
Approaches to Assessing Relevance
Approaches to Assessing Reliability are below.
	
	Relevance:  In testing relevance, does your audit organization determine whether:
	5) Approximately how many performance measures does your organization test for relevance each year?

	Answers to Questions by Audit Organizations
Audit Organizations
	1) Measures are aligned with mission, strategy, goals, or other performance expectations?
	2) Measures represent a complete picture of past, current, and projected future performance?
	3) Measures provide users/stakeholders with the performance information they need, on time, and in an understandable manner or format?  
	4) Measures can be used to benchmark, compare, or trend performance?
	


	Alberta, Auditor General
	X
	X

	X
	X
	60


	British Columbia, Auditor General
	X
	
	X

	X

	800

	Colorado Springs, City Auditor
	X
	X

	X
	(X)

	66

	Florida, OPPAGA
	X
	X
	X
	X
	varies

	Gwinnett County, Internal Audit
	X
	X
	X
	X
	varies


	Kansas City, City Auditor
	X
	X
	X
	X
	40

	Louisiana, Legislative Auditor
	X
	
	
	
	67

	Maricopa County, Internal Audit
	X
	X

	X
	X
	40-50

	Milwaukee County, Dept. of Audit
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Portland, City Auditor

	X
	(X)

	X
	X
	50

	Prince William County, Internal Audit
	X
	
	X
	X
	70

	Saskatchewan, Auditor General
	X
	X
	X
	X
	20

	Virginia, Auditor of Public Accounts
	X
	X
	X

	X
	50-100


Notes are comments added by audit organizations.  Notes with Q2, Q3, etc. refer to that question, and may include that organization’s variation on the question.  Other notes are more general comments.

Approaches to Assessing Reliability
Approaches to Assessing Relevance are above
	
	Reliability:  In testing reliability, does your audit organization determine whether:
	11) Approximately how many performance measures does your organization test for reliability each year?

	Answers to Questions by Audit Organizations
Audit Organizations
	6) Measures are correctly categorized? (Based on your entity’s categories, e.g., results, outcome, output, efficiency, demand, workload, input, cost.)
	7) Measure definitions are adequate?
	8) Data supporting the measures are accurate and complete?
	9) Measures are consistent over several time periods?
	10) Management controls over data are adequate?
	

	Alberta, Auditor General
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	400

	Austin, Corporate Internal Audit
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	8 in FY 02-03

	British Columbia, Auditor General
	
	X

	X
	X
	X
	50

	Colorado Springs, City Auditor 
	X
	X

	X

	X
	X
	66

	Florida, OPPAGA
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	varies

	Gwinnett County, Internal Audit
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	varies


	Kansas City, City Auditor
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	40

	Louisiana, Legislative Auditor
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	86

	Maricopa County, Internal Audit
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	40-50

	Milwaukee County, Dept. of Audit
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Nevada, Legislative Auditor
	
	X

	X
	 
	X
	varies

	Phoenix, City Auditor
	
	
	X
	
	X
	100

	Portland, City Auditor
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	200+

	Prince William County, Internal Audit
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	70

	Saskatchewan, Auditor General
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	50

	Texas, State Auditor
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	100-300

	Virginia, Auditor of Public Accounts
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	50-100


Notes are comments added by audit organizations.  Notes with Q6, Q8, etc. refer to that question, and may include that organization’s variation on the question.  Other notes are more general comments.

� Alberta, Q2: Test for something similar.


� Alberta, Q5: Testing of Relevance:  Testing of Relevance is more extensive the first time a measure is reviewed or when a new measure is introduced.  In subsequent years measures are reviewed to determine if any changes have occurred that would impact the assessment of relevance.


� British Columbia, Q3: It is similar.  Thus far, we assess only understandability and timeliness.  


� British Columbia, Q4: It is similar.  We assess whether performance has been benchmarked on an overall basis, rather than measure by measure.  


� Colorado Springs, Q2: Does the performance measure have potential significant decision-making or accountability implications?


� Colorado Springs, Q4: Does the organization have the ability to influence the performance measure?


� Gwinett County, Q5: Two to three entire departments each year in addition to selecting three or four measures from each section within all departments each year.


� Maricopa County, Q2: After FY 2002, we stopped our efforts to review relevance and focused primarily on reliability.  The subjectivity involved with relevance made it difficult to audit.  The relevance issue started to take more time than we had allocated for both the relevance and reliability work.  We may verbally suggest to county leadership that the relevance of their measures needs to be improved, but currently, we report only on the accuracy of the measures.   


� Portland City Auditor: We do not test measure relevancy every year unless services have had changes in missions, goals, objectives or performance measures. If the measure is the same as previous years and the service has not changed, relevancy is generally not reviewed. 


� Portland City Auditor, Q2:  We test the most important measures of performance, not all of the measures. Measures also do not reflect “projected” performance. 


� Virginia, Q3: Test for something similar.


� British Columbia, Q7: Test for something similar.


� Colorado Springs, Q7: Does the performance measure faithfully represent what it purports to represent?


� Colorado Springs, Q8: Is the performance measure verifiable and free from bias?


� Gwinett County, Q10: Two to three entire departments each year in addition to selecting three or four measures from each section within all departments each year.


� Nevada, Q6: Test for something similar.	





