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KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

We are committed to performance and accountability. These Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) focus on
strategic and operational improvement, create an analytical basis for decision-making, and help focus
attention on what matters most. Our KPls are focused primarily at the organizational level and provide a
means of assessing our progress toward our goals measured against established benchmarks. These
benchmarks are based on historical experience or industry norms. Results are shown for the most recently
completed period, with trend data (where available) for 10 fiscal years.

Metric Benchmark Result
Staff Turnover Rate <10% 6%
Retained Employee Experience > 7 Years 5.0 Years
Employee Engagement > 85% 85%
Employee Absenteeism <4.0% 4.25%
Direct Hours > 65% 62%
Billing Rate Inflationary Change *+5.0% +4.4%
Project Budget Accuracy *+10% +10%
Project Timely Completion * 30 Days +56 Days
Hotline Timely Resolution < 60 Days 59 Days
Statewide Audit Completion < 30 Days 176 Days
Value-Added Impacts > 300% 424%
Agency Engagement > 80% 79%
Online Public Engagement Pending Pending
Recommendation Concurrence > 90% 93%
Recommendation Implementation > 80% 63%

Results Key

Good Performance

Needs Improvement

Cause for Concern
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STAFF TURNOVER RATE

Description

Staff Turnover Rate measures turnover in LAD permanent staff positions. The turnover rate is calculated for each
fiscal year to show the number of employees terminating as a percentage of the average employee count for the
year. The average employee count is based on the number of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) staff at the beginning and
end of the fiscal year.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established as maintaining a turnover rate of less than 10% annually. This benchmark
is based on historical experience and generally accepted industry expectations.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed fiscal year. Trend data shows values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Our turnover rate declined to 6% for FY 2024, down from 13% in the previous year. Some increased slack in the labor
market is one contributory cause, but 6% is a historically low turnover result for a period where there are limited
signs of weakness in the overall economy. We attribute our ability to beat our turnover benchmark in 2024 to a focus
on employee engagement and continuing efforts to ensure compensation remains competitive. Maintaining a low
and stable turnover rate contributes to high product quality and improved productivity across the organization.
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RETAINED EMPLOYEE EXPERIENCE

Description

Retained Employee Experience measures the median tenure of all permanent LAD staff at the end of each fiscal year.
Tenure is calculated from the employee’s start date with LAD, with median tenure reflecting the collective
organizational experience of all the staff we retain in a fiscal year.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established as maintaining median staff tenure at or above seven years annually. This
benchmark is based on the national median tenure for public sector workers.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed fiscal year. Trend data shows values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with median values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Retained employee experience dipped unexpectedly in FY 2024 from a median tenure of 7 years to 5 years. However,
we believe this is a temporary phenomenon caused primarily by a large influx of new staff, as opposed to a loss of
experienced employees. We took advantage of a softening labor market to aggressively fill vacant positions and we
continued to maintain low levels of turnover, resulting in a decline in median tenure for the organization. Given
current conditions, we expect retained employee experience to resume its previous upward trend in future years and
return us to benchmark of 7 years.
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EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT

Description

Employee Engagement measures the extent to which LAD employees feel engaged. Employees participate in an
annual employee engagement survey independently administered by the Legislative Branch Human Resources
Manager. The survey consists of a series of questions designed to assess employee engagement. Respondents
answer questions on a negative/neutral/positive scale, and the KPl measures the percentage of all responses that are
recorded as positive.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established at 85% positive response based on review of initial survey results and
expectations regarding the potential for future improvements.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed fiscal year. Trend data will be shown for 10 fiscal years as it becomes
available.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Our employee engagement survey for FY 2024 showed us meeting our benchmark of an 85% positive response. This
is the first time we have achieved our benchmark performance level and is a good indication that our commitment to
engaging employees is having an impact. In future years, we intend switching to a new survey tool to assess
employee engagement. Our home-grown survey has worked well, but provides limited benchmarking to other high-
performing organizations.
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EMPLOYEE ABSENTEEISM

Description

Employee absenteeism measures the number of hours absent from work recorded as Sick Leave or Leave Without
Pay for all LAD staff as a percentage of total hours worked in a fiscal year. The absenteeism rate is a proxy for
employee satisfaction/engagement and effective management control of the appropriate use of allocated leave
hours.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established as maintaining an absenteeism rate of less than 4% annually. This
benchmark is based on historical experience and general expectations for governmental employers.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently complete fiscal year. Trend data shows values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

As expected, employee absenteeism has trended down after a spike in FY 2023, which we attributed to temporary
conditions. For FY 2024, we recorded an absenteeism rate of 4.25%, which leaves us above our benchmark of 4%, but
moving in the right direction. We continue to anticipate improvement in the absenteeism rate in future years,
returning us to the longer-term average just under 4%.
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DIRECT HOURS

Description

Direct hours measure the productivity of the LAD workforce using direct hours recorded for work on audit projects
and supporting activities. The direct hour rate is calculated based on the total hours recorded for all audit staff in a
fiscal year. Measuring direct hours involves assessing the appropriate balance between work hours specific to audits
versus other assigned responsibilities, training, and employee leave hours.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established as maintaining direct hours in excess of 65% annually. This benchmark is
based on historical experience and generally accepted industry expectations.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently complete fiscal year. Trend data shows values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Direct audit hours recorded for FY 2024 were at 63%, continuing the trend for this metric to vary between 60% to
63%. Although this result is not significantly below our benchmark of 65%, we have seen limited improvement in
direct hours over recent years. Making progress to increase the direct hours percentage above the benchmark will be
important in the next biennium as a means of controlling increases in our audit billing rate (see next section) caused
by increased staffing, the state employee pay plan, and other factors.
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BILLING RATE INFLATIONARY CHANGE

Description

Billing rate inflationary change is an efficiency metric that measures changes in the audit billing rate relative to
inflation in the general economy. The billing rate is paid by agencies through appropriations and is calculated each
fiscal year. This metric compares the change in the billing rate amount with the change in inflation as measured using
the Consumer Price Index.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark is established as maintaining changes in the billing rate between + 5% and — 5% of the
neutral inflationary rate. This benchmark is based on historical experience.

Time Period & Trend

Results are calculated for 10 fiscal years. Trend data is developed using changes in both the actual billing rate and the
rate of inflation.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns for the actual billing rate and percentage values showing above or below
the inflationary rate) and the performance benchmarks (red and green lines).
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Result

After two years of flat billing rate growth, FY 2024 saw an increase in the rate to $88.21 per hour, a 4.4% premium on
the neutral inflationary rate. Although this increase was still within our benchmark range, we will likely experience
continued upward pressure on costs as the full effects of the state employee pay plan are annualized in our personal
services budget. Our billing rate remains highly competitive compared to our peers, but cost control and maximizing
direct hours (see previous section) will remain important in the next biennium.
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PROJECT HOURS BUDGET ACCURACY

Description

Budget accuracy measures productivity and efficiency by comparing the time estimated for projects with the actual
time spent to complete them. Budget accuracy is expressed as a percentage of the difference between the original
target/estimate hours for a project and the actual hours recorded. The budget accuracy rate is calculated for every
budgeted project, and the KPI result reflects the average for all projects.

Performance Benchmark

The benchmark is established at + 10% of the original budget (100%) and is based on prevailing industry standards
and historical experience.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed two fiscal years. Trend data will be shown for five biennial periods
covering 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmarks (green
and red lines).
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Result

Project budget hours accuracy improved slightly for the most recent period, allowing us to meet our
benchmark of + 10%. Although this efficiency/productivity measure did improve, we still saw significant variations
by type of project and our management team is still focused on operational initiatives that drive better adherence to
expectations for project budgets.
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TIMELY PROJECT COMPLETION

Description

Timely completion measures productivity and efficiency by comparing the initial target date with the actual date an
audit report is delivered for release. Timely completion is the average number of days under/over the initial target
date based on the actual difference in days for each project. Timely completion is calculated for projects over a 2-
year/biennial audit period, and the KPI result reflects the average for all projects.

Performance Benchmark

The benchmark is established at £ 30 days average of estimated timelines and is based on prevailing industry
standards and historical experience.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed two fiscal years. Trend data will be shown for five biennial periods
covering 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with average values above) and the performance benchmarks (green and
red lines).
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Result

Our metric for timely project completion saw no improvement for the FY 22-23 period and remained outside of our
benchmark range at +56 days. In practical terms, this means our average audit project is delivered almost 2 months
behind schedule. We are pursuing multiple efforts to address this area of weakness, including staff training and
better project management tools and techniques. Similar to the project budget hours metric, these overall results
mask considerable variation by project type, so team-based initiatives will also be important for progress.
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TIMELY HOTLINE RESOLUTION

Description

Timely resolution of Hotline cases measures productivity and efficiency managing cases reported via the LAD fraud,
waste, and abuse Hotline. Each new case is logged at entry into our systems and tracked through the point where we
officially assign a resolution status. The time elapsed in days between receiving and resolving a case is calculated, and
the KPI reflects the average for all cases in a fiscal year.

Performance Benchmark

The benchmark is established at less than an average of 60 days for all cases and is based on prevailing industry
standards and our own internal standard for case resolution timeliness.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently complete fiscal year. Trend data will be shown for 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with average values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Timely resolution of Hotline cases increased significantly in FY 2024 to an average of 59 days. Although this still meets
our benchmark performance level, it was a reversal of the recent trend. We attribute this change largely to the
retirement of a key management position and the associated time needed for new staff to get familiar with the
often-complex nature of Hotline cases. This situation was compounded by a general lack of audit staff availability to
work Hotline cases as the financial audit team faced significant workload during the most recent federal Single Audit
cycle. As these circumstances resolve in future years, we expect to see the resolution timeliness of Hotline cases
improve.
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STATEWIDE AUDIT COMPLETION

Description

Statewide audit completion measures productivity and efficiency by comparing our audit opinion date for Montana’s
Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (ACFR) with the opinion dates for 8 peer states. Timely completion is defined
as the number of days between the end of the fiscal year and the audit opinion date, and the KPI measures the
difference in the number of days between Montana and the median number of days for our peer states.

Performance Benchmark

The benchmark is established at < 30 days difference between Montana and our peers. This benchmark is based on
prevailing industry standards and historical experience.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently complete fiscal year. Trend data shows values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with values above) and the performance benchmarks (red line).
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Result

In FY 2023, our statewide audit opinion was issued 136 days in excess of the median for our peers, which exceeds our
benchmark of less than 30 days difference. Our ability to complete the statewide audit in a similar timeframe to our
peers depends on timely financial reporting by state agencies following the end of the fiscal year. Recent strategic
changes being pursued by LAD and the Audit Committee are designed, in part, to address timely statewide audit
completion, but will depend on the continued cooperation of the Department of Administration and other agencies
to drive more positive results.
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VALUE-ADDED IMPACTS

Description

Value-added impacts are an outcome metric addressing the financial value of our work to state government or
citizens. Value is broadly defined as cost savings, cost/loss avoidance, opportunity cost, revenue increases, errors and
omissions, unallowable costs, process efficiency, resource allocation, or duplicative, unnecessary, or wasteful
spending. The financial impact is calculated biennially and is used to establish a return on investment (ROI)
percentage relative to the total expenditures for the audit function during the same period.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark for ROl is 300%, which is based on industry norms and reflects the expectation that
audit and accountability functions should be able to realize a positive return on operating costs.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed two fiscal years. Trend data will be shown for five biennial periods
covering 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Our value-added impacts metric increased to an ROl of 424% for the FY 22-23 period, which was a marked increase
from the previous level. Some of this increase can be attributed to significant federal questioned costs identified
through our Single Audit work, but absent these one-time effects, we still saw steady improvement in the value of
financial impacts we are identifying as part of our work. Given recent trends, we feel comfortable increasing the
performance benchmark for this metric to an ROl of 300%, which is a level we should be aspiring to in future years.
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AGENCY ENGAGEMENT

Description

Agency engagement is an outcome metric that measures our success in building and maintaining productive
relationships between the different branches of government. After completing each project, we send a survey to
gather input from agency employees. The survey consists of questions designed to assess our adherence to
professional standards. Respondents answer questions on a negative/neutral/positive scale, and the KPI measures
the percentage of all responses that are recorded as positive.

Performance Benchmark

The benchmark is established at 80% positivity based on review of initial survey results.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently complete fiscal year. Trend data will be shown for 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Agency engagement dipped slightly in FY 2024 to 79% positive. This is in line with our performance benchmark of
80%. Analysis of survey returns for the most recent period showed questions relating to whether we provided
sufficient time for agency responses to our requests were more negative than in previous years. These responses are
a fair reflection of workload pressures we experienced in FY 2024, especially relating to the federal Single Audit. We
have already taken steps to address these issues and work with agencies to establish realistic expectations for the
federal audit cycle going into the 2027 biennium.
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ONLINE PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

Description

Development of this measurement is pending. Online public engagement will be an outcomes-oriented metric that
measures our success in engaging citizens through our public reporting.

Performance Benchmark

Performance benchmarks will be established based on recognized industry standards or historical experience and
expectations.

Time Period & Trend

Data will be developed on a fiscal year basis. Trend data will be developed to show values for the past 10 fiscal years.

Result

The mission of the Legislative Audit division is to “increase public trust in state government” and our primary
opportunity for doing this is to ensure the public has easy access to our reporting in a ready and accessible format.
The branch website is the main delivery mechanism for our reporting, so analyzing public traffic and interaction with
the reports we post online should tell us how engaged the public is with our work. Past efforts to understand user
volume and behaviors on the branch website have been sporadic in nature. Going forward, we will identify reliable
and meaningful metrics that can be used as a basis for measuring public engagement in our reporting.
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RECOMMENDATION CONCURRENCE

Description

Recommendation concurrence is an outcome metric that measures the extent to which agencies agree with the
substance of our recommendations and commit to a meaningful response. The concurrence rate is the number of
recommendations that agencies concur with as a percentage of the total number of recommendations addressed to
agencies.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark of 90% concurrence is established to reflect industry norms and recognizes that in audit
and accountability professions, some differences of opinion should be expected and that achieving 100%
concurrence is neither normal nor necessarily achievable.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed two fiscal years. Trend data will be shown for five biennial periods
covering 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

Recommendation concurrence increased above our benchmark to 93% in the FY 22-23 period. We saw healthy
concurrence rates across all our audit functions, which is an indication that we have been able to maintain
constructive and positive relationships with the agencies we are working with.
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RECOMMENDATION IMPLEMENTATION

Description

Recommendation implementation measures the extent to which our recommendations have been fully implemented
by agencies or through legislative action. The implementation rate is the number of recommendations that have or
will be fully implemented as a percentage of the total number of recommendations.

Performance Benchmark

The performance benchmark of 80% implementation is established to reflect industry norms and recognizes that in
audit and accountability professions, some differences of opinion should be expected and that achieving 100%
implementation is challenging.

Time Period & Trend

Result is shown for the most recently completed two fiscal years. Trend data will be shown for five biennial periods
covering 10 fiscal years.

Charting

The chart shows KPI values (blue columns with percentage values above) and the performance benchmark (red line).
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Result

The recommendation implementation rate fell to 63% in the FY 21-22 period. This decrease puts us further below our
benchmark performance level of 80% of our audit recommendations being implemented. This recent decrease is
primarily attributable to a large number of repeat findings in our Single Audit for large federal programs. However,
even when adjusting for the unusually large number of repeat findings, the recommendation implementation metric
was largely unchanged, indicating limited progress has been made. During the upcoming biennium, we will perform
more in-depth analysis of available data for recommendation implementation to identify cause.
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