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Overall Conclusion
Three of six (50 percent) key performance Background
measures that the Board of Professional Land Agencies report results for their key
Surveying (Board) reported for fiscal year 2007 g“(faarfj”';egJggteileahzgg:ﬂ‘;‘;Sr‘:dsgitem
were reliable and were certified with which is called the Automated Budget
qualification. A performance measure result is ZE‘ESET‘/a'Uﬂ“O” System of Texas, or
considered reliable if it is classified as certified '

or certified with qualification.

For the three remaining measures, auditors identified unreliable results.
Specifically:

> Three key measures—Number of Licenses Renewed (Individuals), Number of New
Licenses Issued to Individuals, and Individuals Examined (National Exam)—were
certified with qualification because the Board’s controls over data collection and
over the calculation, review, and reporting of the measures’ results were not
adequate to ensure continued accuracy.

> Three key measures—Complaints Resolved, Median Time for Complaint
Resolution (Days), and Percent of Documented Complaints Resolved within Six
Months—were inaccurate because auditors’ recalculated results differed from
the results that the Board reported to the Automated Budget and Evaluation
System of Texas (ABEST) by more than 5 percent.

Table 1 on the following page summarizes the certification results from audit
testing.

This audit was conducted in accordance with Texas Government Code, Section 2101.038.

For more information regarding this report, please contact Nicole Guerrero, Audit Manager, or John Keel, State Auditor, at (512) 936-
9500.
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Table 1

Board of Professional Land Surveying (Agency 464)

Results
Related Objective or Reported in -
Strategy, Classification Description of Measure Fiscal Year ABEST Certification Results
2007 - 1st Quarter 891
2007 - 2nd Quarter 1690
A.1.1 Output l(\llﬁ:jr:\k;ieijru(;flslilcenses e 2007 - 3rd Quarter 323 Certified with Qualification
2007 - 4th Quarter 3
2007 - Year to Date P 2,907
2007 - 1st Quarter 0
2007 - 2nd Quarter 44
A.1.1 Output Number of New Licenses Issued to 2007 - 3rd Quarter 0 Certified with Qualification
Individuals
2007 - 4th Quarter 32
b
2007 - Year to Date 76
2007 - 1st Quarter 83
2007 - 2nd Quarter 0
A.1.3 Output 'E':f:r‘]’:;’“a's B (e 2007 - 3rd Quarter 82 Certified with Qualification
2007 - 4th Quarter 0
b
2007 - Year to Date 165
2007 - 1st Quarter 12
2007 - 2nd Quarter 7
A.1.1 Output Complaints Resolved 2007 - 3rd Quarter 7 Inaccurate
2007 - 4th Quarter 19
b
2007 - Year to Date 45
2007 - 1st Quarter 89
2007 - 2nd Quarter 69
A.1.1 Efficiency I;A:g;?urli'gyg);o;fomplamt 2007 - 3rd Quarter 97 Inaccurate
. 2007 - 4th Quarter 123
b
2007 - Year to Date 109
Percent of Documented Complaints b "
A.1.1 Outcome Resolved within Six Months 2007 - Year to Date 60% Inaccurate
a . e . o . o
A measure is Certified if reported performance is accurate within plus or minus 5 percent of actual performance and if it appears that controls
to ensure accuracy are in place for collecting and reporting performance data.
A measure is Certified With 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. A measure is also certified with qualification if agency calculation of performance deviated from the measure definition
but caused less than a 5 percent difference between the number reported to ABEST and the correct performance measure result.
A measure is Inaccurate when the actual performance is not within 5 percent of reported performance, or when there is more than a 5 percent
error in the sample of documentation tested. A measure is also inaccurate if the agency’s calculation deviated from the measure definition and
caused more than a 5 percent difference between the number reported to ABEST and the correct performance measure result.
A Factors Prevented Certification designation is used if documentation in unavailable and controls are not adequate to ensure accuracy. This
designation also will be used when there is a deviation from the measure definition and the auditor cannot determine the correct performance
measure result.
b
Reported results for September 1, 2006, through August 31, 2007.
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Summary of Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the findings and recommendations in this report.

Summary of Information Technology Review

Auditors assessed the information technology (IT) controls over the Board’s
registration system and other automated processes used for performance measure
data. Auditors evaluated general IT controls, including logical access, program
changes, physical security, and disaster recovery. Auditors also evaluated
application controls, including input controls, process controls, and output
controls.

The Board does not have general IT controls and application controls in place to
ensure the integrity of data used for performance measures. The Board should
strengthen IT controls, such as data input controls, processing controls, output
controls, technical documentation and procedures, and segregation of duties (see
Chapter 2 for additional information).

Summary of Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Board:
> Accurately reported selected key performance measures to ABEST.

> Has adequate control systems in place over the collecting, calculating, and
reporting of selected key performance measures.

The audit scope included six key performance measures the Board reported for
fiscal year 2007. Auditors also reviewed controls over the submission of data used
in reporting the performance measures and traced performance measure
information to the original source documents when possible.

The audit methodology included selecting six key performance measures, auditing
reported results for accuracy and adherence to measure definitions, evaluating
controls over the performance measures’ calculation processes and related
information systems, and testing of original source documentation.
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Detailed Results

Chapter 1

The Board Reported Reliable Results for Three of Six Key
Performance Measures Audited

For all six key performance measures tested, including the three measures that
were certified with qualification, the Board of Professional Land Surveying
(Board) had inadequate policies and procedures and inadequate review
controls in place to ensure the continued accuracy of its reported performance
measures.

Specifically, the Board does not (1) have adequate policies and procedures
related to the collection, calculation, and reporting of performance measures
and (2) perform documented supervisory reviews of the performance measure
calculations prior to the entry of the data into the Automated Budget and
Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST).

Recommendations
The Board should:

= Develop written policies and procedures that adequately describe the data
collection and calculation process for each performance measure that are
in accordance with the measure definitions and methodologies listed in
ABEST.

= Develop and implement a formal, documented supervisory review process
to verify the accuracy of the measure results before they are entered into
ABEST.

Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the findings and recommendations and is in the
process of developing the recommended policies and procedures. The Board
understands the importance of supervisory review and is in the process of
developing a documented formal supervisory review process to verify the
accuracy of measure results before they are entered into ABEST.

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
SAO Report No. 08-027
March 2008
Page 1



Results: Certified with
Qualification

A measure is Certified with
Quialification when reported
performance appears accurate,
but the controls over data
collection and reporting are not
adequate to ensure continued
accuracy.

Key Measures

Number of Licenses Renewed (Individuals)
Number of New Licenses Issued to Individuals
Individuals Examined (National Exam)

The reported results for these three measures were accurate. However, the
measures were certified with qualification because the Board lacked detailed
policies and procedures that sufficiently describe the collection, calculation,
and reporting of the measures’ data. Also, the Board did not perform
documented supervisory reviews of the measures’ calculations prior to the
entry of the results into ABEST.

Recommendations
The Board should:

= Develop written policies and procedures that adequately describe the data
collection and calculation process for each performance measure that are
in accordance with the measure definitions and methodologies listed in
ABEST.

= Develop and implement a formal, documented supervisory review process
to verify the accuracy of the measure results before they are entered into
ABEST.

Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the findings and recommendations and is in the
process of developing the recommended policies and procedures. The Board
understands the importance of supervisory review and is in the process of
developing a documented formal supervisory review process to verify the
accuracy of measure results before they are entered into ABEST.

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
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Complaints Resolved

Results: Inaccurate

A measure is inaccurate when
the actual performance is not
within 5 percent of reported
performance, or when there is
more than a 5 percent error in
the sample of documentation
tested.

This measure was inaccurate because auditors’ recalculation of the
results for fiscal year 2007 deviated from the Board’s reported
results in ABEST by more than 5 percent. Based on summary
documentation the Board provided, auditors calculated that 42
complaints were resolved during fiscal year 2007, compared with
the Board’s reported result of 45 resolved complaints—a 7.14
percent overstatement.

The Board double-counted seven complaints that were resolved during the
fourth quarter of fiscal year 2007 by also counting them in the reported totals
for the third quarter of fiscal year 2007. The Board also failed to report three
complaints that were resolved during fiscal year 2007, and it miscounted the
reported number for the fourth quarter of fiscal year 2007 by one resolved
complaint. Performing documented supervisory reviews of the calculations
could increase the likelihood that these types of errors are identified and
corrected before the results are reported in ABEST.

In addition, the Board lacked detailed policies and procedures that sufficiently
describe the collection, calculation, and reporting of the measure’s data. Also,
the Board did not perform documented supervisory reviews of the measure
calculations prior to the entry of the results into ABEST.

Recommendations

The Board should:

= Develop written policies and procedures that adequately describe the data
collection and calculation process for each performance measure that are
in accordance with the measure definitions and methodologies listed in
ABEST.

= Develop and implement a formal, documented supervisory review process
to verify the accuracy of the measure results before they are entered into
ABEST.

Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the findings and recommendations and is in the
process of developing the recommended policies and procedures. The Board
understands the importance of supervisory review and is in the process of
developing a documented formal supervisory review process to verify the
accuracy of measure results before they are entered into ABEST.

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
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Median Time for Complaint Resolution (Days)

This measure was inaccurate because auditors’ recalculation of the results for

Results: Inaccurate

A measure is inaccurate when
the actual performance is not
within 5 percent of reported
performance, or when there is
more than a 5 percent error in
the sample of documentation
tested.

fiscal year 2007 deviated from the Board’s reported results in
ABEST by more than 5 percent. Based on summary documentation
the Board provided, auditors calculated a median time for complaint
resolution of 102 days for complaints that were resolved during
fiscal year 2007, compared with the Board’s reported result of 109
days—a 6.86 percent overstatement.

The calculation of this measure relies in part on the results of the

Complaints Resolved measure. As a result, any inaccuracies in the calculation
of Complaints Resolved will negatively affect the accuracy of Median Time
for Complaint Resolution (Days). In addition, the Board calculated its fiscal
year 2007 results for this measure using 31 resolved complaints, rather than
the 42 resolved complaints auditors identified.

The Board also lacked detailed policies and procedures that sufficiently
describe the collection, calculation, and reporting of the measure’s data. Also,
the Board did not perform documented supervisory reviews of the measure
calculations prior to the entry of the results into ABEST.

Recommendations
The Board should:

= Develop written policies and procedures that adequately describe the data
collection and calculation process for each performance measure that are
in accordance with the measure definitions and methodologies listed in
ABEST.

= Develop and implement a formal, documented supervisory review process
to verify the accuracy of the measure results before they are entered into
ABEST.

Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the findings and recommendations and is in the
process of developing the recommended policies and procedures. The Board
understands the importance of supervisory review and is in the process of
developing a documented formal supervisory review process to verify the
accuracy of measure results before they are entered into ABEST.

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
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Percent of Documented Complaints Resolved within Six Months

This measure was inaccurate because auditors’ recalculation of the results for
fiscal year 2007 deviated from the Board’s reported results in ABEST by
more than 5 percent. Based on the summary documentation the Board
provided, auditors calculated that 86 percent of documented complaints were

Results: Inaccurate

A measure is inaccurate when
the actual performance is not
within 5 percent of reported
performance, or when there is
more than a 5 percent error in
the sample of documentation
tested.

resolved within six months during fiscal year 2007, compared with
the Board’s reported result of 60 percent—an understatement of 26
percent.

Of 42 total resolved complaints, the Board calculated that 60 percent
(25 of 42 complaints) had been resolved within six months.
Auditors identified 36 complaints that were resolved within six
months, resulting in an 86 percent (36 of 42 complaints) rate of

complaint resolution within six months.

In addition, the Board lacked detailed policies and procedures that sufficiently
describe the collection, calculation, and reporting of the measure’s data. Also,

the

Board did not perform documented supervisory reviews of the measure

calculations prior to the entry of the results into ABEST.

Recommendations

The Board should:

Develop written policies and procedures that adequately describe the data
collection and calculation process for each performance measure that are
in accordance with the measure definitions and methodologies listed in
ABEST.

Develop and implement a formal, documented supervisory review process
to verify the accuracy of the measure results before they are entered into
ABEST.

Management’s Response

The

Board agrees with the findings and recommendations and is in the

process of developing the recommended policies and procedures. The Board

und

erstands the importance of supervisory review and is in the process of

developing a documented formal supervisory review process to verify the
accuracy of measure results before they are entered into ABEST.
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Chapter 2

The Board Has Weak Information Technology Controls to Ensure the
Integrity of Data Used for Performance Measure Calculations

The software application the Board uses to store information related to
licensees and complaints lacks adequate information technology (IT) controls
to ensure the accuracy of data used for the collection and calculation of
performance measures. Specifically:

= The Board does not have an IT policy and procedures manual that includes
data input controls, processing controls, and output controls.

= All Board employees have full access and privileges to all areas of the
database.

» Historical data regarding licensees is overwritten when new data is
entered.

Recommendations
The Board should:

= Create an IT policy and procedures manual that includes data input
controls, processing controls, and output controls.

= Limit employees’ access to the applications that store information related
to licensees and complaints to only those areas that employees need to
fulfill their job duties.

= Develop program controls in the licensing application to prevent historical
data from being overwritten when new data is entered.

Management’s Response

The Board agrees with the audit funding and is in the process of creating IT
policies and procedures that will include data input controls, processing
controls and output controls.

The Board is currently reviewing employees’ need to access information
related to licensees and complaints. Once the review is completed access will
be granted only to employees who have a need to access licensee and
compliant files.

The Board has requested a bid for program controls in the licensing

application system that will prevent historical data from being overwritten
when new data is entered. If current funding is adequate to cover this cost,
the Board will proceed with corrective action; if funding is not available, a

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
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request for such funding will be included in the next Legislative Appropriation
Request.
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Appendix

Appendix

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

Objectives

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Board of
Professional Land Surveying (Board):

= Accurately reported selected key performance measures to the Automated
Budget and Evaluation System of Texas (ABEST).

= Has adequate control systems in place over the collecting, calculating, and
reporting of selected key performance measures.

Scope

The scope of this audit included six key performance measures the Board
reported for fiscal year 2007. Auditors also reviewed controls over the
submission of data used in reporting performance measures and traced
performance measure information to the original source documents when
possible.

Methodology

Auditors selected six key performance measures that the Board reported in
ABEST for fiscal year 2007. The Board completed questionnaires related to
its performance measurement process to help identify preliminary control
information.

Specific tests and procedures included:

» Auditing calculations for accuracy and to ensure that they were consistent
with the methodology on which the Board and the Legislative Budget
Board agreed.

» Analyzing data flow to evaluate whether proper controls were in place.

= Testing a sample of source documents to verify the accuracy of reported
performance when possible.

» Conducting high-level review of all information systems that support the
performance measure data.

Performance measure results are reported in one of four categories: (1)
Certified, (2) Certified with Qualification, (3) Inaccurate, and (4) Factors
Prevent Certification.

An Audit Report on Performance Measures at the Board of Professional Land Surveying
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The Guide to Performance Measure Management (State Auditor’s Office
Report No. 06-329, August 2006) was used as criteria for this audit.

Project Information

Audit fieldwork was conducted from December 2007 through February 2008.
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

The following members of the State Auditor’s staff performed the audit:
» Barbette Mays (Project Manager)

» Mark A. Cavazos

= Michael Gieringer, MS

= John G. Rios

= Leslie P. Ashton, CPA (Quality Control Reviewer)

= Nicole M. Guerrero, MBA, CIA, CGAP (Audit Manager)
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Copies of this report have been distributed to the following:

Legislative Audit Committee

The Honorable David Dewhurst, Lieutenant Governor, Joint Chair
The Honorable Tom Craddick, Speaker of the House, Joint Chair
The Honorable Steve Ogden, Senate Finance Committee

The Honorable Thomas “Tommy” Williams, Member, Texas Senate
The Honorable Warren Chisum, House Appropriations Committee
The Honorable Jim Keffer, House Ways and Means Committee

Office of the Governor
The Honorable Rick Perry, Governor

Board of Professional Land Surveying

Members of the Board of Professional Land Surveying
Ms. Nedra Foster, Board Chair
Mr. Jon Hodde
Mr. Paul Kwan
Ms. Kelley Neumann
The Honorable Jerry Patterson, Commissioner
Mr. Stephen Titus “Ty” Runyan
Mr. D.G. “Greg” Smyth
Mr. Anthony Trevino
Mr. Douglas W. Turner
Ms. Sandy Smith, Executive Director



This document is not copyrighted. Readers may make additional copies of this report as
needed. In addition, most State Auditor’s Office reports may be downloaded from our Web
site: www.sao.state.tx.us.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, this document may also be requested
in alternative formats. To do so, contact our report request line at (512) 936-9880 (Voice),
(512) 936-9400 (FAX), 1-800-RELAY-TX (TDD), or visit the Robert E. Johnson Building, 1501
North Congress Avenue, Suite 4.224, Austin, Texas 78701.

The State Auditor’s Office is an equal opportunity employer and does not discriminate on the
basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, or disability in employment or in the
provision of services, programs, or activities.

To report waste, fraud, or abuse in state government call the SAO Hotline: 1-800-TX-AUDIT.
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