Appropriations Act 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 
1 Performance measures reported are for P{ 1994. 

Efficiency 431.0 * 

Outcome 109,074 * 

Output 10,901 '* 

All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

We added a quallflcation because source 
documents were not kept past 30 days. The 
agency's control system over the computer 
appHcations used to maintain and process 

data appeared to be adequate to 

ofthefive speclat populations, Job 
Partnership Act (JTPA) and Food 

Stamp participants. were inaccurate. For the 
JTPA program. the Commission was not 
repol1lng aceordlng to the definition. 
Addttlonally, source documents were not 
organized in a manner that allowed for 
testing. The Food Stomp program did not 

fourth quarter portlclpants In the 
totat count. (See finding and Agency 

"AGEM 



ReIat$d 
Obje.effve 

or 

A. 2, 1 

A. 2. 1 

Sources: 

Number of Indivlduols in JOBS 
Program Entering Employment 

Number of Food Stamp Clients 
Entering Employment 

Number of JOBS Cllents EnterIng 
Employment per Staff Position 

l General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
1 Performance measures reported are for PI 1994. 

How 
C.lasslfled. 

Output 

Output 

EfficiencY 

All numbers are from ABEST Ii • Automated Budge! and evalUation 
System afTexos, 

* 

29,750 * 

50.54 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

cort'~ number is 60.17. The number of 
lIn(lMeJU(JIlS in the JOBS program was under~ 
reported. (See A,2.1. Number of individuals 
In JOBS Program entering Employment) 



Relatt\d 
Objective 

or 

8.1.1 

8.2 

Percent of Claimants Paid TImely 

Percent of Federal and Agency 
Stondords Met 

1 General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature, R,S. (1993), 
? Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Clo$$ified 

Efficiency 

Outcome 

97.02 

100,0 .. 

All numbers are from AaEST II • Automated 8udget and Evaluation 
System of TaX(l$, 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASUe 

AT1S STATE AGENCIES 

the agency is in compl1ance with the 
current definition for FedercliStandord 16 of 

measure, the agency should update 
definition $incethere Is no longer a 

"de$ired level of accomplishment· for Trust 
Fund Withdrawal, For the Benefit Payment 
Account. the states must now adhere to the 

mechanism stipulated In the 
I'e(lSU1!'\l .. s~m9agreement executed under 

Cosh MOnogement Improvement Act 
(eMIA) which went into effect September 1, 
1993, and requires <:I zero balance In the 

The$tatewlde Financial Audit contains 

Aotual performance was 83 percent. This 
measure is Inaccurate because only 5 of the 
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Related 
Objective 

<Sf 

B.2.1 Number of Employer Accounts 
Established 

1 General AppropriationsAcf, 73rd legislature. R.S. (1993)' 
1 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Cmified 

Output 

All numbers o(e from ABEST II - AUtomated Budget and Evaluation 
System of T exO$, 

63,214 * 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 



Finding 

Texas Employment Commission 

FEBRUARY 1995 

Incomplete Reporting Caused Underreporting of 
Performance; Additionally, Source 
Documentation Was Not Always Available for 
Verification 

Key Performance Measure: Number of Individuals 
Participating in Workforce Development Programs 

The number of individuals reported to ABEST was inaccurate 
because totals for two of the five special populations 
participating in workforce development programs, Job Trai.ning 
Partnership Act (JTP A) and Food Stamp participants, were 
inaccurate. 

The number of JTP A participants wasiuaccurate because local 
Commission offices have not been reporting the number of JTP A 
participants as defmed by the performance measure defmition. 
According to the measure definition, anyone who participates in 
a reportable service under JTPA contracts should be reported, 
which includes those participants who receive intake services. 
However, some local offices reported only those individuals that 
met the JTP A definition of "participants." which does not include 
those who receive intake services. As a result, the Commission 
under-reported the number of JTP A participants in special 
workforce development programs and is unable to determine the 
correct number for fiscal year 94. 

The number of Food Stamp participants is inaccurate because the 
Commission did not include participant numbers for the fourth 

quarter, and 25 of the 77 local Food Stamp offices did not submit 
a monthly report for alll2 months. 

Additionally. even if the Commission had correctly counted the 
number for these two special populations in workforce 
development programs, we would not have been able to verify 
the number of individuals due to lack of documentation. Local 
JTP A offi.ces did not have source documents organized in a 
manner that wo.uld allow testing. and some local Food Stamp 
offices did not have source documents. 

It is recommended that the Commission clearly defme what 
constitutes a reportable service for all JTP A contracts and 
communicate thatdefmition to the local offices. We also 
recommend that the Commission take steps to ensure that Food 
Stamp numbers are complete for the entire fiscal year and that all 
local Food Stamp offices report each month. In addition, we 
recommend that local Food Stamp and JTP A offices maintain 
documentation on each JTP A and Food Stamp participant by 
name and social security number to support their manual system 
of counting participants. 

A ~ency Response: 

Food Sta.mps ~ In response to the State Auditor's findings, the 
following steps have been taken to ensure that reported numbers 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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are complete and accurate and the resource documents on every 
client are maintained and accessible at the local level: 

A, A manual report of the count of aU clients attending 
orientation is currently submitted by every program site with 
follow-up by the state office to ensure receipt of the report. 

B. An automated reporting systemfor this count goes into effect 
in January 1995. The COUnT will be taken from the data entered 
for Item D below. 

C. The source document for the count, September through 
December 1994, was initiated and is currently a manual roster of 
those attending orientation by name and social security number. 
It is rnaimained at the loca/level. 

D. Beginning in January 1995 the sou.rce document will be a 
printout of the orientation mass transaction panel from the 
automated system. The panel allows entry of the date of 
orientation as well as the entry of 45 social security numbers of 
those clients attending on that date, .Additional panels are 
available if the nurnber exceeds 45. 

E. Data entry of the September through December manual 
rosters (Item C) is to be completed by February 28,1995. This 
results in the complete automation of the report of clients 
attending orientation and the source documents, 

F, Therefore, the March 1995 Food Stamp Monthly Report will 
reflect for the contract year at the state, region and ioea/levels, 
the cumulative to date and monthly lor March: 

1. nu.mber of clients attending orientation, name and 
sociaJ security number available (resource documents 
maimaine<i at the local level) and retrievable through the 
automated system, 

2, number of clients entering ernployment following 
orientation (individuals reported as placed, obtained,full 
time I part time), 

3. average starting wages,full time and part time 
employment, 

4, number olnew cliems, 

5. nurnber of clients in the program, month by month (not 
cumulative) 

Job Training Parmer ship Act (lTPA) - In response to the State 
Auditor's findings,. the following steps have been taken to ensure 
that reported numbers are complete and accurate and the 
resource documents are maintained and accessible: 

A. Development of definition of reportable services has been 
undertaken. This will insure that services are more accurately 
reported. 

B, Better controls on the monthly reports have been established 
to insure that reports are received from thefield timely and 
accurately. 

C. Effective December 1, J994.iocaioffices providing ITPA 
services are required to provide lists a/individuals served under 
a ITP A contract (name and social security number) in addition 
to the monthly ITPA activity report. Thisinlormation will be 
maintained in the Development and Budgeting Unit in Job 
Service Operations. 

D.Efforts are currently under way to develop an automated 
procedure for securing the information necessary roaddress tllis 
finding. The target datefor this is to implement this in Program 
Year 1995. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

or 

A1.l 

How 
Closslfjed 

Output 

A2 Percent Attained of the AppHcable Outcome 

A2.1 

Sources: 

Performance Standards for 
Preventive Maintenance, Asbestos 
Management Grounds 
Maintenance, Custodial Services, 
and Energy Consumption 

Area ACM Abated and Area 

1 Ganera! Appropriotions Act. 73rd legislature, R.s, (1993), 
l Performance measures reported are for FV 1994, 

Output 

All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTexas, 

Results 
Reported 1 

4,716 

72% 

Ce'Ffification 
Results" 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT lS srATE AGENCIES 

The Commission attempted to 
establish Industry standards for all 
applicable components of this 
measure, but were unable to do so 
for two of the five standards. Staff 
anticipates requesting a change In 
the measuredetlnition to coincide 

Square footage Is In thousands, 
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Related 
Objective 

or 

r;;a;II't#!'(1'f1 ServIces 

A2.1 

A4 

A4 

Sources: 

Utility Costs per Square Foot 

CCTS Cost as Percent ot PrIvate 
Industry 

CCTS Cost per Work Order 

How 
CIO$$ified 

Outcome 

Outcome 

1 General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature, R.8. (1993). 
1 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

An numbers are from A8EST n • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of T excs. 

Results 
Reporied 2 

35.2% 

$157 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

* 

Outdated square footagetotais 
were used. The Commission does 

have all oHhecurrent square 

The Commission used the wrong 
private industry cost figure. They 
have obtained a detailed list of 
charges for Centrex services and 

match those charges with the 
features used by CCTS called for In 

ceTS east In this measure IS 
deflned differently than in the 
preceedlng measure. However, 
the Commission used the same 
eeTS east flgure to calculate both 
measures. The CCTS Cost per Work 
Order should be less than half at 
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R~IClted 
Obl~etiv~ 

or 

A4.1 

Ratio of Owned to Leased Space 
In Travis County 

Outcome 

B.l.1 Number of Construction Projects 

B,l,l 

Sources; 

\ Generol ApproprlcrHons Act, 73rd Legislature. R,S. (1993). 
1 Performance meOSllres reported ore for FY 1994. 

Output 

Efficiency 

All numbers are from ABEST II· Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

Results 
Reporied 1 

1.52 

112 

4.75% 

* 

~rtification 
R.u!ts· 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT1S STATE AGENCIES 

actual ratio was 1 ,07, The 
Commission did not compute the 
measure in accordance with the 
definition, The definition called for 
the ratio of owned to leased space 
in Travis County. The agency 
measured the owned space as a 
percenfage of total space 

led. 
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ReIqted 
Objective 

or 

B.1.2 Square Footoge of Building Space 
Leased from TPFA 

Sources: 

I General ApproprlationsAct, 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
~ Performance measures reported are for Pf 1994, 

How 
Classified 

All numbers ore from ABEST !l - Automated Budget ond Evoluation 
System of Taxas, 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUOrr REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEAStlRES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

octuolsquare foOtoge was 
2.383.241. The overstatement In 
squore footoge resulted from (] 
project which was reported of the 
original number, then subsequently 
scaled down. but the reported 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

B.2,1 

Number of EPSDT Medical Screens 
Performed 

Number of Persons Receiving 
Medical Screens 

Sources: 
1 General Appropriations Act. 73fd legislature, ItS. (1993). 

How 
CJassmed 

Output 

2 Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993. Outputs cnd Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II ~ Automated Budget cnd Evofuotlon 
System o!TexO$, 

614,262 

528,963 if 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE: MEASURES 

AT i 8 STATE AGENCIES 

The performance reported was based on 
estimates for which there was Insufflclent 
documentation to evalUate the 
reasonableness of the reported 
performance. (See Finding and AgenOf 
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Related 
Objective 

or 

B.2.2 

B.2.2 

sources; 

Number of EPSDT Dental Treatments 
Performed 

Per Treatment 

I General Act 73td R.S. (1993). 

How 
CiCl$$lfled 

Output 

Efficiency 

"Outcomes ora for FY 1993., and Fffi,~i"'r'rll 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of Pi 1994. 
All numbers are from .... SEST Jl - Automated and Evaluation 
System oHexas. 

Results 
Reporfed2 

$31.3 

* 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

The performance reported was based on 
estimates for which there was Insufficient 
documentation to evaluate the 
reasonableness of the reported 
performance. (See finding and Agency 

The performanCe reported was based on 
estimates for which there was InsufficIent 
documentation to evaluate the 
reasonableness Of the reported 
performance. (See Finding and Agency 
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Retated 
Objective 

aT 

C~lIftitieatian 

B.2.3 

F.2.2 

Number ot Females Receiving Famllv 
Planning Services 

Number of Inpatient Days: San 
Antonio State Chest Hospital 

Sources: 
1 General Appropriat.ions Act, 73rd Legislat.ure. R5. (1993). 

Haw 
CICI$$lfied 

Output 

Output 

1 Outcomes are reported for FV 1993, Outputs Clnd I-mr'IAnr"f 

results are reported for Quarters One. Two. and Three of FV 1994 
All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

Results 
Reparted2 

375,097 

21,090 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

* 

* 

Populations other than those specified in 
the definition were being included to 
calculate performance for this measure. 
Additionally, the performance reported was 
based on estimates for Which there was 
insufficient documentation to evaluate the 
reasonableness of the reported 

The method used to calculate performance 
was not based on the defInition. In addition 
to Inpatient days, the definition requires 
outpatient services to be converted to the 
equivalent inpatient days, The Department 
was only reporting inpatient days and not 
an estimate of the volume of outpatient 
"""nrlr~:o., as the definition specifies. The 
Department believes that what they are 
reporting is a more accurate measure than 
what is called for in the definition and is 
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RelatEKi 
Objective 

Of 

F.2.2 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure' 

Number of Outpatient Visits: South 
Texas Hospital 

'General Ad, 73rd legislature. R.S, (1993), 

How 
ClassiffEKi 

2 Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993, Outputs and Efficiency 
results ore reported for Quarters· One. Two. and Three of FY 1994, 
All numbers are fromABEST 11 - Automated Budget and Evaluotion 
System of Texas, 

RMuits 
ReportEKi 2 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

method used to calculate performance 
not based on the definitIon. Each visit 

by an outpatient to one or more units of the 
hospital wos counted os one vlsltwhereas 
the definition requires each one to be 
counted separotely. The Department 
believes that what they are reporting is a 
more accurate measure thon what Is called 
for In the definition and is seeking to 
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Related 
Objective How 

Of ~ 

B.2 Percent of Eligible PopulatIon 
Screened 

B.2 

$oureM: 

Average Time Between EPSDT 
Dental Services 

t General Appropriations Act. 73Td leglsiarure. RS. (1993). 

outcome 

, Outcom$S are reported for P{ 1993. Outputs and Efficlency 
r$Sults are reported for Quarters One. Two. ond Three of p{ 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II· Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

6.0 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUOrr REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 1 a STATE AGENCIES 

The method used to calculate the 
performance was not based on the 
definition. In addition, the number reported 

based on estimates for which there was 
Insufficient documentation to evaluateitle 
reasonableness of the reported 

Targeted pel'foi1Tl<lnCe recommended for 
fhls: measure was being reported rather 

the actual results. The Department 
not have a process In place to gather 

data to measure actual performance. In 
addition, the measure description does not 
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Soure.,: 

Description 
at 

Measure' 

Percent of PopulatIon Receiving 
Family Planning Services 

I Genera! Appropriations Act, 73rd legislature. R.S. (1993). 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

2 OutcomE:lS are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two. and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTexas. 

25.769k 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUOIT REPORT ON PmFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 49 



Finding 

Department of Health 

FEBRUARY 1995 

Documentation Is Not Sufficient to Evaluate 
Performance Estimates 

Key Performance Measure$: 

• Number of EPSDT Medical Screens Performed 
• Number of Persons Receiving Medical Screens 
• Number of EPSDT Dental Treatments Pertbrmed 
• Cost Per Treatment (EPSDT Dental) 

Factors prevented the certification of the above listed 
performance measures. These measures are based on estimates 
because there is a time lag between when the data has to be 
reported and when it is received. The reasonableness of the 
results reported cannot be evaluated because there is insufficient 
documentation of the methodologies used to estimate 
performance. 

Recommendation: 

We recommend that tbe Department document tbe metbodology 
used to estimate the performance for tb.ese measures. This 
documentation should include botb tbe process used and the 
calculation of the results. 

We will doctmtent the estirnation methodologies and caiculations 
used to determine the performance for our measures that must be, 
estimated. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 1 S STATE AGENCIES PAGE 50 



Results of PetformanceMeasures Review 

Related 
Objective 

Al 

Al 

A1.l 

Description 
01 

Measure' 

Percent of Investigations Complying 
With the Commission's Quality 
Control Standards and the U.S. 
EEOC's Substantial Weight Review 
Standards 

Percent of Investigations Complying 
With the CommiSSion's Quality 
Control Standards and HUO's 
Substantial Weight Review 
Standards 

Number of Complaints Resolved 

I General Appropriations Act. l3rd legislature. R's. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CIQS$iRed 

Outcome 

Outcome 

Output 

All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

c 

94% 

100% * 

1,632 

Comments 



Related 
Objective 

or 
Strategyl 

A, 1.1 Average Number of Days to 
Resolve Employment Complaints 

! General AppropriatIons Act, l3rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
2 PerfOtmance measures reported are for FY i994. 

Mow 
ClQS$ffIed 

Efficiency 180.6 

All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluotlon 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUOIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Our test of Commission records 
supported the performance reported. 
However. the controls over the data 
entry of this portion of the complaint 
lnformatfon were not adequate to 
ensure the continued rellabiltly of 
performance reported. 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

or 
strategy I 

AI 

Al 

Al 

Sources: 

Description 
01 

Memure' 

Percent of CUents in the Continuum 
of Core Served in Communtly 
Settings 

Percent Change in Medicaid Bed 
Utmzotion ~ ICF ~ MR/RC Facilities 

Percent Change In Medicaid Bed 
Utilization - Nursing Facilities 

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature. R.S. 0(93), 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CIO$$ffied 

Outcome 

Outcome 

Outcome 

All numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evoluation 
System ofTaxos. 

Results 
Reported 2 

53.87% '* 

-0.74% 

Certifteation 
Results· 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Comments 

This measure will be tracked by the Texas 
Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation (TXDMHMR) beginning In FY 95. 
in calculating this measure. on estImation Of 
the percent of the population who afe 
mentally retarded Is used. The 
methodology used for estimating this 
number should be reviewed to determine If 
three percent of the State I s total 
population Is a valid estimate. 



Related CElf'lificalion 
ObJectivE! OescrlpHon How Resulm Resulm· 

or 0' Classlfi&d R&ported~ 
Strategyl MeOSUf&! C CQ FPC I N/A 

1.,324.«················· ..........................>..........i ... ······ .. · .. i e;. )Ii ..... ......<.»...?> ......•. 
1...Department a/Human ~t;ty, ... C'" .... ·ii/"i> .... ....... ...Yi ...... ............... .......................///\ii •••• ·· .• ·.1L/ 

..>\ 
jiJ)iii{ 

A.l,l Number of People Served per 
Month - TOTAL 

Al.1 Average Monthly Cost per Client 
Served - Non-Waiver Communtfy 
Care 

Al.4 Average Number Of Persons 
Receiving MedicaId-Funded 
Nursing Faciltfy Services per Month 

Al.5 Average Number of Persons In 
Medicaid Beds per Month - TOTAL 

B.! Percent Of Poverty Met by AfDC-
Basic, Food Stamps, and Medicaid 
Benefits/FamIly of Three 

Sources: 

{ Genera! Appraprh::rtlons Act. 73rd Legisklture. RS. 
1 Pertormance meosures reported are for FY 1994. 

Output 79,096 * 

Effic!ency $371.21 * 

Output 65.417 * 

Output 7,002 * 

Outcome 74.29% * 

AI! numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of T exos. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Comm&nm 

i/,:;iI,;,1l ('L), 
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Related 
Objective Description How 

or of Classified 
Strategy I Measurel 

.............. . . . ........ .. 

324· .. :·DeparfmentofHuman Services ..... ..... '''.' .. . ....... 

8.1.1 Number Persons Participating 1n Output 
Health Education Sessions per 
Month 

B.1.1 Number of Individual and Group Output 
Health Education Sessions Held 

8.1.1 Cost per Determination' Food Efflciency 
Stamps 

Sources: 

1 General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993), 
, Performance measures reported ere for FY 1994. 

All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated 8udget and Evaluation 
System of T exes. 

Certification 
Reeulb Reeulb" 

~-'_I 
.... < ........•.. . ........... 
. .y) .. .... "<' .:'..;' ... ......),; .. i 

3,510 * 

353 * 

$38.55 * 

AN AUOIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

N/A Comments 

.:,: ~· ...... ·~ .. ··.·iii/: .. <.:;i< ..........................i« ·;ii> .. It 
The performance reported could not be 
verified because all ot the reg.ions do not 
keep documentation on persons 
partiCipating in health care consultations. 
(See Finding and Agency Response on 
pages 57~58.) 

The performance reported: could not be 
verified because all of the regions do not 
keep documentation on persons 
participating In health care consultations. 
(See Finding and Agency Response on 
pages 57~58.) 

Eight percent of the sample selected could 
nof be verified because source documents 
could not be located at field offices. 



Related 
ObJectiv. 

or 
strategy I 

8.1.2 

B.1.2 

Number of AFOC~UP Recipients per 
Month 

Percent of Federal Poverty Income 
GUidelines Met by Maximum AFOC 
Grant for Family of Three 

i General Approprlatlons Act, 73rd Legislature. RS. (1993), 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Ckl$$lfied 

Output 

Efficiency 

R.wfs 
R~2~~~~~--~~ 

18.14% * 

All numbers are from ABEST II * Automated Budget and Evaluotlon 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE ~ 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

OUr testthg SUPported the performance 
reported. However, we add a qualification 
because controls over the calCulation of 
the performance are weak, 
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Finding 

Deportment of Human Services 

FEBRUARY 1995 

Documentation is Not Sufficient to Evaluate the 
Accuracy of Some Measures 

Key Performance Measures: 

• 

• 

Number of Persons Participating in Health Education 
Sessions per Month 

Number of Individual and Group Health Education 
Sessions Held 

Factors prevented certifIcation of the nvo measures above. The 
reponed performance for these measures cannot be verified 
because the Department does not maintain sufficient 
documentation to suppon me number of persons participating in 
the program. 

RecommeodatiQIl: 

We recommend that the Department maintain documentation to 
suppon the number of persons participating in the program. 

Agenc!, Response: 

We agree with the State Auditor's Office findings that a lack of 
documentation exists to support the number of persons 
participating in health education sessions per month in three of 
thefour regions tested, 

Client Se!fSupport Services (CSS) isprepan'ng a memorandum 
to formally notifyCSS Regional Directors and Family Health 
Services Program (FHSP) nurses of the necessity of maintaining 
all consultation documentationfor use in completing monthly 
acti~ity reports, and also on an on~going basis for use as 
historical reference per agency policy. The memorandum to CSS 
Regional Directors and FHSP nurses will be sent prior to 1 
March 1995. 

Recognizing a potential problem with documentation at the 
regional level, a draftform (un·numbered), IILis! of Case Activity 
During the Month" was implementtJ"d in October 1994 for the 
nurses to document the nurse actions on individual cases 
counseted during the month. 

A form (un-nwnOered). "Documentation of Face-ter 
Face/Telephone Consultations During the Month," is being 
developed for the nurses to document individuals counseled 
during the month. Theform begins an evaluation phase in 
Jamtary with implementation expected by 1 March 1995. 

The form 3819, Group Education Record, is being revised to 
better identifY the population of clients/persons participating in 
group education sessions. The revision is expected to be 
approvedfor release by 1 March 1995. 

Monitoring procedures were revised and implemented in 
November 1994 to provide a 100% review ofall nurse completed 
forms. A copy of each of the completedforms is to be retained by 
the regional nurse and the origina/forwarded to state office as a 
part of the Fa.mily Health Services Program (FHSP) End of 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 1 a STATE AGENCIES PAGES? 



FEBRUARY 1995 

Month (EOM) Packet. The completed/onns are to be compared 
with the Form 3827, "Family Health Services Monthly Case load 
and Staff Activity Report," to ensure reporting accuracy. 
Discrepancies are to be resolved with regional nurses. The 
forms are to be retained by State Office to serve as the back up 
documentation for the case activity reponed on the Form 3827 
per agency policy. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENC!ES PAGEES 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Percent of Population living within 
the Service Areas of Public libraries 
Whose Services (Circulation Per 
Capito) Meet or Exceed the 

of the 

Al 

Al Percent of Population living Outside 
of Public library Service Areas 

ALl Number of Persons Provided Project-

Sources: 

I Genera! Appropriations Act 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CkaHled 

Outcome 

Outcome 

Output 

0.284 

0.48% *' 

A17,566,O *' 

Al! numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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Relat$d Cedmcatlol'l 
Objective Descdption How Results 

~-. or of CIO$$lfi$d Report$dl 
Strategy 1 Measure! C FPC I NfA 

',i ".:, '''.' .,.,',.' .•••...... . i> i<,> .........,.:.:."',,." 
30tl Ubrarvonc:lAfchlves CommiSsion ....r.' .,\ .·i>: ....... , ...... "............ . .. , •.•••..•..••••.•• ·.i .• \ .. ,.' .. , ... ,,:?' .... /.:. ···.·,·.i ·iY J~:·:,!iiit.n.i ••.••••••• < •••.••••••.•• ·· ••••..•••••••••.• , 

Al.2 Cost Per Person Served by System 
Member libraries 

A.l.3 Cost per Librarian Trained or Assisted 

B.l Percent of Reference Questions 
Answered 

Sources: 

1 General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature. R,$. (1993), 
1 Performance measu.res reported are for FY 1994, 

Efficiency SO.5 '* 

Efficiency $18.15 '* 

Outcome 84,64% 

All numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

* 

Comments 

.. ' .' •.••• ' •••• / •••••••••••• , ••• ' •.. , .••.•. , .••.•.. ,}::.'? •••••••• {. '.'.'" <ie, 

Controls over source documents used 
for determining "the number of librarians 
trained or assisted" port of the measure 
were weak. 

We were unable to test reported results 
because the Reference Section of the 
Information Services Division maIntained 
source documentation for only six 
months. The Reference Section'S source 
data was a signifIcant part of this 
measure's results. (See Finding and 

aae 62,) 
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Related 
Objective 

B,1,1 

C.l 

C, 1, 1 

C,U 

Sourcos: 

Cost to Answer or Refer a Reference 
Question 

Cost~Avoidance Achieved for Staie 

t Storedl MaIntained 

Cost per Cubic Feet Storedl 

I General AppropriotionsAct, 73rd Legislature, RS. 09(3). 
Z Performance measures reported are for FY 1994, 

How 
CIO$$ified 

Efficiency 

Outcome 

Output 

Efficiency 

Resurt; 
Reported~ 

$10.83 

33,327,274 

209,617 

$2,53 

'* 

'* 

AI! numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluatlon 
System ofTexas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

*" We were unable to test reported results 
because the Reference Section of the 
Information Services Division maintained 
source documentation for only six 
months. The Reference SectIon's source 
data was a slgnlficant part ot thIs 
measure's results. (See Finding and 
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Finding 

library and Archives Commission 

FEBRUARY 1995 

Sufficient Source Documentation Was Not 
Available to Verify Performance 

Key Performance Measures: 

• Percent of Reference Questions Answered 

• Cost to Answer or Refer a Reference Question 

Factors prevented the certification of the above measures. We 
were not able to test data reported by the Reference Section. The 
Reference Section maintains source documents for these 
measures for the past six months only. Hence, source documents 
from the first three quarters of fiscal year 94 were not available 
for testing. Consequently, our inability to test a significant 
amount of source data of these measures prevents us from 
offering an opinion on the accuracy of the results being reported. 

RecQmendation: 

The Reference Section should maintain source documents that 
are used for calculating measures results for (at least) the prior 
fiscal year. 

AgellO? Response: 

The data used to compute this measure, which is generated by the 
Reference Services department, was not retained because o/staff 

mininterpretation of the agency's records retention schedule. 
The schedule requires Personal Service Transactions raw data to 
be retained for a period of six (6) months; however the schedule 
also requires in/ormation used to generate the performance 
reports to be retained for a period of three years after the close 
0/ the fiscal year. Staff who complete and oversee the completion 
of the tally sheets generated when reference staff responds to 
in/ormation requests only considered the retention period for 
these transactions which is six months. Consequently, they only 
retained the raw data for six months. 

The manager oftlU! information Services Program, who directs 
the Reference Services Department, has informed the supervisors 
that tally sheets are to be retained in accordance with the 
records series, Performance Report Workpapers. which has a 
retention period of three years after the fiscal year. 
Consequently, the data will be available for audit for a four year 
period beginning with Ff 1994. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

A.l 

A.l 

Sources: 

How 
C1CJ$Sified 

Percent of Admissions to State Outcome 
Facility Campus Programs Stabilized 
and Returned to the Community 
Within 15 Days 

Percent of Admissions to State Outcome 
Facility Campus Programs Stabilized 
and Returned to the Community in 
Greater than i5 Days but less than 
30 Days 

) General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 
'Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993. outputs and Efficiency 

results are reported fot QuartetS One, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers Clre from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. . 

20.1 * 

AN AUDIT REpORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested, However, because 
of Insufficient controfs over the Client 
Assignment and Registration System (CARE) 
data. we added a qualification, The 
control weaknesses do nat ensure the 
contInued accuracy of reported 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested. However, because 
of Insufficient controls over the CARE system 
data. we added a quallficaHon. The 
control weaknesses do not ensure the 
contInUed accuracy of reported 



A1.l Number of Crisis Resolution Bed-
Days 

Al.2 Average Dally Census ef Campus-
Based Services 

Al.2 Average Length ef Stay In state 
Hospitals at TIme ef Discharge 

Sources: 
I General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 

How 
Classified 

Output 

Explanatory 

Explanatory 

1 Outcomes ore reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
resu#s are reported for Quarters One. Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

108,668 

3.175 ,. 

101 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Reported perfermance appeared to' be 
accurate when tested. Hewever I because 
ef insufficient centrols ever the CARE system 
data, we added a quallficatiO'n, The 
contrO'l weaknesses de nO't ensure the 
confinued·accuracy ef reported 

Reported performance appeared to' be 
accurate When tested. However, because 
ofinsutflclent controls over the CARE system 
datQ~ we added a quallflcatien. The 
centrel weaknesses de not ensure the 
centlnued accuracy of reperted 

Reported performance appeared to' be 
accurate when tested. However, because 
oflnSl.1fflcient controls over the CARE system 
data, W9<ldded <:1 qualificatIOn. The 
control weaknesses do not ensure the 
continued accuracy of rGpOrted 
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Related 
ObjGetiv& 

Or 
strategy) 

S.l 

6.1 

6.1.1 

6.1.2 

Sources: 

O&scription 
of 

M&osure' 

Percent of Persons Who Moved to 
a Less Restrictive Living 

Percent of Persons Who Moved to 
a More Restrictive Living 

Number of Persons Served in 
TDMHMR Community Residential 
Services 

Number of Persons Receiving In-

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R,S. (1993), 

outcome 

Outcom~ 

Output 

Output 

1 Outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters Ona, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
Al! numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of T exes, 

3,43 

1.02 

2,862 

3.031 

AN AUOIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The agency was not able to support the 
number reported to ABEST. 

The agency was not able to support the 
number reported to ABEST. 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested, However, because 
Of InSUfficient controls over the CARE system 
data, we added a qualification. The 
control weaknesses do not ensure the 
continued accuracy of reported 

the agency was not able to support the 



Related 
Objective 

or 

B.1.2 

B.l.3 

B.2 

Soutces: 

Average Grant per Person 
Receiving In~Home and Family 
Support 

Number of Persons Receiving 
Habilitation, Vocational and 
Community Integration Services 

Percent of Persons Recommended 
for Continued Placement In State 
Campus-Based Facilities 

I General Appropriations Act. 73rd legislature, R.S. (1993). 

How 
Classified 

Efficiency 

Output 

Outcome 

1 outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Effidency 
resub are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from ABEST II M Automated Budget and Evaluaffon 
System ofTexas. 

2.341 

13.164 

77 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested. However, because 
of lnsutfle!ent controls over the CARE system 
dQto( we added 0 qualification. The 
cont:!'ot weaknesses do not ensure the 
continued accuracy of reported 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurQte when tested. However.because 
of Insufficient controls over the CAAE system 
data. we-added 0 qualification. The 
control weaknesses do not ensure the 
conttnued accuracy of reported 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested. However. because 
of tnsutflelentcontrols over the CAAE System 
data. we added a qualIfICation. The 
control weo~nesses do not ensure the 
contlnuedoccuracy of reported 
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Related 
Objective 

13.2,1 

B.3 

SOurces; 

Number of Persons Who Move From 
Campus Based Residential Setting 
to a Community Setting 

Percent of Persons with Mental 
Retardation Recommended to 
Leave State Hospitals 

l General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 

How 
Clc:mified 

Output 

Outcome 

Z Outcomes are reportad for PI 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results afe reported for Quarters One. Two. and Three of PI 1994. 
All numbers are from ASEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluatlor; 
System of Texas. 

290 

o 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Reported performance appeared to be 
accurate when tested. However i because 
oflnsufflclent controls over the CARE system 
data, we added a qualification. The 
control weaknesses do not ensure the 
continued accuracy of reported 

The agency did not report performance 
data for this measure. 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

or 

Percent Decrease in the Amount of 
MuniCipal Sol1d Waste Going Into 
Texas landfills from 1987 Levels 

How 
ClossHied 

A,2 Percent of Superfund Sites Outcome 

A2 

A2 

Sources: 

Implementing Appropriate Remedial 

Percent of Superfund Site 
Investigations and Cleanups in 
Substantial Compliance with 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Percent of Petroleum Storage Tanks 
in Compliance with Environmental 
Protection Agency Standards 

1 General Appropriations Act 73rd legislature. R,B, (1993), 

Outcome 

Outcome 

2 Outcomes are reported for FY 1993, Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for QU>CJrters One, Two, and Three of Pi 1994, 
All numbers are from A8EST II • Automated Budget and Evaluotion 
System of T 9XO$. 

Results 
ReporttKf 2 

100% 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT i 8 STATE AGENCIES 

measure could not be certified 
because Information tor FY 93 was deleted 
from the agency's data bose. {See Finding 
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Related 
Objective 

Qf 

A2.2 

A2.3 

A,2.3 

8.1.1 

Number of Superfund 
Construction/Cleanups Completed 

NUmber of Petroleum Storage Tank 
Remediation Fund Reimbursement 

Number of Industrial Solid Waste 

Number of Illegal Municipal Sofid 
Waste Sites Remediated 

Number of Water Qualtly 
Wastewater Applications Reviewed 

Somees: 
I General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 

How 
Claaified 

Output 

Output 

Output 

Output 

1 Outcomes ore reported for fY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and bee of f:Y 1994. 
All numbers ore from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
Sy$t$l'n of T EIXOS. 

1.477 

126 

15 

AN Auorr REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The actual number Is 16, because one 
Inspection report letter arrived at the 
agency after performance had been 
reported. The Information In ABEST II was 
not updated to reflect the additional 
Inspection report, This measure was under-

The number reported appears relloble~ 
However. controlsoverlntormatlon were 

adequate to ensure continued 



Related 
ObjQC:flve 

B.2.4 

C.l 

1.1 

Number of Public Water Supply 
System Compllance Determinations 

Percent of Facilities Significantly 
Non-Compliant that are In 
Compliance, Under Compliance 
Order, or Referred to the 
Appropriate State Agency by the 
end of FY 1998 

Percent of Inspections Conducted 
Resulting in a Finding of 
Noncompliance 

Sources: 
I Ganeral.Appropriatlons Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (993). 

How 
Classffled 

Output 

Output 

Outcome 

Output 

2 Outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Effidency 
results are reported fOf Quarters One. Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
All numbers are from A8EST II • Automated Budget and Evaluat!on 
System of Texas. 

Result$ 
Reported~ 

269,253 

N/A 

70% 

C 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Calculations indicated that this measure 
was overreported by seven percent. 

* CalculatIons indicated that this measure 
was underreporfed by 15 percent. 

'* This performance measure was not 
reported for FY 93. Further, It will not be 
reported for FY 94. Agency staff indicated 

this measure was not useful for 
measuring the enforcement process, so 
they are in the process of changing the 
measure to provIde more meaningful 

* This measure was underreported by 21 
percent, No summcuydocumenfs were 
available at the central office. The 
calculations were taken from data 

~ .... r,l'ta,J"t from the 

PAGE 70 



Finding 

Te~as Natural Resource Conservation Commission 

FEBRUARY J995 

Data Supporting This Measure Was Deleted From 
the Agency's Dafa Base 

Key Performance Measure: Percent of Petroleum Storage 
Tanks in Compliance with Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Standards 

Factors prevented certification for the percent of petroleum .. 
storage tanks in compliance with EPA standards. It was 
impossible to conclude whether the measure was accurate or 
inaccurate because information for fiscal year 1993 was deleted 
from an agency data base. The agency was unable to fumish·a 
listing of the facilities tested and those in compliance for fiscal 
year 1993. As there was no summary listing available, we were 
unable to select a sample for testing. Additionally, calculations 
and totals for the nwnher reported could not be verified without 
the 1993 data. 

Recommendation: 

Key performance measure information should be kept long 
enough to evaluate the accuracy of inlbrmation reported. 
Although agency staff indicated there was not adequate space on 
the data base to store the fiscal year 1993 information, we 
recommend that the agency keep the information in some form 
for three years. 

We agree with the State Auditor's Office's recommendation that 
the peiformance measure information be kept for a period of at 
least three years. In thefuture. the Petroleum Storage Tank 
division will provide the raw data to the Field Operations 
division for entry into their data base. Field Operations will 
maintain the data for three years, Also. the central data base has 
been streamlined to facilitate data entry and faster retrieval of 
information in the future. The backup information at the 
regional offlces will continue to be maintained in individual data 
bases. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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Results of Performance Measures Review 

Rekifed 
ObJective Oescrlption 

Of 01 
Strategy 1 Mea$ure1 

A. 1 Ratio of the Number of Children 
Who Were Investigated for 
Abuse/Neglect to the Number of 
Children Reported to be at Risk of 
Abusel Neglect 

Sources: 

! General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legtslature, Its. (t993). 
1 Performooce measures reported ore for PI 1994, 

How ResultJ 
~ Rep~tr-r---~~~--~ 

Outcome 55.62 

All numbers ore from ASEST !l ~ Automated Budget and Evoluotlon 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Commentt 

Double counting of Intakes occured in two 
otthe regions examined because referrals 
are counted as an additional Intake call. 
Therefore. the Integrity and accuracy of the 
dota cannot be ensured because the 
actual number of Intakes could not be 
determined. The agency Is currently 
working towards converting all manually 
counted intake catls into on automated 
system. This new system Is·referred to as the 
Child and Adutt Protection System (CAPS). 
(See Rnding and Agency Response on 
pages 80-82.) 
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Related 
Obj~ctive 

or 
Strategy I 

Al 

Descripfion 
of 

Measure' 

Percent Children Needing 
Protective ServIces Who Receive 

Servlces From Child 
Protective Services (CPS) 

1 General Ad, 73rd Legislature. R,S, (1993)' 
~ Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Classified 

CElriifieafton 
Results Results· 

Reported 2jrir 
C 

50.77 

All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated and Evaluation 
ofTexas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

A source oflnformatbn for the calculation 
of performance for this measure Is the 
statewide data bose called CANRIS (Child 
AbuselNe~le:t.Reporting and Inquiry 
System). CANRIS Is maIntained by the 
agency. All of the regions report 
performance Information to CANR1S but 
also maintain their own stand-a,lone 
tracking systems. The regional systems' 
information varies s,lgnlflcontlyfrom the 
CANRIS Information. As 0 result, It could 
be determined whIch, If any, of the 
numbers were correct, (See Finding and 
Agency Response on pages 80-82.) 
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Reklted 
Objective Oescription 

or « 
Strategy 1 MeQ$Ufe1 

A,1.1 Annual Number of Completed CPS 
Investigations of Abuse/ Neglect 

Sources: 

1 Generol Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislatu.re. RS. (1993). 
2 Performance measu.res reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Output 

Results 
Cert1ficaHon 

Results· 
Reported 2\--."...--....--..--....---1 

* 

All numbers are from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Comments 

CANRIS is a source of Information for the 
calculation of the performance for this 
measure, All of the regions report 
performance information to CANRIS but 
also maintain their own stand~alone 
tracking systems. The regional systems' 
information varies significantly from the 
CANRIS information. As a result, it could not 
be determined which, if any, of the 
numbers were correct. (See Finding and 
Agency Response on pages 80-82 .. ) 
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Reloted 
Objective 

or 
Strategy I 

A.l.1 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure' 

Average Cost per CPS investigation 

1 Genera! AppropriatiOns Act. 73rd legislature. R.S. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Clossified 

Efficiency 

All numbers ore from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

Certification 
Re$l.!ll$+ Resulf$ 

Reported%·F-r---r---r-r---~ 

5576.17 * 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Commenw 

CANRIS Is a source of information for the 
calculation of the performance for this 
measure. All of the regions report 
performance information to CANRIS but 
also maintain their own . stand-alone 
trac.ldng systems. The regional systems' 
Information varies significantly from 
CANRISJnformation, As a result, It could not 
be determined which, If any, of the 
numbers were correct. (See Finding and 
Agency Response on pages 8(}82,) 



Results 
C&l1ifieation 

Resulf1+ 
Related 

Obj&eflve 
or 

strategyl 

Description 
of 

Measurel 

How 
C!os.sifled Reported 2 1'-;---;---;--;----1 

A,2 

Sources: 

Percent of Children Found Through 
an Assessment/ !nvestigatlon to be 
in Need of Protection Who 
Received SelVices Beyond 
lrwestlgatlon 

1 Genera! Appropriat!ons Act. 73rd legislature. R,$, (1993), 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

Outcome 60,2 * 

All numbers are from A8EST II - Automated Budget and Evaluatfon 
System of Texas, 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT lSSTATEAGENCIES 

N/A Comments 

CANRIS Is a source of information for the 
calculation of' the performance for this 
measure, All of the regions report 
performance information to CANRIS but 
also maintain their own stand-alone 
tracking systems, The regional systems' 
information varies significantly from the 
CANRIS Information, As a result It could not 
be determined which, if any, of the 
numbers were correct. (See Finding and 
Agency Response pages 80-82.) 

PAGE 76 



Related 
Objective 

or 
strategy 1 

A.2.1 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure! 

Number of Children Receiving 
Protective Services in Addition to 
investigation 

1 General Appropdations Act. 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 
? Performance meosures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CI(lS$jfjed 

Output 

All numbers ore from A8EST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTexas. 

37,389 

Cerflfi~on 
Resuitl* 

* 

AN AUOIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Comments 

CANRIS is a source of Information for the 
calculation of the performance for this 
measure. All of the regions report 
performance information to CANRIS but 
also maintain their own stand~alone 
tracidngsystems. The regional systems' 
information varies significantly from the 
CANRIS Information. As a result, It could not 
be determined which, If any, ot the 
numbers were correct. (See Finding and 
Agency Response on pages 8(}82,) 
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Related 
Objective 

or 
Sfr~l 

A.3.2 

Sources: 

Number of Children in Substitute 
Care Receiving a Purchased 
Supportive and/or Rehabilitative 
Service 

1 General ApproprlotionsAct, 73rd Legis!<:rture, R.S. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported ore for PI 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Output 3,660 '* 

All numbers ore from ABEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluatlon 
System of Texas. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STATE AGENCIES 

Commena 

The source of the Information used for this 
measure comes mainly from the eills Paid 
System and SSMS/POS (Sociol Services 
Management System/Pufchase of 
Services). The registration system Is part of 
SSMS. In those regions that are automated, 
they are unable to reconcile the number of 
children they have On their system In 
substitute core receMnga purchased 
supportive and/or a rehabilitative service 
with what Is being reported In SSMS. 
Therefore, It cannot be determined which 
numbers. If any. areaccurote. (See Anding 
and Agency Response on 80-82.) 
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Related 
Objective 

or 
Strategy! 

AS.S 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure} 

Annual Number of Children in 
Substitute Care 

! General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported Ofe for F'/1994. 

How 
CI(l$$lfied 

Output 

All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget ond Evaluation 
System of Texas. 

20,587 

CetMeQfton 
Results .. 

'* 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Comments 

The source of the information used for this 
measure comes ITom the Foster Care, 
Adoption and Conservatorship Track 
System (FACTS) and SSMS, SSMS information 
is not reliable; therefore, it cannot be 
determined which information, if any, is 
correct. (See Anding and Agency 
Response on pages 8(}82,) 



Finding 

Department of Protective and Regulatory Services 

Inconsistencies In Reporting Systems Result In 
Data That Cannot Be Verified 

Key Performance Measures: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.. 

Ratio of the Number of Children Who Were Investigated 
for AbuselNeglect to the Number of Children Reported to 
be at Risk of AbuselNeglect 

Percent of Children Needing Protective Services Who 
Receive Direct Services From Child Protective Services 
(CPS) Staff 

Annual Number of Completed CPS Investigations of 
AbuseJNeglect 

Average Cost per CPS Investigation 

Percent of Children Found Through an 
Assessment/Investigation to be in Need of Protection Who 
Received Services Beyond Investigation 

Number of Children Receiving Protective Services in 
Addition to Investigation 

Number of Children in Substitute Care Receiving a 
Purchased Supportive and/or a Rehabilitative Service 

Annual Number of Children in Substitute Care 

Factors prevented the certification of all of the performance 
measures we reviewed. The agency relies on a statewide data 
base, called the Child AbuselNeglect Reporting Inquiry System 
(CANRIS). to report on a number of performance measures, 
Each of the 11 regions in Texas have either their own automated 
or manna.1 case information tracking and reporting systems. Only 
two of the regions' systems interface with ·tANRIS. ·All of the 
regions rely on their own tracking systems for case information 
rather than CANRIS. There are significant differences between 
the regions' systems and what is reported on CANRIS. As a 
result. we cannot determine whi~h of the numbers, if any, are 
accurate. The Department is in the process of implementing a 
statewide reporting system referred to as Child and Adult 
Protection System (CAPS), which win interface with CANRIS. 
If this system works as planned. accurate information should 
become available. 

In addition to information differences between CANRIS and the 
regions' systems. wefound that there wasdouble-counting in one 
component of the performance measure that reports the number 
of children that were investigated for abuse/neglect. When an 
intake call is received at the statewide intake system, it is referred 
to the appropriate region for disposition. Some regions or, units 
within the regions were counting referrals from the statewIde 
intake system as an intake on their system as well. thus doubie
counting the intake. The actual total number of intakes could not 
be determined. With acknowledged double-counting, the 
integrity and accuracy of the data cannot be assured. A pilot 
project is automating intakes in regions 6 (Houston) and 8 (S~ 
Antonio) as well as at the Statewide Intake Project in Austin. 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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FEBRUARY 1995 

The agency is working towards converting all manually 
counted intake calls into the new automated CAPS system. 

Recommendations: 

The agency should continue its efforts to a standardized 
statewide reporting system. In the interim, the agency should 
ensure that policies and procedures are in to report counts 
in a consistent manner until funds are available to complete the 
implementation of a centralized reporting system. 

The agency should continue to work toward automation of aU 
intake Policies regarding the way intakes are to be 
classified and counted should be communicated to the 
appropriate staff and strictly monitored. AU staff responsible for 
intakes should be using the same criteria and definition for the 
way intakes are recorded and reported. 

The agency should communicate with appropriate management 
staff in all regions the purpose of the perfortnance measures it has 
developed and seek staff input into the development and the 
reporting of these measures. The agency should also keep the 
regions regularly infortned about the progress the agency is 
making in meeting the perfortnance target measures. It should be 
communicated to the appropriate staff in the regions that the 
measures they are reporting on are directly tied to the agency's 
funding and, therefore, accuracy and timeliness in reporting the 
data are critical. 

Agenc.yB,esDon.s,e: 

The Department concurs with the Audit findings which 
recommend continuing to work toward automated counting 0/ 
intakes and investigations. We recognize that inherent in any 

manual system/or data collection is a greater chance a/error 
and inconsistency than with an automated system. 

Intake numbers are currently counted manually as they are 
received by both the statewide hotline and the regions. Intake 
counts will be Significantly improved with the implementation 0/ 
the comprehensive computer system which will standardize 
intakes, as well as case counts related to all stages o/CPS 
service delivery. In an interim measure to improve intakes 
counts, the Child Protective Services Program revised and 
Simplified the definitions a/intake in October, 1994. This 
revision should help to increase the accuracy a/counting. 
However, most offices will continue to count intakes manually 
until the CAPS system is implemented statewide. 

In addition to the CAPS project, the agency is also piloting the 
centralization of Child and Adult Protective Services intake 
/Unctions through the Statewide Intake Project. Once this project 
is implemented statewide, all intakes will be handled at a central 
site in Austin allowing for consistency in intake counts and 
tracking of all intake reports. 

Investigations are currently counted manually and on the 
CANRlS system. All regions except the Arlington region (Region 
03) and the Nacogdoches region (Region 05) manuallydara 
enter all information into the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting 
and Inquiry System (CANRlS). The Arlington region directly 
interfaces with CANRlS daily in a batch process through a local 
system and the Nacogdoches region passes all data from their 
autofnated system onto a tape which is then trans/erred to 
CANRlS each night. For the other regions. there is a data 
processing delay which causes data in the regions and data on 
CANRlS to differ. At the regional level, the number of 
investigations completed is counted by the month of service, 
However, CANRlS counts investigations when the forms are 
processed. For this reason, timing and dates in the two systems 

AN AUOfT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
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FEBRUARY 1995 

are at odds, The statewide automated system will alleviate this 
difference by having all intake and investigation data automated 
and capturing via the same reporting system, This will provide 
more accurate information statewide and the data should reflect 
regional totals, 

The Department will communicate with management staff in the 
regions the purpose of the performance measures and seek staff 
input into their development and reporting. The Quarterly Report 
sent to the Legislative Budget Board and Governor's Office of 
Budget and Planning will be sent to each region to inform them 
of the progress (;fthe agency. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERfORMANCE MEASURES 
AT 18 STATE AGENCIES PAGE 82 



Results of Performance Measures Review 

Related 
Objective 

Of 
Strategy I 

A.l 

A.l 

A.1. 1 

A.l.3 

Sources: 

Percent of Students Meeting at 
least 70 percent of Their AnnuoilEP 
Objectives 

Percent of Graduated Students 
Employed After One Year 

Average Cost of Instructional 
Program per Student per Day 

Average Cost per Student in 
Vocational Program 

1 General ApproprIations Act, 73rd leglslorure. R,$. (1993). 

Outcome 

Outcome 

Efficiency 

Efficiency 

2 OutcomE*l are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficlency 
results are repcrted for Quarters One. Two, ond Three of FY 1994, 
All numbers ore from ASEST II ~ Automated Budget and Evoluotion 
System ofTexas, 

24% 

41.43% 

5.866.31 

AN AIJOff REPORT ON PERFORMANCE ·MeASORES 



Related 
Objective 

or 
Strafegy! 

A2 

A,2 

A2.1 

S.l 

S.l,l 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

MGO$urel 

Percent of MHD Students Meeting 
a Minimum of at least 70 Percent of 
Their IEP Goals 

Percentage of "at Risk" Students 
Dropping Out 

Average Cost per MHD Student 
Enrolled per Day 

Percent of Students Completing 70 
Percent or More of Objectives in 
Individualized Cottage Plan 

Number of Residential Students 

I Genera! Approprfatlons Act, 73rd Legislature. R.S. (1993). 

How 
Classified 

Outcome 

Outcome 

Efficiency 

Outcome 

Output 

t Outcomes are reported for FY 1993. Outputs and Efficiency 
results are reported for Quarters One, Two, and Three of FY 1994. 
AU numbers ore from ABEST II - Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTexos. 

Resulm 
CGr1i1Iealion 

Resulm· 
Reported 2 r-,--,--,--,---I 

98.2% it 

55.2% 

121.03 

87,4% * 

327 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT f B STATE AGENCIES 

Comrnenb 
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Results ofPenormance Measures Review 

RelatEKl 
Objective 

or 
strategy! 

Al 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure' 

Arrests Prevented Through Custody 
In Primary Care 

t General Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.$. (1993). 
2 Performance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
CIO$$mEKl 

Outcome 

Resulfs 
Reported 2 

9,640.69 

Certification 
Rf)$ulfs'" 

An numbers ore from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
.& 1 SllTATE AFiN~les 

Comments 

During FY 94, contn:.:>ls· over Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
Insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data input was accurate. As a result. 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified. However, at the 
beginning of FY 95, the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reliability 
of data. This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures. 



Related 
ObjElctlvEl 

A 1.1 

A 1.1 

SourCS$: 

Description 
of 

Measure' 

Average Daily Population: Primary 
Care 

Capacity Cost in Primary Care per 
Youth Day 

! Genera! Appropriations Act, 73rd R,S, (1993), 
2 Performance measures reported are forFY 1994, 

How 
Clossifted 

Output 

Efficiency 

ROfUII$ 
ReportEl,Q2 

$75,55 

CElrtiftcation 
ROfUII$* 

* 

*' 

All numbers are from ABEST II • Automated Budget and Evaluatlon 
System of Texas, 

FEBRUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18STATE AGENCIES 

CommElnI$ 

During FY 94, controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
Insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data Input was accurate. As a result 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified. However, at the 
beginning of FV 95, the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reliabilitY 
of data. This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures. 

During FV 94, controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insufficient to provide reasonableassuronce 
that data input was accurate, As a result f 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified, However, at the 
beginning of FY 95, the CommissiOn 
developed a process to ensure the reUabHity 
of data, This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 
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Related 
Objective 

C, 1 

C.l 

Sources: 

Description 
of 

Measure' 

Rearrest Rote 

Rearrest Severity Rate 

1 Genera! Appropriations Act. 73rd Legislature, R.S. (1993). 
l PeriO!'mance measures reported are for FY 1994. 

How 
Oasslfied 

Outcome 

Outcome 

46.52% 

24.93% * 

All numbers are from ABEST I! • Automated Budget and EvalUation 
System ofTexas. 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
Ar~TI~1&S 

DurIng FV 94~ eontrols over the Commission's 
ChHdCore information System were 
Insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data Input was accurate, />.s a result, 
none Of the measures selected for review 
¢Outd be certified. However f at the 
begInning of FV 95. the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reliability 
of data. ThJs new process should allow 
certIficaflon. of FV 95 measures. 

During FV 94. controls overthe Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insufflcfentto provide reasonable assurance 
that datolnpuf was accurate,·~ a resutt. 
none of the measures selected for review 
couid be certified. However. at the 
beginning ofFY 95, the commiSSion 
developed a process to ensureth(:) reliability 
of data. This new process should allow 
certification of FV95 meaSures. 



Related 
Objective 

or 
Strategy 1 

Col,1 

C.l,l 

SourC$5: 

Description 
of 

Measure! 

Average Daily Population: 
Aftercare 

Basic Treatment Cost per Youth Day 

i Genera! Appropriations Act 73rd Legislature, R.S, (1993), 
l Performance meosures reported ore for FY 1994. 

How 
CIO$$ified 

Output 

Efficiency 

1,556,13 

S7.03 

Certification 
Resulb-

* 

* 

All numbers are from ABEST II " Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System ofTexos. 

FE8RUARY 1995 
AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

AT 18 STAlE AGENCIES 

Comments 

During FY 94, controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data Input was accurate. As a result, 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified. However, at the 
beginning of FY 95, the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reliability 
of data, This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures. 

During FY 94, controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data input was accurate, As a result, 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified, However, at the 
beginning of FY 95, the CommiSSion 
developed a process to ensure the reliability 
of data. this new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures, 
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R$lated 
Objt:)¢tivCiJ 

'or 
Strat$gyl 

C.l.2 

C.l.2 

Sources; 

i)CiJscriptlon 
of 

MCiJO$ufe' 

Commission 

Average Daily Population: 
Specialized Treatment 

Specialized Treatment Cost per 
Youth Day 

1 General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature. RS, (1993), 
l Performance measures are for Pi 1994. 

How 
Classified 

Output 

Efficiency 

All numbers are from ABEST 11- Automated Budget and Evaluation 
System of Texas, 

R~If$ 
RCiJPortCiJd ~ 

$12.69 

C$rtmeaHon 
R~'fs· 

'* 

* 

AN AUDIT REPORT ON PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

Comm$Ofs 

DUring FY 941 controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insuffiCient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data Input was accurate. As a result, 
none of the' measures selected for review 
could be certified. However ,at the 
beginning of FY 95, the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reliability 
of data:. This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures. 

During FY 94, controls over the Commission's 
Child Care Information System were 
insufficient to provide reasonable assurance 
that data Input was accurate, As a result i 
none of the measures selected for review 
could be certified, However, at the 
beginning of FY 95, the Commission 
developed a process to ensure the reUability 
of data. This new process should allow 
certification of FY 95 measures. 
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Appendix 1: 

Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

FEBRUARY 1995 

Objective 

The objective of this audit was to evaluate performance 
measurement data as reported in the Automated Budget 
Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST) to determine the reliability 
of the information reported to the Legislature. 

Scope 

Certain key measures were reviewed at 18 agencies. Performance 
measure results reported by agencies were reviewed to determine 
whether they were accurate. A review of controls over the 
submission of data used in reporting performance measures was 
also conducted. Our scope included tracing performance 
information all the way back to the original source, including 
field offices. contractors, and school districts when necessary. 

Methodology 

Performance measures were certified using the foHowing 
procedures: 

• Agencies were chosen in conjunction with the Legislative 
Budget Board, based on the amount of funding in the 
General Appropriations Act, 73rd Legislature, RS. (1993). 
and risk factors identified by the Board. 

• Measures were selected from the population of key 
performance measures in the General Appropriations Act, 
73rd Legislature, RS. (1993), These measures usually 

• 

• 

represent 80 percent of the funding and cover significant 
activities of each agency. In cases where the agency had 
been subject to an earlier performance measures review, 
we did not review measures that had been certified in the 
past. Additionally, the Le:gislative Budget Board 
requested reviews of measures from some specific 
programs. 

ABEST data was selected because it is reported by 
agencies and relied upon by state decisionmakers. 

Agency calculations were reviewed for accuracy and to 
ensure that the calculations were consistent with 
methodology agreed upon by the agency and the 

.. Legislative Budget Board. 

The flow of data was analyzed to evaluate whether proper 
cOlltrois were in place and to determine appropriate source 
documents to use for testing. 

• Testing of a sample of source documents was conducted to 
verify the accuracy of reported performance. 

Performance measure results were reported in one of five 
categories: 1) Certified. 2) Certified with Qualification, 3) 
Factors Prevellted Certification, 4) Inaccurate, or S) Not 
Applicable. The criteria defining each category has changed 
slightly since the last performance measures audit. See Appendix 
2 for further detail. 

The Legislative Budget Board requested that we write tllldings 
and get agency responses for any measures that were found to 
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have factors preventing certification. Additionally, we wrote 
fmdings for selected inaccurate measures that were wrong 
because of systemic reasons. The findings usually give morc 
detail than the comments in the matrix and give the agencies the 
opportunity to communicate how the problems will be addressed. 

This audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. We appreciate the assistance of 
management and staff of all agencies involved in this review. 
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Appendix 2: 

Certification Criteria 

Below are the categories related to the certification of perfonnance measures and corresponding criteria. 

Certified 

Certifled with 
Qual i fication 

Factors Prevent 
Certification 

Inaccurate 

Not Applicable 

FEBRUARY 1995 

A measure is "Certified" if reported performance .is accurate within plus or minus 
five percent and if it appears that controls are in place over the collection and 
reporting of performancedata to ensure accuracy. 

A measure is "Certified willi Qualification" when reported performance appears 
accurate but the controls over data collection and reporting are not adequate to 
ensure continued accuracy. A measure is also certified with qualification when 
controls are strong. but source documentation is unavailable for testing. 

"Factors Prevent Certification"is given if documentation is unavailable and 
controls are not adequate to ensure accuracy. Findings with management 
responses have been written for all measures which have factors preventing 
certification. Findings will provide more detailed information about the 
measures. 

A measure is "Inaccurate" wheu actual performance is not within five percent 
of reported performance, or there is a greater than five percent error in the sample 
of documentation tested. A measure is also inaccurate if the measure defmition is 
not followed. 

Certification for a measure is "Not Applicable" when performance is not reported 
for a given year. TIlls category is rarely used. This category usually occurs when 
a measure is new ,and information is 
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Append!x3: 

C~ntrols Implemented by the Texas Youth Commission 

FEBRUARY 1995 

A major weakness that we observed during this audit was the lack 
of data input controls and internal verification of performance 
data entered into data bases. The Texas Youth Commission has 
developed and implemented what we feel is a strong control 
system over the automated collection and reporting of 
performance data on their Child Care Information System 
(CaS). This overview of their system is included to provide an 
example of an effective control system over an automated data 
collection and reporting system. 

The Commission has developed a series of automated reports 
which depict transaction activity and data entry content. While 
primarily intended to improve performance measurement data, 
the reports have also been designed to facilitate more efficient 
and effective case management. These reports are reviewed by 
fust-line supervisors who are responsible for data entry. Three 
types of reports have been developed: 

• Transaction reports list the previOUS week's events 
(transfers inlont of facilities, changes in program 
assignments. etc.) and are printed and reviewed weekly. 

• 

• 

Status reports summarize information for all students on a 
particular supervisor's caseload and are printed and 
reviewed biweekly. 

Aggregate reports show basic information for aU students 
at a particular institution or enrolled in a particular 
program. 

The Commission has taken the following steps to ensure that the 
automated reports are reviewed by field staff and corrections to 
data are properly made: 

• All first-line supervisors and supervisors of fust·line 
supervisors attended a full.-day training class on reading 
andreviewingihe new transaction and status reports. In 
the ~ dlisinformation will be taught at new employee 
oritmtationtraining at a general level. Then, detailed 
instruction will be provided for new rllSt-line supervisors 
at a second training session. 

• Written report instm.\::Uons and definitions have been 
provided to aU staff responsible for report review. 

• Job descriptions for supervisors ~ve been revised to 
iuclude rolltinereview of data accuracy reports. 
PerfQrmance oftbis. duty is subsequently evaluated as part 
of the supervisors' performance evaluation. 

• Executivem~nt has voiced its support of and 
commitment to making tbit process a success. 

• 

• 

Staff responsible for report creation and modification are 
receptive to field staff suggestions for format changes and 
attempt to inC01p01'ate recommendlltlons as appropriate. 

Research and Planning staff. in conjunction with Internal 
Audit. are developing a process to monitor field staff to 
ensure proper review and timely correction of errors. This 
process will include ongoing sampling and testing of 
ttansactionrepom;. 
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Copies of this report have been distributed to the following: 

Legislative Audit CommiHee 
Honorable James E. "Pete" Laney, Speaker of the House. Chair 
Honorable Bob Bullock, Lieutenant Governor, Vice Chair 
Senator 10hn Montford, Chair, Senate Finance Committee 
Senator Kenneth Armbrister, Chair. Senate State Affairs Committee 
Representative Robert Junell. Chair. House Appropriations Committee 
Representative Tom Craddick, Chair, House Ways and Means 

Committee 

Governor of Texas 
Honorable George W. Bush 

Agency Heads 

AdjUtant Gflneral'$ Department 
Mr. Sam Turk. Adjutant General 

Aging, Department on 
Ms. Mary Sapp, Executive Director 

AJcoholic B&verage Commission 
Mr. Doyne Bailey, Administrator 

Architectural examiners.. Board of 
Ms. Cathy Hendrick, Executive Director 

Chiropraetie examiners, Board of 
Ms. Patte B. Kent. Executive Director 

Dn and H&arlng Impalred, Commission for the 
Mr. David Meyers. Executive Director 

Education Agency. Texas 
Dr. Lionel R. Meno, Commissioner 

Employm&nt Commission. Texas 
Mr. William Grossenbacher. Executive Director 

GfJnerat Servlces Commission 
Mr. John Pouland. Executive Director 

Legislative Budget Board 

Sunset AdVisory Commission 

H&alth. Deparlm&nt of 
Dr. David Smith. Commissioner 

Human Righ .... Commiuion on 
Mr. William M. Hale. Executive Director 

Human Servlees. Departm&nt of 
Mr. Burton F. Raifotd. Commissioner 

Library <and AtehNea commlaalon 
Mr,WtlliamD. Gooch. Executive Director 

Mental HeaiIth and Mental Retardation. Department of 
Ms. Katen Hale, Acting Commissioner 

Natural Resource Ccmservaflon Commission. leltQ$ 
Mr. Dan Pearson. Executive Director 

Prot&etlve and Regulatory SeMeea. De~nt of 
Dr. Janice M. Caldwell, Executive Director 

Schoolfotthe Decd 
Mr. Marvin Sallop. Executive Director 

Youth ComMiMIon. rexcts 
Mr. Steve Robinson. Executive Director 




