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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PURPOSE

Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1—614.13(0)1, and in accordance with section 455 of
Pub. L. No. 93-198, the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor (Auditor) conducted an audit
of the District Depariment of Transportation (DDOT). This audit presents the results of the
Auditor’s review of DDOT’s FY 2008 Performance Accountability Report (PAR).

CONCLUSION

The Auditor’s scope included an analysis of four DDOT FY 2008 Initiatives and all 15
Key Performance Indicators (KPI), all of which were contained on the FY 2008 PAR. For the
Initiatives and KPIs, the Auditor requested documentation and corroborating evidence to support
statements and data contained on the PAR.

For the four Initiatives reviewed, the Auditor agreed with the rating that the Office of the
City Administrator (OCA) assigned and found that they were properly rated. The results of the
KPI1 review were 40% certified, 7% certified with qualifications, and 53% not certified.

e Certified- 6
e Certified with qualifications- 1
¢ Not Certified- 8

The Auditor found an uncharacteristic deterioration in performance reporting from the
Infrastructure Project Management Administration (IPMA). Of note, in FY 2008, performance
results were not submitted for seven of the eight measures under its purview.

In a May 2004 report, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)® cited the poor
quality of DDOT’s performance data and the challenge that posed on the agency’s ability to
measure its progress. Further, as stated in that report, DDOT officials agreed that performance
information was generally unreliable with the majority of the data keyed in manually and subject

! See the Government Managers Accountability Amendment Act of 1995, effective May 16, 1995 (D.C. Law 11-16;
D.C. Code § 1-614.11 ef seq. (2002)). Specifically, see D.C. Code § 1-614.14(c} which states that “the District of
Columbia Auditor shall conduct an audit of selected performance measures each fiscal year presented in the
performance reports of certain agencies each fiscal year.”

? See section 455 (b) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (Pub. L. No. 93-198,
87 Stat. 803); D.C. Code §1-204.55 (b) (2001) which states: *“The District of Columbia Auditor shall each year
conduct a thorough audit of the accounts and operations of the government of the District in accordance with such
principles and procedures and under such rules and regulations as he [she] may prescribe.” See also, section 455 (c)
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, as amended, approved December 24, 1973, (87 Stat. 803, D.C. Code
§1-204.55 (c) (2001) which states: “The District of Columbia Auditor shall have access to all books, accounts,
records, reports, findings and all other papers, things, or property belonging to or in use by any department, agency,
or other instrumentality of the District government and necessary to facilitate the audit.”

* GAO-04-644R District Department of Transportation, May 14, 2004.



to staff interpretation. To rectify this problem, DDOT developed a 2-year plan to significantly
upgrade technology and business systems. In the course of this audit, the Auditor observed and
documented technological gains in the form of fully automated or partially automated data
collection and processing systems.

Notwithstanding, there remain areas for improvement, particularly, as these pertain to
supervisory controls and performance reporting. Through site visits and interviews, the Auditor
was able to establish that in most instances, adequate levels of capability, competence, and
coordination existed within data collection units. However, there was a lack of cohesion across
all operations, programs and projects within the scope of DDOT’s performance management
system. Sustained and proactive oversight of performance reporting was also less than optimal
for the period under review.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The DDOT Director should notify the OCA and inform them that more specific wording
needs to be used to define project outcomes for Initiative 2.2.

2. The DDOT Director should formally assign the responsibility for agency-wide
performance reporting to an individual or subordinate entity with sufficient time and
resources to accomplish this task.*

3. The DDOT Director and the Metropolitan Police Department should develop a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that comprehensively defines the parameters of
information sharing as this applies to traffic fatality data.

4. The DDOT Director should notify OCA requesting their assistance with redefining KPI
1.2 to make it more meaningful and relevant to DDOT’s operations.

5. The DDOT Director should notify OCA requesting their assistance with developing
outcome oriented measures premised on proposed replacement KPIs for measure 1.2.

6. The DDOT Director should notify OCA about the differences in survey cycles for federal
and local routes and the duration of roadway surveys which overlap preceding fiscal
years. The DDOT Director should request OCA to assist with crafting measures that best
reflect this reality, i.e.:

* For instance, the Integrity and Compliance Group {office of the Chief of Staff) could assume this responsibility.
Another candidate is the System Ingpection and Oversight Division (SIOD) of the Transportation Operations
Administration (TOA). On the strength of past performance alone, the role of SIOD could be expanded or the
control framework replicated to ensure improvements in agency-wide reporting.




a. Percent of federal routes in Good or Excellent condition (reported annually);

b. Percent of local routes in Good or Excellent condition (DDOT reports estimates
in the years the contractor does not issue bi-annual report); and

c. Percent of Bridges in Good or Excellent condition (DDOT reports estimates in the
years the contractor does not issue bi-annual report).

7. The DDOT Director should require supervisors responsible for administering the paving

plan to develop written Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance guidelines
for the data collection and reporting processes.

. The DDOT Director should revisit whether the appropriate entity is charged with
oversight for KPI 2.2 outcomes. If management concludes that KPI responsibility resides
with the appropriate entity, then the Auditor suggests that the DDOT Director require
supervisors to develop appropriate verification procedures that will give the responsible
entity the ability to validate the extent and quality of work completed.

. The DDOT Director should require supervisors to report results on all KPIs listed in the
agency performance plan. Further, the Auditor recommends that the DDOT Director
clarify with the OCA any issues pertaining to the definition of KPIs 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 with
the goal of ecither redefining these measures or removing them from DDOT’s
performance plan.




Purpose

Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-614.13(c)’, and in accordance with section 455 of
Pub. L. No. 93-198?, the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor (Auditor) conducted an audit
of the District Department of Transportation’s (DDOT) FY 2008 Performance Accountability
Report (PAR).

Objectives, Scope and Methodology

The objectives of the audit were to:

1. determine the accuracy, quality, and utility of performance results presented in
DDOT’s FY 2008 performance report; and

2. evaluate the procedures and internal controls that were used in collecting, analyzing
and reporting performance data.

The scope of the audit was DDOT’s Fiscal Year 2008 Performance Accountability
Report (PAR). Our audit focused on accomplishments and measurable data elements contained
in the PAR, notably four ‘Fully Achieved’ Initiatives (one for each agency objective) and all 15
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Appendix A lists the Initiatives and KPIs from DDOT’s
2008 PAR.

To accomplish the audit objectives, the Auditor submitted preliminary survey
questionnaires to all supervisory staff with immediate responsibility for KPI outcomes. Further,
the Auditor interviewed officials from DDOT responsible for performance accountability matters
and also corresponded with the Metropolitan Police Department’s Traffic Crash Unit to obtain
information about data sharing arrangements with DDOT. The Special Assistant to the Director
at DDOT was responsible for coordinating the compilation of the agency’s data, statistics, and
information used in the PAR and was the point-of-contact for this audit.

The Special Assistant to the Director also submitted the information compiled for
Initiatives and KPIs to the Office of the City Administrator’s (OCA) CapStat Unit. Since the

! See the Government Managers Accountability Amendment Act of 1995, effective May 16, 1995 (D.C. Law 11-16;
D.C. Code § 1-614.11 et seq. (2002)). Specifically, see D.C. Code § 1-614.14(c) which states that “the District of
Columbia Auditor shall conduct an audit of selected performance measures each fiscal year presented in the
performance reports of certain agencies each fiscal year.”

* See section 455 (b) of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, approved December 24, 1973 (Pub. L. No, 93-198,
87 Stat. 803); D.C. Code §1-204.55 {(b) (2001) which states: “The District of Columbia Auditor shall each year
conduct a thorough audit of the accounts and operations of the government of the District in accordance with such
principles and procedures and under such rules and regulations as he [she] may prescribe.” See also, section 455 (c)
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act, as amended, approved December 24, 1973, (87 Stat. 803, D.C. Code
§1-204.55 (c) {2001} which states: “The District of Columbia Auditor shall have access to all books, accounts,
records, reports, findings and all other papers, things, or property belonging to or in use by any department, agency,
or other instrumentality of the District government and necessary to facilitate the andit.”
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CapStat Unit was responsible for assigning a performance assessment rating for Initiatives and
KPIs, we also corresponded with that office. The Auditor also examined and evaluated data that
was used in the PAR, primarily through testing, ensuring that it could be reconciled or verified to
source documentation.

The audit was conducted 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.

Background

Pursuant to D.C. Official Code § 1-614.13(c), the Auditor is required to conduct an audit
of selected performance measures presented in the performance report of certain agencies each
fiscal year. By doing so, the Auditor hopes to assist the District government to operate more
efficiently, effectively, and economically, while providing a higher quality of service to its
residents.

The mission of the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) is to enhance the
quality of life for District residents and visitors by ensuring that the mobility needs of people and
goods are met safely, with minimal adverse impact on residents and the environment.

DDOT executes its mission through the work of five groups or Administrations. The
Infrastructure Project Management Administration (IPMA) designs and builds roads and
bridges, ftrails, and other transportation projects. The Mass Transit Administration (MTA)
provides public transportation service through the ‘Circulator’ system and oversees the District’s
support of WMATA. The Traffic Operations Administration (TOA) ensures a safe and user-
friendly transportation environment. The Transportation Policy and Planning Administration
(TPPA) develops strategic goals for the agency. Finally, the Urban Feorestry Administration
(UFA) maintains the District’s tree canopy, providing the District with improved air quality,
increased ground water retention that minimizes runoff and flooding, temperature moderation,
and aesthetics.

In FYO0S8, there were four external contributors of raw data to DDOT’s performance
reporting system, namely, the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD), Applied Research
Associates Inc. (ARA), the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA), and
ACS Inc. The lone external recipient of processed data was the Office of the City
Admunistrator’s CapStat Unit. A visual illustration of the system can be found in Appendix B.
The diagram shows the logical flow of performance data through the system, mapping the
responsible entity to the KPI. Further, a color-coded scheme has been used to depict the
Auditor’s assessment of the adequacy of associated controls.




Results of Audit
A. Initiatives
Overview

The District of Columbia’s Office of the City Administrator (OCA) defines initiatives as
specific activities that are expected to occur over the next one-to-three fiscal years. Ideally,
implementation of initiatives would have quantifiable results reflected in performance measures.
The OCA believes that initiatives also allow the department to be more productive by focusing
on a common guideline.

Details

As shown in Appendix A, DDOT reported on 16 initiatives of which 9 were classified as
‘Fully Achieved,” 5 were classified as ‘Partially Achieved,” and 2 were classified as “Not
Achieved.” To ensure a sufficiently broad and comprehensive review of activities linked to each
of DDOT’s objectives, the Auditor reviewed 4 ‘Fully Achieved’ initiatives (one from each area).

The Auditor requested and received corroborating documentation from DDOT’s liaison
and designees, which supported the PAR ratings. The Auditor also conducted selected site visits
and physically inspected the work referenced in submitted documentation. For all 4 initiatives,
the Auditor agreed with the rating the CapStat Unit assigned and found that they were properly
rated.

However, for Initiative 2.2, DDOT’s designated Program Manager expressed some
concern about the potential for the misinterpretation of the words “initiate work” used in
describing actions taken by DDOT to address the structural deficiencies of the 1 1" Street Bridge.
The Program Manager noted that while actual construction/repair work had not yet begun, design
and procurement milestones were achieved in the period under review. The Program Manager
noted that in the context of the latter statement, work was indeed initiated.

The Auditor agrees with this assessment and recommends that going forward initiative
goals crafted in concert with the OCA CapStat Unit need to be more specific in order to avoid
erroneous conclusions on the part of stakeholders and misunderstandings in terms of outcomes
on the part of DDOT.

Table I presents a brief explanation regarding the Auditor’s analysis of the four DDOT
Initiatives reviewed and the corresponding achievement level for each of the initiatives.




Table 1

DDOT Initiatives
Initiative Title (short title) Rating Auditor Comments
Assigned by
OCA
1.4: Implement new regulations that | Fully Achieved | Agree. The Auditor reviewed a copy of

require protected pedestrian
walkways for construction sites
adjacent to roadways.

the regulation that became effective
December 19, 2007.

2.2: Initiate work on structurally
deficient bridges.

Fully Achieved

Agree. Based on document reviews and
site visits to the South Capitol Street
Bridge (aka Frederick Douglas Bridge)
and the 11th Street Bridge (Spanning
the Anacostia), the Auditor concluded
that work was in fact initiated in FY08.

3.6: Replace all series circuit
streetlights by the end of FYO08.

Fully Achieved

Agree. Based on document reviews and
site visits, the Auditor concluded that
work was in fact completed on the
following approximate dates and sites
in FY08: South Capitol Street
(05/28/08),Spring Valley neighborhood
(07/18/08), and Kenilworth (09/3(/08).

4.2: Plan, initiate and communicate
current year pavement ratings to the
public.

Fully Achieved

Agree. Based on document reviews, the
Auditor concluded that the paving plan
was indeed published at DDOT’s
website on or about April 18, 2008.

Summary

Based on the above, the Auditor found that DDOT should notify the CapStat Unit and
inform them that clearer language should be used in defining the goals for projects comparable to
Initiative 2.2. Accurate reporting in government processes provides government managers and
stakeholders with the level of progress and accountability needed to effectively assess

performance.




RECOMMENDATION

The DDOT Director should notify the OCA and inform them that more specific wording
needs to be used to define project outcomes for Initiative 2.2.

B. Key Performance Indicators
Overview

KPIs are commonly associated with an agency’s objectives. KPIs should include a mix
of outcomes, effectiveness, productivity/efficiency, demand, and outputs. KPIs must not only
reflect the organization's goals, but must also be central to its success, and be quantifiable
{measurable). These indicators are usually long-term considerations that will ultimately assist the
organization to meet and exceed their expectations for the future.

The Auditor utilized a state auditor model certification rating® to report on the results of
our testing and evaluation of the KPIs contained in DDOT’s FY 2008 PAR. (The Auditor made
some minor changes to the “Not Certified” category.)

Ratings were classified as follows:

Certification Ratings

a. The reported performance indicator is accurate (+/- 5%)

and,
Certified b. Adequate procedures are in place for collecting and reporting
performance data.

a. The reported performance indicator is accurate (+/- 5%)

Certified but,
with b. Adequate procedures are not in place for collecting and reporting
Qualifications performance data.

a. Actual performance is not within 5% of reported indicator
oF,
b. Actual data for the performance indicator could not be verified due to
inadequate procedures, insufficient documentation, or because no data
Not Certified was reported by the agency.

As shown in Appendix A, DDOT reported on 15 KPIs. The Auditor reviewed all 15
KPIs to determine the accuracy and reliability of the data DDOT reported. Additionally, we

® The model is a replica of the rating process that is utilized by at least two municipal audit offices to report on audits that focus
on performance measures, The Texas State Auditor’s Office and the Maricopa County Auditor’s Office use this reporting
standard.




reviewed the internal control environment for each KPI to ensure that controls and processes
associated with procedures for gathering and reporting data for each KPI were reliable. When
controls were lacking, the Auditor made recommendations to strengthen them.

Unless otherwise noted, the recommendations to improve controls were all derived from
model standards developed by the Government Accountability Office and identified in their
publication, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, (GAO/AIMD-00-21.3.1).

Details

As previously noted, DDOT was required to report on 15 KPIs. Although DDOT did not
submit data for 7 KPIs, the Auditor reviewed all 15 KPIs to determine the accuracy and
reliability of the data (if available} and/or the adequacy of controls. For each KPI, the Auditor
attempted to reconcile performance data to source documentation and records of original entry.
Accordingly, we reviewed intake processes, approval processes, and validation processes. In
those instances where DDOT reported a KPI as Not Achieved or Data Not Reported, the Auditor
was less concerned with reconciling data (since data was either unavailable or limited) and more
focused on determining the causes for not achieving target success levels. Details on the results
of our analyses regarding these 15 KPIs are as follows.

1) KPI 1.1: Percent change in injuries and traffic crashes: Current year vs. Five year
rolling average

Certification Discussion. Through an examination of responses provided by a Sergeant,
Captain, and Civilian Director of the Metropolitan Police Department, and the OCA CapStat
Director, the Auditor found that some data was transmitted to DDOT by the Metropolitan Police
Department’s Major Crash Unit. However, since DDOT did not submit performance results to
OCA and without access to the data repository that DDOT would have queried to prepare final
statistics, appropriate sample tests could not be performed. As a result, KPI 1.1 was assigned a
Not Certified rating.

Internal Control Discussion. The Auditor determined that DDOT did not have Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP) or Quality Assurance guidelines to administer the data collection
process. The Auditor also found that data to report on the KPI was not transmitted to the OCA
CapStat Unit to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting.




DDOT asserts that a contract enabling the transfer of data had expired; therefore, MPD
did not submit data to DDOT’s point of contact. MPD, however, asserts that a formal agreement
is not required to share information with DDOT and traffic fatality data was transmitted monthly
to DDOT’s point of contact.

The Auditor also found that DDOT did not have a SOP to administer the data collection
process and DDOT and MPD did not have a mutually agreed upon Quality Assurance guideline
stipulating performance standards for the data collection process. As a result, performance results
were not reported in the FY 2008 PAR resulting in non-compliance with the Government
Managers® Accountability Amendment Act of 1995. Further, there was an inadequate audit trail
to ensure data quality and accuracy. Consequently, the Auditor found that controls associated
with this KPI were insufficient.

2) KPI 1.2: Percent change in injuries and fatalities at high hazard intersections

Certification Discussion. Through an examination of responses provided by a Sergeant,
Captain, and Civilian Director of the Metropolitan Police Department, and the OCA CapStat
Director — the Auditor found that some data was transmitted to DDOT by the Metropolitan
Police Department’s Major Crash Unit. However, since DDOT did not submit performance
results to the OCA and without access to the data repository that DDOT would have queried to -
prepare final statistics, appropriate sample tests could not be performed. As a result, KPT 1.2 was
assigned a Not Certified rating.

Internal Control Discussion. Through an examination of responses to the preliminary
survey submitted by the Auditor to DDOT, the Auditor determined that DDOT did not have
SOPs or Quality Assurance guidelines to administer the data collection process. The Auditor also
found that data to report on the KPI was not transmitted to the CapStat Unit to facilitate quarterly
and annual reporting.

DDOT asserts that a contract enabling the transfer of data had expired; therefore, MPD
did not submit data to DDOT’s point of contact. MPD, however, asserts that a formal agreement
is not required to share information with DDOT and traffic fatality data was transmitted monthly
to DDOT’s point of contact.

The Auditor also found that DDOT did not have a SOP to administer the data collection
process and DDOT and MPD do not have a mutually agreed upon Quality Assurance guideline
stipulating performance standards for the data collection process. As a result, performance results
were not reported in the FY 2008 PAR resulting in non-compliance with the Government
Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995. Further, there was an inadequate audit trail




to ensure data quality and accuracy. Consequently, the Auditor found that controls associated
with this KPI were insufficient.

 3) KPI 1.3: Percent change in transit ridership (DC lines and WMATA, plus Circulator)

Certification Discussion. The Auditor obtained a description of WMATA’s data
collection process from the direct report to the Project Manager and Associate Director of the
Mass Transit Administration to determine whether control deficiencies existed. The existence of
control deficiencies would have compromised the quality and integrity of data transmitted to
DDOT. The Auditor requested that DDOT provide original emailed files from WMATA
personnel (those responsible for collecting raw data) for the months of December 2007 and
August 2008.

Subsequently, the Auditor tested to determine whether numbers sent via email were
identical to the numbers keyed into the master spreadsheet. The Auditor found data to be within
5% of the reported indicator, and as a result, the Auditor assigned KPI 1.3 a Certified rating.

Internal Control Discussion. In response to preliminary survey questions, WMATA
reported that it had SOPs but that it did not have formal Quality Assurance guidelines. The
Auditor deemed Quality Assurance concepts contained in the SOP to be sufficient. Further, the
Auditor found that controls instituted for this measure were sound.

4) KPI 1.4: Percent of public space permits issued within 45 days

Certification Discussion. Information received from DDOT either did not address
questions posed in the preliminary survey submitted by the Auditor to DDOT or were not
applicable to the period under review. Further, the Auditor did not receive any information
regarding DDOT's data collection process or access to its data repository. As a result, KPI 1.4
was assigned a Not Certified rating,

5) KPI 2.1: Percent of Streets in Good or Excellent Condition

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the Chief of
Asset Management reported that the data collection process was fully automated and was not
subject to any manual intervention. Further, the raw data collected was in a proprietary format
that: (1) could not be tested without expert knowledge of the programming language; and (2)
could not be analyzed until processed by a software application. The Auditor observed the
process during a scheduled system demonstration. The Auditor assigned a Not Certified rating
to this KPI because DDOT failed to submit FY 2008 performance results to the OCA.




Internal Control Discussion. In response to preliminary survey questions, DDOT reported
that it had SOPs and Quality Assurance guidelines. The Auditor found that data was not
transmitted to OCA to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting, resulting in non-compliance with
the Government Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995. Further, the Auditor found
that surveys were conducted and reported on every two years therefore rendering annual
reporting impractical.

6) KPI2.2: Percent of blocks in paving plan complete

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the Deputy
Director for Resource Allocation reported that the data collection process was automated and
was not subject to any manual intervention. The Auditor observed the process during a scheduled
system demonstration. Upon further examination, the Auditor found that the Unit responsible
for this measure had no control over the quality of/vetting of data that was manually keyed into a
‘SharePoint’ database. Further, the Auditor found that the responsible Unit had no means to
effectively audit data collection and assess outcomes before disbursing payments to contractors.
As aresult, KPI 2.2 was assigned a Certified with Qualifications rating.

Internal Control Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey questions,
DDOT reported that it did not have written SOPs or Quality Assurance guidelines. However, the
Auditor found system protocols that provided some degree of management control. The Auditor
reviewed DDOT’s response to the preliminary survey, and although no official documentation
had been prepared, the Auditor found the control environment (relative to the collection and
initial reporting of raw data) to be adequate.

7) KPI 2.3: Percent of non-roadway assets (sidewalks, bridges, alleys, trees., parking
meters, street lights, and signs) in Good or Excellent condition

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the Chief of
Asset Management reported that the data collection process was fully automated and was not
subject to any manual intervention. Further, the raw data collected was in a proprietary format
that: (1) could not be tested without expert knowledge of the programming language; and (2)
could not be analyzed until processed by a sofiware application. The Auditor observed the
process during a scheduled system demonstration. KPI 2.3 was assigned a Not Certified rating
because DDOT failed to submit FY 2008 performance results to the OCA.

Internal Control Discussion. The Auditor found that data was not transmitted to the OCA
to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting, resulting in non-compliance with the Government
Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995. Further, the Auditor found that surveys
were conducted and reported on every two years therefore rendering annual reporting
impractical.




8) KPI 2.4: Number of public space violation citations per inspector labor hour

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the Chief of the
System Inspection Oversight Division (SIOD) reported that SIOD’s data collection process is
partially automated. The Auditor observed the process during a scheduled system demonstration.
Further, the Auditor randomly sampled violation citations in the end of year report published by
the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH). The Auditor found data to be within 5% of the
reported indicator. As a result, the Auditor assigned a Certified Rating to this KPI.

Internal Control Discussion. In response to preliminary survey questions, the DDOT
reported that it had written SOPs and Quality Assurance guidelines. In addition to the review of
these documents, the Auditor conducted an unscheduled visit to the Inspectors office with the
goal of determining whether conditions in the control environment were such that employees
were pressured to issue increasing numbers of violation citations.

The Auditor interviewed three inspectors who acknowledged an increase in the numbers
of personally issued citations (specifically for ‘failure to perform restoration’) beginning in FY
2007 In the inspector’s view, this increase was attributed to being better versed in identifying -
violations and to some degree, the partial automation of the citation process. ‘

The Auditor found that emergency permit applicants were required to fax their requests
to SIOD the morning of planned work. The Auditor was advised that there were rare occasions
when the office fax machine might be off-line. The Auditor inquired as to whether, because of
this occasional communication lapse, violation citations might be erroneously issued. The
Auditor was advised that alternate procedures existed to transmit the information of which the
applicants (utility companies) were well aware having dealt with the Unit for many years.
Further, the Auditor was advised that such occurrences, if at all, were all but negligible and
would be promptly addressed by the SIOD in response to a complaint filed by an applicant.

The Auditor found that SIOD does not have an award program that rewards inspectors for
the total number of citations issued. Further, the SIOD Chief asserted that citation quotas were
not given to individual inspectors.

9) KPI 3.1: Percent of current-year projects completed within 10 percent of budget
{except for those with scope changes)

Certification Discussion. The Auditor requested but did not receive any applicable
information regarding DDOT’s data collection process or access to its data repository. Since
DDOT did not submit performance results, and without access to the data repository DDOT
would have queried to prepare final statistics, appropriate sample tests could not be performed.
As aresult, KPI 3.1 was assigned a Not Certified rating.
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Internal Control Discussion. Applicable information was not provided in response to the
Auditor’s preliminary survey sent to DDOT. Additionally, the Auditor found that data was not
transmitted to the OCA to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting, resulting in non-compliance
with the Government Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995. Further, the Auditor
found that, although DDOT asserts that a clear definition of this measure did not exist, document
reviews and interviews conducted by the Auditor found that performance results were reported in
prior years (FY06 and FYO07) and the KPI definition remained unchanged.

10) KPI 3.2: Percent of projects rated Good or Excellent by adjoining neighbors in post-
project survey

Certification Discussion. The Auditor requested but did not receive any applicable
information regarding DDOT’s data collection process or access to its data repository. Since
DDOT did not submit performance results, and without access to the data repository DDOT
would have queried to prepare final statistics, appropriate sample tests could not be performed.
As aresult, KPI 3.2 was assigned a Not Certified rating.

Internal Control Discussion. Applicable information was not provided in response to the
Auditor’s preliminary survey sent to DDOT. Additionally, the Auditor found that data was not
transmitted to the OCA to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting, resulting in non-compliance
with the Government Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995, DDOT officials
purport that this measure was defined without sufficient buy-in from the agency and therefore,
management had rejected this measure.

11) KPI 3.3: Percent of current-year projects completed within 60 days of planned end date
(except for those with scope changes)

Certification Discussion. The Auditor requested but did not receive any applicable
information regarding DDOT’s data collection process or access to its data repository with
regard to this KPI. Since DDOT did not submit performance results, and without access to the
data repository DDOT would have queried to prepare final statistics, appropriate sample tests
could not be performed. As a result, KP1 3.3 was assigned a Not Certified rating.

Internal Control Discussion. Applicable information was not provided in response to the
preliminary survey sent to DDOT. The Auditor also found that data was not transmitted to the
OCA to facilitate quarterly and annual reporting, resulting in non-compliance with the
Government Managers’ Accountability Amendment Act of 1995, Further, the Auditor found that
although DDOT asserts that a clear definition of this measure did not exist, the Auditor found
that performance results were reported in prior years (FY 2006 and FY 2007) and the KPI
definition remained unchanged.
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12) KPI 4.1: Percent of snow events where new standards are met

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the City Wide
Program Manager submitted copies of the spreadsheets used to gather snow event data. The
accompanying calculation worksheets were also tested for accuracy. The Auditor found data to
be within 5% of the reported indicator. As a result, the Auditor assigned a Certified Rating to
KPI4.1.

Internal Control Discussion. The DDOT provided written SOPs and Quality Assurance
guidelines. The Auditor reviewed these submissions and deemed the controls adequate.

13) KPI 4.2: Percent of potholes filled within the new standards of 48 hours

Certification Discussion. In response to the preliminary survey, the Chief of the Street
and Bridge Maintenance Field Operations Branch reported that the data collection process was
fully automated and was not subject to any manual intervention. The' Auditor observed the
process during a scheduled system demonstration. Based on the existence of a fully automated
system verified by the Auditor through simulated testing, KPI 4.2 was assigned a Certified
Rating, '

Internal Control Discussion. In response to the preliminary survey, DDOT reported that it
did not have any formal SOPs or official Quality Assurance procedures. However, the Auditor
deemed the automated system to have sufficient built-in controls to foster an adequate control
environment.

14) KPI 4.3: Percent of parking meters working

Certification Discussion. In response to the Auditor’s preliminary survey, the City Wide.
Program Manager reported that the data collection process was fully automated and was not
subject to any manual intervention. The Auditor observed the process during a scheduled system
demonstration. Based on the existence of a fully automated system verified by the Auditor
through simulated testing, and the input of accurate data by an external contributor, KP1 4.3 was
assigned a Certified Rating.

Interna] Control Discussion. The DDOT provided written SOPs and Quality Assurance
guidelines. The Auditor reviewed these submissions and deemed the control environment to be
adequate.
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15) KPI 4.4: Percent of tree population tended per vear

Certification Discussion, In response to the preliminary survey, the Associate Director of
the Urban Forestry Administration reported that the data collection process was fully automated
and was not subject to any manual intervention. The Auditor observed the process during a
scheduled system demonstration. Based on the existence of a fully automated system verified by
the Auditor through simulated testing, and adequate controls, KPI 4.4 was assigned a Certified
rating.

Internal Control Discussion. The DDOT provided written SOPs, and Quality Assurance
guidelines. The Auditor reviewed these submissions and deemed the controls to be adequate.

Summary and Recommendations

The following is a summary of the Auditor’s certification rating for each KPI, as well as
the adequacy of the internal control processes associated with each KPI, and resultant
recommendations. For more detail on the Auditor’s certification rating, see Appendix C.

Certified with Internal Controls
KPI No. Certified Qualifications Not Certified Adequate?

1.1 X NO
1.2 X NO
1.3 X YES
1.4 X NOT TESTED
2.1 X YES
2.2 X YES
2.3 X YES
24 X YES
3.1 X NOT TESTED
3.2 X NOT TESTED
33 X NOT TESTED
4.1 X YES
4.2 X YES
4.3 X YES
4.4 X YES
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The DDOT Director should formally assign the responsibility for agency-wide
performance reporting to an individual or subordinate entity with sufficient time,
experience, and resources to accomplish this task.*

2. The DDOT Director and the Metropolitan Police Department should develop a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that comprehensively defines the parameters of
information sharing as this applies to traffic fatality data.

3. The DDOT Director should notify OCA requesting their assistance with redefining KPI
1.2 to make it more meaningful and relevant to DDOT’s operations.

4, The DDOT Director should notify OCA requesting their assistance with developing
outcome oriented measures premised on proposed replacement KPIs for measure 1.2.

5. The DDOT Director should notify OCA about the differences in survey cycles for federal
and local routes and the duration of roadway surveys, which overlap preceding fiscal
years. The DDOT Director should request OCA to assist with crafting measures that best
reflect this reality, i.e.:

a. Percent of federal routes in Good or Excellent condition (reported annually);

b. Percent of local routes in Good or Excellent condition (DDOT reports estimates
in the years the contractor does not issue bi-annual report); and

c. Percent of Bridges in Good or Excellent condition (DDOT reports estimates in the
years the contractor does not issue bi-annual report).

6. The DDOT Director should require supervisors responsible for administering the paving
plan to develop written Standard Operating Procedures and Quality Assurance guidelines
for the data collection and reporting processes.

7. The DDOT Director should revisit whether the appropriate entity is charged with
oversight for KPI 2.2 outcomes. If management concludes that KPI responsibility resides
with the appropriate entity, then the Auditor suggests that the DDOT Director require
supervisors to develop appropriate verification procedures that will give the responsible
entity the ability to validate, in real-time, the extent and quality of work completed.

* For instance, the Integrity and Compliance Group (office of the Chief of Staff) could assume this responsibility.
Another candidate is the System Inspection and Oversight Division (SIOD) of the Transportation Operations
Administration {TOA). On the strength of past performance alone, the role of the SIOD could be expanded or the
control framework replicated to ensure improved agency-wide reporting,
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8. The DDOT Director should require supervisors to report results on all KPIs listed in the
agency performance plan. Further, the Auditor recommends that the DDOT Director
clarify with the OCA any issues pertaining to the definition of KPIs 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 with
the goal of either redefining these measures or removing them from DDOT’s
performance plan,
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CONCLUSION

The Auditor’s scope included an analysis of four DDOT FY 2008 Initiatives and all 15
Key Performance Indicators (KPT), all of which were contained on the FY 2008 PAR. For the
Initiatives and KPIs, the Auditor requested documentation and corroborating evidence to support
statements and data contained on the PAR.

For the four Initiatives reviewed, the Auditor agreed with the rating that the Office of the
City Administrator (OCA) assigned and found that they were properly rated. The results of the
KPIreview were 40% certified, 7% certified with qualifications, and 53% not certified.

s Certified- 6
¢ Certified with qualifications- 1
» Not Certified- 8

The Auditor found an uncharacteristic deterioration in performance reporting from the
Infrastructure Project Management Administration (IPMA). Of note, in FY 2008, performance
results were not submitted for seven of the eight measures under its purview.

In a May 2004 report, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)’ cited the poor
quality of DDOT’s performance data and the challenge that posed on the agency’s ability to
measure its progress. Further, as stated in that report, DDOT officials agreed that performance
information was generally unreliable with the majority of the data keyed in manually and subject
to staff interpretation. To rectify this problem, DDOT developed a 2-year plan to significantly
upgrade technology and business systems. In the course of this audit, the Auditor observed and
documented technological gains in the form of fully automated or partially automated data
collection and processing systems.

Notwithstanding, there remain areas for improvement, particularly, as these pertain to
supervisory controls and performance reporting. Through site visits and interviews, the Auditor
was able to establish that in most instances, adequate levels of capability, competence, and
coordination existed within data collection units. However, there was a lack of cohesion across
all operations, programs and projects within the scope of DDOT’s performance management
system. Sustained and proactive oversight of performance reporting was also less than optimal
for the period under review. |

Respectfully submitted

& .
eborah K. Nic¢hols

District of Columbia Auditor

* GAO-04-644R District Department of Transportation, May 14, 2004,
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Appendix A -~ DDOT Performance Accountability
Report

+
]
*

Performance Initiatives — Assessment Details

Performance Assessment Key:

& Fully achieved ) Parxtally achieved 8 ot achieved & batanot reported

OBIECTIVE 1: Ensure pedestrizns and vehiclos can travel safely throughowt the District.

(:} INITIATIVE 1.1: Malke lmprovements to 56 hazardous intersections and roadway segments though the
Implementation of safety improvements and other measures by August 2008,
Partially Achieved. DOOT has | fled 138 speed-humps and one Rapid Flash Crasswalk Beacon. BOOT plans
o have Initiated or completed safery improvements in 63 hazardoos intersections by the end of 2008,

I.':] INFVIATIVE 1.2: Install pedestrian countdown signals at afl sipgnadized crosswalks by December 2008,
Fartially Achbeved. OF tha tatat 372 signalized crosswalks without pedestrian countdown signads, 285 had
recelved the cotntdown upgrade by mid-luly. By the end of Betember, every signalized intersection crasswalk
I the District will have a countdown pedestrizn signaf,

. INITIATIVE 1.5: Expand enhanced bus service options {Crculator and Metro EXTRA).
téor Achisved. Procurement and production delays pushed hack the receipt of the ¥4 new Circulasor buses
neadad tey expand the two Clrevlatar routes until the spring of 2008, DOOY and WMATA began developlng a
phan for the introductlon of Bmited-stop bus service ar: 16th Street In FY2008.

@ INFTEATIVE L.4: implement new regulations that reguire pratected pedestrian waliways for construction
sltes adjacent to roadways,
Fully Achieved. DOOT has writhen and inplensentedt regulations which reguire pratecsted wallkways near
constroctian sites,

OBJECTIVE Z: Ensure that the District’s transportation infrastructure is in a state of good repair.

C}- ENTTIATIVE 2.1: Implement a six-year program, by December 2007, to Increase the number of straets,
sidewalis, and alleys earning a Good or Exceilent condition rating.
Partinliy Achbeved. DOOT continues to maintzin a conditian inventory of its transportation infrastracture. Due
10 budgstary constraints, we have deferred from publishing a slvyear needs sscessment and will inctead post
on the DDOT webslte a2 more madast street, sidewalk, and atley paving pian for the carcent flscal year along
with a four-year look ahead.

@) PINATIVE 2.2: Inttiate work on structurally deficlent bridges.
Fulty Achdeved. During FY2008, DOOT coanpleted major rehablbtation waork on the 1ith Street Bridge over D
Street and the €SX rallroad and the South Capinot Bridge over the Anacostiz Rlver. Work began or was in
progress fow all remaining seructurally deficient bridges in FYOS.

@& aTATIVE 223: By 2020, plant trees In afl wable tres boxes,
Fully Achieved. DEOT's Urban Forestry Adavinistration planted appeoximately 3,800 treas iy FYOR. Assuming no
significant changes le funding, DDOT is aa pace to plant the estimated 13,506 trees fdown from aciginal

estiniate of 15,000 treas) by FY2010.

FY¥ 2008 Performance Accoepualxility Repors
Gevernimeny f the Distries of Coluntia 2




Appendix A — Performance Accountability Report —
contd.

*
]
»

OBJECTIVE 3: Implement infrastructure projects to meet the transportation needs of the residents of
the District of Columbia.

@ INITIATIVE 3.1: Begln the 11th Sireet Bridge praject,
Fully Achieved. The District recelved a Record of Becislan from the FHWA on Lts Environmental tnpact Sty
for the project In FY2008, Five design-build teams have submitted S5 for the praject, and BOOT has hegun
Industry review meetings with these firms.

D INIETATIVE 3.2: Initiate construction on three Great Streets cosridors,
Partially Achkeved, in FY2008, construction continued on the Benning Road reconstriction along with
Improvements to the intersection of New Hampshire 2nd Gecrgla avenues. Construction on H Street, NE,
began in FY209, Other streets are in varkous stages of decign with Pennsylvanda Ave SE, Section i1 and Nannle
Heben Boroughs slated for bidding and contract award next spring, and BLE e slated for bidding and contract
award next fall.

D INITIATIVE 3.2: Complate portians of the Metrapolitan Brandh Tralk,
Partialty Achbeved. Progress on the design of the FYOB segments of the Metropoditan Sranch Trail has been
delayed due to the difficulty In recelving controt of the property. Baslgn work ks underway and the contractor
may break ground by the end of the year on an Initial segment. ‘the trzll from Rew York Avenue to Frankiin
Street, excluding the bridgs, will be comgsiated in the summer of 2000,

@ INTFIATIVE 3.4: Begin the design of the Frederick Douglass Memodial Bridge replacement.
Fully Achleved. in FY2008, DOOT continued environmenta! studies and commenced prefiminary enginesring
activitles for the construction of a replacement bridge to the south of the exlsting facitiy.

@ rmmATIVE 3.5: Commence construction of the Anacostla Streetear Bemonstration Line,
Mot Achieved. In FY2608, DDOT completed the design of the Anacostia Streetcar Demonstration Line and
advertised the constrection contract in the sunemer of 2008. DEOT has received two bids and expects to award
the construction conerack in the falk of 2008,

@ INFEIATIVE 3.6: Replace al serles clrcudt streetlights by the end of FY08.
Fulty Achievad. BBOT has completed series streetlight work at 2l three [ocations - Kenlbworth Avenus, South
Capital Streat, and Spring Valley.

ORIECTIVE 4: Respond effectively to our customers, District residents and visitors,

@ INITIATIVE 4.1: Floaw primary strests to bare pavement during snow events,
Fully Achieved. All primary strests were plowed to the new bare pavement standard during FYGR snow storms,

@ INITIATIVE 4.2: Man, initlate end communicate current year pavement ratings o the public.
Fully Achieved. DEOY's bacal and federally-funded cantractoe paving activity {streets, atleys, and sidewalks} was
uploaded to BHOT's public webpage during the summer of 2008, Great care was taken to establish a format
which would provide acrurate and understandahbe information to the puhlic,

@ INITIATIVE 4.3: Implement a seaen year pruning cyce program: for Parks treas.
Fuliy Achieved. BBOY has bagun a seven-year pruning cyele and has pruned 21l of the trees lpcated at Parks
Departrnent Recmeatiom Centers in FY 2008,

EY 2008 Performance Accowmiability Report
Governmeant of the Digtriy of Colwenlia 3




Appendix A — Performance Accountability Report —
contd.

* x ®

]

]
Key Performance Indicators — Details

Performance Assessment Key:

B rully achisved () partiatly achieved @ Not zchisved @) Datsnotreported

£YD5 Yo7 P
Actual Actual ¥
QBIECTIVE 1: £nsure pedestrians and vehldes can trave! safely threughout the !
@ Percant change in injusles and waffic erashes:

current year vs. 5 year soliing average. .. .. ..., ... 2.8 -B.8%
@ Percent change in injurles and fatalities at high

hazard infarsactions. ... . ..ot i 11.3% 3%
@ Parcant change in transit rdership {OC Hnes and

WMATA, phus Ciroudator). ... .. oo 2.6% LO%
@ farcant of public space permlts iscuad within

L - PP S0.2% $).5%

@ P&n:em of streets in Goed or Excallent condltion. . .
. Percent of hlecks in paving plan completed, .. ... .Nf.& 208
@ Percent of non-roadway assets {sidewatks, beldges,

afleys, trees, parking meters, streetlights, and signs)

#n Good oF Excallent conditian®. . ... ...l NA N/A
@ Huraber of public space viotation cltations per
inspectorlaborhour. ... o L L0 4015 4023

District of Cnlumhln
@ Percent of currant year projects completed withln

1% budgat (except for thase with scape changes). 96.3% 41 7% N
&) % of projeces rated good or excellant by adjolning

neighbors in post project survay_ . ... ... L M A NiA
@ Percent of currant year projects conspleted within

&4 days of planned end date {except for those

with scope Changes) oo o vvve i inncivine i 96.3% SL7% NA

OBIECTIVE 4: Respond effzrtively to our customers, Mstrict residents and wisitd
O Parcent of snow svants where new standards are

L. oot e e e MFA KfA 905
@ percent of pothales filled within the new standands

AF B ROUES . ... i e HNiA KiA 95%
@ rercent of parking meters working ... ......... .. NiA 1713 S7%
@ Parcent of tree population tended peryaar....... ,253.3% 26.4% 24.5%

*Percent af streets in good or excellent condition is reparted quorlerly as an estimate; it is Nsted as “N/A" for FYOR
benmuse the octio! aumber is determinad by o third porty survey conducted after the fise year fgs endsd.

F¥Y 2008 Performanre Acoowmiabitity Report
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AGENCY COMMENTS



AGENCY COMMENTS

On January 27, 2010, the Office of the District of Columbia Auditor submitted the report
in draft for review and comment to the Director of the District Department of Transportation
(DDOT). The Auditor did not receive a response from the DDOT Director.




