


UTAH DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Performance Measures Audit for Fiscal Year 2008

R. Key Performance Measure #18
Projected budget surplus

UDC projects the budget surplus for programs and operations. Budget surplus information is

available from approximately October through May of each year, resulting in a gap in the
data.

Audit Result for Key Performance Measure #18:

The data reported for the performance measure was accurate and complete; however,
without sufficient controls (see Section I1.A. on pages 5 through 6), ongoing accuracy
and completeness cannot be reasonably expected. Therefore, the reported data for the
performance measure is deemed Accurate with Qualification.
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UTAH DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Performance Measures Audit for Fiscal Year 2008

Background of Performance Management in Utah

Performance management provides tools and information to help executive and legislative policy
and decision-makers, state employees, and the general public evaluate the results of government
services and legislative appropriations. Performance measurement is an integral part of agency
and statewide planning and budgeting structures, evaluation and decision-making processes, and
accountability systems. Performance measures should be part of each agency’s strategic and
operational plan linking legal objectives to performance, agency actions, and funding.
Performance measures should also emphasize serving the agency’s customers, clients, and/or the
general public. The Governor and the Utah State Legislature expect agencies to focus on
performance, and agencies will be held accountable for performance.

In 1990, Utah first implemented a performance management system with the legislative initiative
Utah Tomorrow. This initiative was charged with setting strategic goals and associated
performance metrics for the State of Utah. Utah Tomorrow was ultimately discontinued by the
2004 Utah State Legislature.

In 2006, Governor Huntsman announced a strategic public-private partnership between the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) and the Utah Policy Partnership to improve
efficiency in government. This partnership has produced the Utah Performance Elevated
Initiative, which includes strategic planning, performance management, collaboration and
training, and enterprise innovation.

The performance management portion of Utah Performance Elevated is to serve as a
management tool for individual state agencies and a monitoring tool for decision-makers and the
general public. Performance management in Utah currently incorporates the following three
reporting areas:

e Balanced Scorecard Program. A management system that enables agencies to clarify
their vision and strategy and continuously improve strategic performance and results.
Agencies report performance data on key outcome and efficiency measures to GOPB on
a monthly basis.

e performance.utah.gov Website. A portal for agencies to communicate relevant data on
their operations to the public. In addition, each agency articulates why the measure is
important and what the agency does to influence the measure.

e Budget Preparation. A requirement for agencies to provide to GOPB and the
Legislative Fiscal Analyst on an annual basis the three most important performance
measures for each program used to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of each
program.
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In fiscal year 2007, the Utah State Legislature appropriated funds to the Office of the Utah State
Auditor to hire two auditors to conduct performance audits, including audits of performance
measures.

Performance measures audits include a review of 1) the performance measurement
process/system within state agencies, 2) the adequacy of internal controls related to performance
measures, and 3) the completeness, appropriateness, and accuracy of the performance measures.

In October 2007, GOPB published the manual entitled Guidance on Performance Measure
Management (“The Guide”), effective for performance measures reported after December 31,
2007. The Guide includes effective and practical concepts and principles for overall
performance measure management.

This report on performance measures at the Utah Department of Corrections (UDC) is the second
performance measures audit performed by the Office of the Utah State Auditor.

In fiscal year 2009, the Utah State Legislature reduced funding to the Office of the Utah State
Auditor, resulting in the elimination of the performance audit group.
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Elements of an Effective Performance Measurement Plan

An effective performance measurement plan provides information and data that is meaningful
and useful to decision makers. At a minimum, an effective performance measurement plan
contains the following elements in accordance with Guidance on Performance Measure
Management (“The Guide”) published by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
(GOPB):

e Objectives. The performance measurement plan (the plan) clearly states the agency’s
mission and its major objectives that have potential decision-making or accountability
implications for the agency. The objectives originate from the agency’s purpose as
defined in statute.

e Strategies. The plan includes strategies and goals for accomplishing each objective
with an emphasis on serving the agency’s clients, customers, and/or the general
public.

e Key performance measures. The plan identifies key performance measures that
provide a basis for assessing the results (outcomes and efficiencies) of the agency’s
objectives and/or strategies. Key performance measures needed to make public
policy decisions are included even though the agency may feel it has no direct control
over the measures.

e Results-oriented measures. Key performance measures focus primarily on
outcomes and efficiencies. The plan contains at least one outcome measure and one
efficiency measure for each major objective.

e Policies and procedures. The plan contains policies and procedures that document
the critical elements for each key performance measure necessary to ensure the
completeness and accuracy of the data collected, calculated, and reported. The
critical elements include the name and definition for each key measure; the
purpose/importance of each measure; the data source(s), data collection and data
calculation methods, performance target, and data limitations for each key measure;
supervisory reviews of input data, calculations, output data, and reported measures
data and performance targets; and input, process, output, data access, and data backup
controls.
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Audit Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

The mission of the Utah Department of Corrections (UDC) is to ensure public safety by
effectively managing offenders while maintaining close collaboration with partner agencies and
the community. UDC’s dedicated team of professionals is devoted to providing maximum
opportunities for offenders to make lasting changes through accountability, treatment, education,
and positive reinforcement within a safe environment.

AUDIT OBJECTIVES

Determine if UDC has the following:

e Performance measures that are reasonable, balanced, utilized, communicated, and
consistent with their statutory intent.

e Procedures for reporting accurate and complete performance measures to executive
management, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB), and the Office of
the Legislative Fiscal Analyst.

e Adequate controls in place for collecting, calculating, and reporting performance
measure data.

AUDIT SCOPE

Our audit scope included the 18 key performance measures identified by UDC for fiscal year
2008 as described in the UDC Performance Measurement Plan. Juvenile Justice Services, a
division of the Utah Department of Human Services, and the Board of Pardons and Parole were
excluded from the scope of the audit. We also reviewed internal controls at UDC over the
generation and submission of the performance measure data and traced information to original
source documentation as considered necessary.

AUDIT METHODOLOGY

Our audit methodology included gaining an understanding of UDC; performing preliminary
analytical procedures; interviewing UDC personnel; identifying key performance measures to
audit; auditing results for accuracy, completeness, and adherence to the performance measure
definitions; evaluating controls over performance measure processes and related information
systems; and testing samples of source documentation.
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TAH DEPARTMENT

J1)C

OF CORRECTIONS

Thomas E. Patterson, Executive Director
14717 South Minuteman Drive - Draper, Utah 84020 - 801.545.5513

April 7, 2009

Auston G. Johnson, CPA

Office of the State Auditor
Utah State Capitol Complex
East Office Building, Suite E310
PO Box 142310

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-2310

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this response to the audit findings of the Utah Department of
Corrections Performance Measurement Plan. Our department strongly supports the use of performance
measurement, and we recognize that performance audits are an important tool in ensuring the accuracy
and effectiveness of our performance measures.

We have worked closely with the staff from the State Auditor’s Office throughout the process, and they
have been diligent in their efforts to understand our often complex data and data systems. We commend
the Auditor’s staff for being thorough in their work. We concur with the recommendations made , and
we are taking appropriate steps to implement the recommendations provided.

In the following pages, please find the department’s plans related to the audit findings and recommenda-
tions. Action in support of the recommendations is firmly underway, and will continue until all items
have been addressed. We would like to reiterate our appreciation for the efforts of your office to increase
state government transparency, accountability, and efficiency. We look forward to working together again
in the future as we strive to achieve this vision.

Sincefely,
.-""'/

Thdmas E. Patterson, Executive Director
Utahk Department of Corrections


lsiebenh
Attachment 1


The Utah Department of Corrections is the state
agency responsible for overseeing adult correc-
tions in Utah. This performance audit raises a
number of valid issues regarding the department’s
performance measurement processes and proce-
dures, and makes specific recommendations to
improve these practices. As part of our ongoing
commitment to the highest performance stan-
dards, UDC acknowledges there is a need for
improvement in the areas outlined by the audit.
As a result, UDC has already undertaken steps

to improve its data collection and data reporting
activities related to performance measurement.

The performance audit of the Utah Department
of Corrections’ Performance Measurement Plan
makes recommendations in several substantive
areas:

= Department policies not followed

e Performance measure definitions not fol-
lowed

- Data collection process errors

- Data entry and retrieval errors

We will focus on these four over arching areas of
concern.

I. DEPARTMENT POLICIES NOT
FOLLOWED

The Utah Department of Corrections places, as
one of its highest priorities, compliance by staff
with all departmental policies and procedures.
The performance audit accurately detected two
areas in which our policy is not followed con-
sistently. The first relates to inmate disciplinary
incidents. It was found that some incident re-
ports are not being written and approved within
the seven day time frame required by UDC Policy
AGr13/06.01. Secondly, the auditors found that
the urine collection methodology at our Central
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Utah Correctional Facility (CUCF) differs from
the methodology that is required under UDC
Policy FE£21/02.05.

With regard to inmate disciplinary incidents, the
auditors underscored Corrections’ need to clarify
what disciplinary information is to be received
from county jails under state contract, and how
quickly it is to be received. Currently, paperwork
on disciplinary issues occurring at the jails is not
received in a timely manner by UDC staff. Dis-
ciplinary procedures are maintained to assist in
ensuring the safety of inmates and staff, as well as
visitors to the institutions. Thus, it is imperative
that decisions be made as expeditiously as possi-
ble to minimize uncertainty, and maintain a sense
of order in the institution.

v" ACTION STEPS TO BE TAKEN:

1. The Inmate Placement Program (IPP) is
in the process of renegotiating contracts
with the jails under contract with the
department. Corrections has included the
reporting requirements relating to inmate
disciplinary information within the new
contract language.

2. The Division of Institutional Operations
(DI0), will work with county jails to en-
sure the timely completion of all incident
reports, and to monitor adherence to all
related policies and procedures.

3. DIO will review with the CUCF facility
staff related to urine collection procedures
to ensure they are conducted in accor-

dance with UDC policy.
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IT. PERFORMANCE MEASURE
DEFINITIONS NOT FOLLOWED

The performance audit identifies several instances
in which Corrections’ performance measure data
collected does not accurately reflect the definition
for the corresponding performance measure. In
the first example, the auditors found that some
of our urinalysis results were based on the sample
collection date rather than the date on which the
sample was tested.

Second, the auditors found that the department
was using an inconsistent definition for “total
terminations and/or discharges from probation
ot parole during the month” within two different
scorecard measures.

Third, the auditors found that post-sentence in-
vestigations were included in one of our measures
that was intended to include only pre-sentence
investigations.

Finally, the auditors noted when calculating cot-
rectional officer (CO) turnover rate, we were
dividing the number of correctional officers who
left the department during the month by the total
number of CO positions, rather than the actual
number of correctional officers employed.

In each of the measures outlined above, UDC
Research and Planning staff have adjusted the
data extraction processes to ensure the data be-
ing collected accurately reflects the performance
measures definitions.

v" ACTION STEPS TAKEN:

1. The data extraction process related to uri-
nalysis testing has been adjusted to collect
the data based solely on UA testing dates,
not UA collection dates.

2. The two data extraction processes using
inconsistent definitions have been ad-
justed to use a standard definition for total
terminations and/or discharges.

Attachment 1

3. Corrections is reviewing the objective re-
lated to pre-sentence investigation reports.
If it is determined it is reasonable to in-
clude post-sentence investigation reports
in this measure, the definition will be
adjusted appropriately. If it is determined
to not be reasonable, adjustments will be
made to exclude post-sentence investiga-
tions from the measure.

4. 'The correctional officer turnover rate
calculation has been corrected, and we are
now using the total number of COs em-
ployed by the department as the divisor.

ITI. DATA COLLECTION PROCESS
ERRORS

Data collection is the process of preparing,
gathering, and measuring information on vari-
ables of interest. If this process is performed

in a consistently systematic and replicable way, it
enables researchers to answer research questions,
and evaluate outcomes. If accurate and complete
data collection does not occur, the integrity of
any subsequent research and analysis is com-
promised. In order to reduce the possibility of
errof, it is just as important to have clearly defined
processes and instructions for data collection, as
it is to identify the appropriate data for collection.
In other words, the data is only as good as the
method used to collect it.

Highlighted in this performance audit, is a prior
recommendation from the Legislative Auditor
General (Report 2008-08) that the department
revise its contracts with county jails to “clarify the
breadth of information on state offender griev-
ance records to include all grievances filed by state
offenders.” It is noted that this will give Correc-
tions better insight into the concerns of UDC of-
fenders housed in county jails. Auditors correctly
point out that UDC is not currently receiving
information on inmate grievances at the county
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level, and thus, we are missing a small but signifi-
cant piece of our inmate grievance data.

It was also found in the audit that some urinalyses
results that were being counted as positive UAs in
Corrections’ data, were actually due to prescribed
medications being taken at the time the urine
samples were collected. This led to some false
positives in Corrections’ UA data.

Another example of a data collection process
error identified by the auditors relates to the Utah
Correctional Industries (UCI) employment data.
It was noted that current, accurate, and complete
employment data for our UCI inmates was not
being entered into our O-TRACK system by staff.
A reference was made to a UDC Bureau of Audit
report (Audit #07-06) which found that “inmate
work records do not reflect terminations and
changes in job assignments” and “work supervi-
sors are not keeping O-TRACK up-to-date...”

As was previously mentioned, systematic gaps in
our offender data and other errors in our data col-
lection processes, present obstacles in evaluating
offender outcomes reliably. The audit findings
underscored several areas where Corrections can
work on quality assurance in its data collection
processes to ensure the integrity and utility of the
information.

v" ACTION STEPS TAKEN:

1. The Department’s Bureau of Research
and Planning has adjusted the data extrac-
tion process to exclude positive urinalysis
results that have a medical justification.

v" ACTION STEPS TO BE TAKEN:

1. As was noted earlier in the audit response,
UDC is making adjustments to contracts
related to housing state inmates within
county jail facilities. Language is now
included in the contract requiring jails to
report those inmate grievances outside
of the scope of state responsibility to the
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department within five days. Addition-
ally, inmate grievances within the scope of
state responsibility will now be reported
directly to the IPP staff assigned responsi-
bility for the jail in question.

2. UCI will work to ensure it is entering
complete offender employment data into
O-TRACK.

IV. DATA ENTRY AND RETRIEVAL
ERRORS

Corrections is dedicated to attaining the highest
level of accuracy and completeness of its perfor-
mance measures data. Quality data is essential to
making quality decisions, within every level of the
organization. In the draft audit report, a host of
data entry and data retrieval errors were brought
to light.

On the data entry side, some errors were made
by staff entering data into the O-TRACK system,
and other errors were made by research staff
when entering performance measure data into an
Excel spreadsheet. Also, some inconsistencies in
data entry were pointed out.

On the data retrieval side, several of the data
extraction processes used to retrieve data from
O-TRACK were found to be in need of minor
adjustments.

Whenever people enter data into an information
system, some level of human error will occur.
Corrections’ goal is to reduce the error rates to a
minimum. The first layer of data quality control
rests within our policies and procedures. We have
strict standards and protocols in place, which
serve to reduce the possibility of error. A second
layer of quality control is the department’s well
developed communication structure. Thus, the
flow of information following the detection of
data error is rapid and fluid. In this way, we are
able to swiftly correct errors with our data, and
minimize future occurrences of errof.
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v" ACTION STEPS TO BE TAKEN:

1. Corrections’ Bureau of Research and
Planning is reviewing all of the recom-
mendations from the draft audit report
regarding the performance measures data
extraction processes. Research staff is
working to make all of the adjustments to
these processes, as recommended by the
auditors.

2. DIO will address concerns with the
Inmate Disciplinary Hearing Officers to
help ensure that they are entering accurate
disciplinary incident dates.

3. IPP will work with the county jails under
contract to help ensure they are entering
all urinalysis test results into our O-
TRACK system in a timely fashion.

4. DIO will work to ensure that OMP exit
codes are being entered into O-TRACK.

5. Research and Planning staff will care-
fully review all other data entry and data
retrieval errors identified in the draft audit
report, and communicate with division
directors as needed to remedy the errors.

The feedback provided by this performance
audit has given the Utah Department of Correc-
tions an opportunity to focus on its performance
measurement process. Not only has this allowed
us to increase the accuracy and efficiency of our
specific measures, but it has also allowed us the
opportunity to enhance our accountability in
safeguarding public resources. As a state agency,
UDC is committed to and values performance
measurement as a monitoring tool, a management
tool, and a decision-making tool. As such, we
strive to achieve the highest performance stan-

dards possible.
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UDC’s Bureau of Research and Planning will
continue to meet with division directors within
the department in order to review the accuracy
and completeness of division-level scorecard
items. Additionally, executive staff will continue
to encourage the regular discussion of
performance measures in division staff meetings.

Corrections recently purchased Cognos, a lead-
ing business intelligence (BI) and performance
management system. In time, Cognos will al-
low decision-makers throughout the department
to identify, manage, and report on performance
metrics.

Cognos allows the user to:

= Align tactics with strategy by creating
strategy maps, impact analysis, cause-and-
effect diagrams, and other aspects of the
balanced scorecard.

= Improve accountability by assigning a pri-
mary ownership for every metric, receiv-
ing alerts when metric status changes, and
managing corrective actions directly from
the software application.

= Increase focus on key issues by easily
viewing scorecards by status, owner, and
strategy map to ensure emphasis is cor-
rectly placed on critical initiatives.
(http:/ /www.cognos.com/balanced-score-
card-software.html)

It is the department’s hope that through Cognos,
performance data will be quickly, clearly, and
accurately communicated to every level of the
organization. In such a system, focus on quality
information is imperative. Again, we appreciate
the work of the auditors in helping us identify and
maintain focus on this important issue.
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget

JOHN E. NIXON, C.P.A.
Executive Director
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State of Utah

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR.
Governor

GARY R. HERBERT
Lieutenant Governor

April 2, 2009

Auston G. Johnson
Utah State Auditor
Re: Report No. 08-46

Dear Mr. Johnson,

We have reviewed the audit of the performance measures used by the Utah
Department of Corrections, and appreciate the opportunity to respond to it. The
report is valuable to the Governor's Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) as we
are in the process of developing this initiative.

One of the driving concerns with this initiative is to make a Iastihg cultural impact.
To do this, it is important for the agencies to own their performance measures.

Therefore, the initiative has thus far been presented in terms of an iterative
process.

As we move forward with this initiative, we will look for ways to implement the
suggestions contained in the audit.

. Sincerely,

Executive Director, GOPB

State Cépitol Complex * Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 ¢ telephone (801) 538-1027 « facsimile (801) 538-1547 « www.utah.gov
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