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Digest of a Performance Audit of the Department of
Workforce Services Work Environment

Utah’s Department of Workforce Services (DWS or department) is charged with
developing the state’s workforce, determining eligibility for public assistance, and
encouraging housing and community development. DWS has undertaken changes over the
last five years that contributed to an atmosphere of frustration and unrest among past and
present employees who voiced concerns to various legislators.

We interviewed 72 of these complainants. These interviews included a significant
portion of those coming forward, but did not include all who expressed concerns directly to
legislators. Complainant interviews were followed with interviews of a statistically valid,
random sample of 100 current department employees regarding concerns raised by the
complainants. The random sample interviews were conducted to determine whether
concerns are agencywide or localized to the complainants. The complainants and random
interviewees expressed concerns at similar rates. In the course of examining these concerns,
we narrowed our focus to the Eligibility Services Division (ESD or division).

Chapter I
PFP Has Design and Implementation Flaws

Rapid Organizational Changes Hindered Design and Implementation of Pay for
Performance (PFP). An external climate of economic hardship and political uncertainty
characterized the environment into which DWS introduced significant changes. While it is
apparent that, altogether, the structural and process changes led to improved department
efficiency, the changes were introduced in such quick succession that management could
not track the specific effects of each. This includes monitoring the efficiency of the PFP
program (a monetary employee incentive program).

Lack of Baseline Data Resulted in Significant Incentive Reductions. ESD management
has significantly reduced the amount of PFP incentives paid to individual eligibility
workers, in part because of their lack of baseline determination data to establish what levels
would be both motivational and sustainable. Incentives dropped from $25 to $10 to $5 per
determination. These incentive reductions are detrimental to the morale of high-performing
employees, who receive a reduction in total compensation as management addresses the
budget constraints for the program.

PFP Resulted in Inequitable Opportunities to Earn Incentives. ESD’s PFDP system is
driven by the final outcome measure of “determinations.” This single piece of data, while
important, does not adequately address system variability or employee contributions. While



the PFP program assumes all eligibility specialists have similar workloads, the workloads for
some employees are skewed with additional opportunities to make determinations, which
results in higher incentive payments.

PFP’s Implementation Does Not Fully Recognize the Collaborative Nature of ESD
Work. Additional time given to some employees to make determinations requires that other
employees complete additional work that does not generate determinations, specifically
phone time. In addition, the PFP program does not take into account the collaborative
nature of making a determination. As supervisors adjust eligibility specialists’ workloads to
align with employee strengths to maintain high-performance levels, the PFP program has
not been amended to control for the resulting inequitable opportunities.

Chapter Il
Manager and Supervisor Inclusion in PFP Is Concerning

PFP Overcompensates Supervisors and Managers. Supervisors and managers receive a
disproportionate share of PFP incentive payments. While supervisors and management
compensation accounts for 10 percent of all DWS compensation, their incentive payments
account for 17 percent. On average, managers and supervisors receive $391 in incentives,
while eligibility specialists receive $152. Supervisors and management participated in PFP
at a higher rate than staft. In addition, supervisors and managers also satisty requirements
for incentive payments more frequently than staff and receive larger incentives.

PFP for Management and Supervisors Cannot Demonstrate Greater Efficiency. The
stated purpose of PFP on the whole is to drive efficiency. A review of the incentive
structure for ESD supervisors and management revealed that their efficiency levels actually
appear to be regressing. This assessment is based on two measurements, total compensation
costs and span of control ratios (the number of employees a supervisor oversees).
Compensation and employee numbers have increased for supervisors and management,
while simultaneously decreasing for eligibility specialists.

Management Incentives Are Based on Staff Output. Along with decreasing efticiency,
the incentive structure for supervisors and managers has rewarded oversight that has not
proven its effectiveness through departmentally established metrics. Monthly incentives
were paid to supervisors whose team produced below average determinations relative to
other teams in the same hierarchy. This situation is possible because supervisor and
management incentives are calculated from the individual outputs of their subordinates
rather than comparing the collective team’s performance against other teams.

PFP’s Inability to Isolate Supervisor and Manager Contribution Is a Concern. ESD has
not isolated the contribution of supervisors and managers to team efficiency. Because
determinations are the metric used by the division to determine productivity, and neither



supervisors nor management make determinations, the division has no clear metric to
determine supervisor and management contribution.

Management Disregarded Their Own Internal Audit Findings. In December 2012, the
internal audit division of DWS produced a report outlining findings from its review of the
PFP program. Part of that audit addressed management’s participation in PFP. The
auditor’s main concern with providing incentives for these positions is that compensation is
based on “others’ work performance.” In its response to the internal audit report, ESD
management disagreed with the auditor’s conclusion and stated that their observation and
recommendation “lacks merit and is subjective.”

Chapter IV
Accuracy Assessments Are Inconsistent and Inequitable

Inconsistent Rates of Noncompliance Illustrate Inequitable Accuracy Expectations.
Eligibility specialists working in more complex hierarchies are, by the nature of their work,
less likely to meet accuracy requirements. This increased complexity aftects their eligibility
for incentives and the likelihood of corrective actions. The percent of employees who miss
accuracy requirements varies by hierarchy but parallels the hierarchy’s overall error rate.
Differences between hierarchy error rates are attributable to the complexity of cases
associated with each hierarchy. Since ESD management has already established a procedure
that results in differing productivity requirements for each hierarchy, similar adjustments
should be implemented for accuracy requirements.

Case Selection for Accuracy Reviews Needs to Be Random and Unbiased. Eligibility
specialists raised concerns about Performance Review Team (PRT) case reviewers’ tendency
to review multiple-determination cases, which is being addressed by PRT management.
Data from calendar year 2012 confirmed the selection bias, but also showed that eligibility
specialists appear to be nullitying the effect of that bias by better preparing cases more likely
to be selected. While samples may be stratified to accomplish specific purposes, the selection
of cases within specified strata should be random.

Management Needs to Ensure Consistent Error Rates among PRT Reviewers.
Management’s system of evaluating consistency among PRT case reviewers is inadequate
and requires better tracking of overturned errors. The rate at which individual PRT case
reviewers identify errors is inconsistent when compared against other reviewers evaluating
similar cases. Eligibility specialists raised concerns about this lack of consistency among
PRT case reviewers because it may affect their ability to meet accuracy requirements.
Manager evaluations of PRT case reviews verify the existence of problems with accurate
case reviews. PRT management has not tracked the details of overturned errors at a case
reviewer level.



Accuracy Requirements Need Reliability and Consistent Enforcement. The sample size
used to determine eligibility specialists’ compliance with accuracy requirements is too small
to provide adequate assurance of validity. One solution to this problem is increasing the
number of months on which that assessment is based. This problem is compounded when
formal employee actions, such as written warnings and performance improvement plans, are
inconsistently imposed for poor accuracy. After multiple consecutive months of missing
accuracy requirements, some eligibility specialists receive formal corrective actions while
others do not.

Chapter V
Structural and Management Changes Have Caused Staff Unrest

Continual Change at DWS Contributed to Staff Unrest. Changes within DWS,
including budget reductions, caseload increases, and the creation of new management
processes, operating divisions, incentive programs, and disciplinary actions have led to staff
unrest. Individually, change is difticult for employees to adjust to; concurrently, changes
have contributed to significant, negative employee responses. The recession, beginning in
2007, set the stage for continual change, initiated from both outside the department and
within it. Increasing demand for services and decreasing budgets necessitated considerable
changes and improvements. While DWS management attempted to alleviate the negative
impacts of these compounding changes, the number, extent, and frequency of the changes
were likely ill-advised.

Applying a Zero Tolerance Policy Raises Concerns. DWS management should reconsider
their policy regarding employee access to information to allow more flexibility in
determining appropriate discipline. The current policy, known as zero tolerance, requires
immediate termination of employees for any client data access outside of “legitimate
business purposes.” While some employees have been terminated, at least two employees
have not been terminated for infractions that could fall under this policy, even though the
policy expressly prohibits flexibility. Other state agencies with sensitive customer
information have chosen not to implement a zero tolerance policy but rather allow
disciplinary action to be considered on a case-by-case basis.

Transitioning Employees to Alternate Career Service Status Became Indefensible. DWS
leadership expected to realize savings in litigation costs by instituting a new career status
schedule among employees, but an apparent disconnect between the concept and the
development of this idea negated potential savings. Employees often expressed distrust of
management motives in requiring the new schedule. Recognizing a lack of savings and
growing employee unrest, DWS leadership reversed the schedule requirement.
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Chapter |
Introduction

Utah’s Department of Workforce Services (DWS or department) is
charged with developing the state’s workforce, determining eligibility
tor public assistance, and encouraging housing and community
development. DWS has undertaken changes over the last five years
that contributed to an atmosphere of frustration and unrest among
past and present employees who voiced concerns to various legislators.
We interviewed 72 of these complainants. These interviews included a
significant portion of those coming forward, but did not include all
who expressed concerns directly to legislators. Complainant interviews
were followed with interviews of a statistically valid, random sample of
100 current department employees regarding concerns raised by the
complainants. The random sample interviews were conducted to
determine whether concerns are agencywide or localized to the
complainants. The complainants and random interviewees expressed
concerns at similar rates.

DWS changes that have resulted in staff concerns include:

e Pay for Performance (PFD)

e Performance Review Team (PRT)

e Structural and management issues

e Other issues not addressed in this report

In the course of examining these concerns, we narrowed our focus
to the Eligibility Services Division (ESD).

Employee Interviews Expressed Negative
Perceptions of the DWS Work Environment

A significant number of DWS employees expressed concerns to
legislators and auditors about a working environment of frustration
and unrest. After the Audit Subcommittee prioritized the audit in
response to these concerns, our initial methodology included two
major interview rounds:

e First, interviews with 72 current and former DWS
employees, many of whom contacted legislators to
express concerns (complainants). The primary purpose

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General

100 randomly selected
employees shared
concerns at a similar
rate as the 72
complainants.




of these interviews was to identify the areas of concern
to be examined in subsequent phases of the audit. As we
had yet to identify these specific areas of concern,
complainants were given the opportunity to
communicate any and all thoughts and issues related to
the agency. The names and any potentially identifying
information from these interviews are confidential, and
were conducted off DWS work sites because of
expressed employee concerns of potential retribution.

e Second, interviews of 100 randomly selected employees
employed from all divisions and organizational levels of
DWS. This group represents a statistically valid
stratified random sample from an organization of close
to 2,000 people. Each interviewee was asked the same
series of questions, which were developed based on the
issues identified during the complainant interviews. The
purpose of these interviews was to determine if
complainant concerns extended to the agency as a
whole. The content of these interviews is also
confidential at the request of most employees.

While an agencywide electronic survey was considered, we agreed with
department management to limit the audit to interviewing a random
sample. This limit was due to the department’s concern over the use of
employee time.

The extent of these interviews in total is outside the usual practice

of this office, but was necessitated by the number of employees
The volume and the : ) .
difficulty of the coming forward with concerns. Because of the volume of required
interviews lengthened interviews, the audit was correspondingly longer in duration. Also
the duration of the adding to the duration of the audit was the requirement that

audit complainant interviews be performed away from worksites so
employees could remain anonymous. Interviews, both random and
complainant, were conducted across the state, further increasing the
duration of the audit.

The results of these interviews led us to identify three generalized
areas of concern that were frequently expressed by both complainant
and random interviewees. Each subsequent chapter will expand on
these issue areas:

e Chapters II and IIT — Pay for Performance (PFP)

A Performance Audit of the Department of Workforce Services Work Environment
(November 2013)



e Chapter IV — Performance Review Team (PRT) and
review process
e Chapter V — Structure and management

Figure 1.1 displays the percentage of both complainant and
random interviewees who expressed a concern about one of these
three main areas.

Figure 1.1 Randomly Selected DWS Employees and Complainants
Expressed Similar Concerns in Comparable Percentages. The
majority of employee concerns fell into three categories.

In the areas of PFP and
PRT, more random
respondents
expressed concerns
than complainants.

120%
Chapters Il & 11l Chapter IV Chapter V
100%
99%
80%

60% 2%
(]

40%
41% 399

20%

0%
PFP PRT Structural

B Random Respondents ~ ® Complainants

Source: OLAG interviews of DWS employees

As shown in Figure 1.1, over half of both complainant and
randomly selected interviewees expressed concerns with the PFP
program. Additionally, when focusing exclusively on interviewees
from ESD (32 complainant and 40 random respondents) 63 percent
of complainants and 70 percent of random interviewees expressed at
least one concern with the PFP program. Over a third of the total
interviewees raised issues regarding the PRT. Looking exclusively at
interviewed members of ESD, 69 percent of complainants and 68
percent of random interviewees expressed at least one concern with the
PRT. The majority of both complainant and total random
interviewees reported concerns with some aspect of the structure
and/or management of DWS. When considering only ESD, the eftect
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In response to several
recurring employee
concerns, DWS reports
exploring and making
changes in those
areas.

is tempered a bit, with 97 percent of complainants and 75 percent of
random interviewees expressing at least one concern.!

Additional areas of concern were identified during this process.
However, these concerns were specific to individuals, small subsets of
the agency, or a specific geographic area. This audit focuses on
structural issues affecting the department as a whole. We believe that
addressing agencywide issues can have a positive impact on the more
localized problems. Without compromising the confidentiality of
interviewees, we informed DWS management of many of the local
concerns that were outside the scope of our audit. As a result, DWS
reports having examined those areas and making some corrections.

DWS Has Experienced Significant Shifts
Due to the Recession

DWS is the state agency responsible for supporting jobseekers and
determining eligibility for various types of temporary public assistance.
The agency is currently comprised of four divisions:

e Eligibility Services Division (ESD or division) —
Determines eligibility for initial public assistance
applicants and conducts ongoing reviews of cases
involving financial, nutritional, medical, and child care
assistance

e Workforce Development Division (WDD) —
Provides counseling and job training to individuals
seeking employment

e Unemployment Insurance (UI) — Handles
unemployment contributions from employers and
determines unemployment insurance eligibility for
unemployed workers

¢ Housing and Community Development (HCD) —
Works with city and county governments, community

" Appendix A contains a summary of these interviews. Specific responses were
not included due to employee concerns of anonymity.

A Performance Audit of the Department of Workforce Services Work Environment
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organizations, and individuals with issues concerning
housing and local infrastructure?

DWS has experienced several significant shifts within its divisions,
workforce, and budget over the past five years. The recent economic
recession simultaneously increased the demand for services while
decreasing the agency’s budget. While DWS was already restructuring
and working toward increased automation at the time of the recession,
it was further compelled to seek opportunities to increase efficiency in
response to the increase in caseloads. Furthermore, the passage of the
Affordable Care Act placed additional requirements and constraints on
the agency. Some of the more substantial changes made within the
department include:

e The creation of ESD

e The replacement of an archaic eligibility program
management system with an internally developed
eligibility rules-based computer system, known as eREP

e An online client portal called myCase

e The department-wide application of the Theory of
Constraints (TOC), a management theory focused on
identifying and eliminating constraints that prevent the
realization of agency goals

Prior to the creation of ESD, eligibility staft were managed
separately across five geographic regions. The result of this
tragmentation was the application of inconsistent policies and
procedures and workload disparities among eligibility staft located in
different oftices throughout the state. In 2009, the department moved
to increase both efficiency and consistency by centralizing the
eligibility function and reorganizing the majority of eligibility workers
into virtual call centers that can receive calls from customers located
anywhere in the state. This change allowed for a more even workload
distribution.

* A definitional index clarifying the role of these divisions and other key terms
used in the report can be found in Appendix B.
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Changes in structure
and technology aided a
reduction in eligibility
staff by 181 FTEs,
through planned
attrition.

In 2010, DWS implemented a new, rules-based I'T system known
as eREP. eREP was designed to streamline the eligibility process,
using automation to decrease the time needed to make eligibility
decisions, thereby making it possible for eligibility specialists to
complete more cases.

Combined, the changes to the structure of eligibility and new I'T
system significantly altered how eligibility specialists worked and
defined their jobs. These added efficiencies were used to support full-
time equivalent (FTE) employee reductions through planned attrition.
In total, DWS reduced its eligibility staff by 181 FTEs (18 percent)
between July 2009 and December 2012. This reduction in eligibility
caseworkers reportedly resulted in caseload increases for remaining
staff. More changes ensued, adding stress to some employees and
increasing their concerns with the work environment. The timeline of
these changes and the effect on staff are covered in greater detail in
Chapter V.

ESD Is the Focal Point of Department
Changes and Employee Concerns

ESD is the focus of this audit for several reasons. First, eligibility
specialists sustained the majority of DWS’s FTE reductions. Second,
the division went through the most significant structural changes. And
third, DWS has often used ESD as a pilot area to implement new
programs and procedures before taking them agency-wide. As a result,
ESD has the largest amount of longitudinal data to assess the
outcomes of the department’s changes. Figure 1.2 demonstrates
historical staffing changes of the department and ESD in particular.

A Performance Audit of the Department of Workforce Services Work Environment
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Figure 1.2 DWS Reductions in FTEs Occurred in the ESD. ESD
operates at 82 percent of its original 2009 staffing level. Non-ESD
divisions have slightly increased staffing.
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100% Qi\\wsyf\ , [,
90% \ WA
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Non ESD  es===ESD DWS

Source: Auditor analysis of State Datawarehouse information

Figure 1.2 demonstrates the dramatic reduction in ESD staff and
its effect on the department as a whole. From the creation of ESD in
July 2009, ESD stafting was reduced by 181 FTEs (18 percent). The
remaining 651 eligibility workers were responsible for the additional
cases transferred to them because of the employee reductions and the
new growth of cases caused by the economic downturn. Figure 1.3
shows changes in FTE levels for the three main ESD units, compared
to the total FTE reductions that occurred in the division.

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Figure 1.3 Reductions in ESD Operations Account for the Majority of
Reductions in ESD. The 19 percent reduction in operations staff
accounts for 152 of the 181 FTE reductions in ESD.
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As shown in Figure 1.3, the majority of budget reductions
occurred in ESD operations (case workers). The other sections within
ESD demonstrated some fluctuations and, ultimately, also had some
staft reductions.

Audit Scope and Objectives

We were asked to address allegations of a negative work
environment within DWS. The audit request was prompted, in part,
by complaints from current and former DWS employees to members
of the Legislature. Specifically, the audit requestors expressed concerns
that “the unintended consequence of tighter budgets is a less
hospitable workplace that may well be damaging employee morale and
productivity.”

The audit team consulted with experts in the fields of
organizational behavior, design, and employee management and
statistics. An organizational behavior expert from the University of
Utah helped us design and conduct unbiased interviews for both
complainant interviews and randomly selected respondents. He also
assisted in defining a negative work environment, and determining the
magnitude of results necessary to proceed with the audit. This

A Performance Audit of the Department of Workforce Services Work Environment
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consultant was initially referred to us by the Utah State Department of
Human Resource Management.

Over the course of the audit, we collected and analyzed data, much
of which were generated by the eREP system. In a few instances, we
observed anomalies in the data. However, the anomalies occurred
infrequently enough to make the impact on our findings negligible.
We utilized the expertise of a statistician during the latter part of the
audit to review our data analysis methods and findings.

The report consists of the following:

Chapter II — Pay for Performance Has Design and
Implementation Flaws

Chapter IIT — Manager and Supervisor Inclusion in
PFP 1s Concerning

Chapter IV— Accuracy Assessments Need Consistent
Evaluation and Enforcement

Chapter V— Structural and Management Changes Have
Caused Staff Unrest

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Chapter I
PFP Has Design and
Implementation Flaws

Pay for Pertormance (PFP) 1s, in principle, an appealing
mechanism to reward high-performing employees working in specific
types of production industries. Implementation of PFP within the
team-based structure of the Eligibility Services Division (ESD or
division) of the Department of Workforce Services (DWS or
department) has, however, raised concerns among employees.

Implementation and operation of the PFP program have
demonstrated distinct flaws, including:

¢ Introduction of PFP during a time of significant change
to division work processes, making tracking the

effectiveness of individual changes (including PEP)
difficult

e Periodic reduction of incentive payments for eligibility
workers due to a lack of clear baseline data

e Failure to adjust for clearly inequitable opportunities
made available for some employees to generate
incentivized outputs

e Failure to fully recognize and document the
collaborative nature of ESD work

These PFP implementation flaws are counterproductive to PFP’s
program goal, which is to create a link between employee performance
and compensation. These flaws also diminish employee perceptions
about the program’s fairness, which we believe contributes to the
morale problem observed during interviews with current and former
employees.

Rapid Organizational Changes Hindered
Design and Implementation of PFP

An external climate of economic hardship and political uncertainty
characterized the environment into which DWS introduced significant

Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General
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Caseloads increased
due to economic and
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changes. While it is apparent that, altogether, the structural and
process changes led to improved department efficiency, the changes
were introduced in such quick succession that management could not
track the specific effects of each. This includes monitoring the
efficiency of the PFP program (a monetary employee incentive
program).’

Management Was Forced to React to
Difficult Economic and Political Challenges

DWS, along with the entire nation, experienced significant
economic challenges from 2008 to 2013. Coupled with those
challenges were fears expressed by management that political currents
were carrying the department toward privatization. Those challenges
and fears provided impetus for rapid changes within the department
and ESD.

Economic and budgetary concerns* caused caseloads to increase as
management worked to find ways to reduce costs. Reduced costs
were, In many instances, made possible by employee attrition, which
turther intensified caseload sizes for the remaining employees.

DWS leadership reports that at the same time, legislators were
beginning to talk about privatizing at least a portion of the
department’s functions. According to one former legislator, the DWS
director at the time was tireless in working with legislators and the
agency to find ways to avoid privatization and the layofts that would
likely follow.

Into this climate, DWS leadership introduced multiple changes,
including:

e cREP (a case management system)

e ESD (uniform and centralized division)

e Theory of Constraints (a process improvement system)
e myCase (an online client portal)

e PFP (Pay For Performance incentive program)

3 A definitional index clarifying this and other key terms used in the report can
be found in Appendix B.

* Detailed further in Chapter V.
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All of these changes had a significant impact on employees and the
nature of their work. The changes also set the tone for future
initiatives.

Simultaneous Changes Made
Tracking PFP Effectiveness Difficult

Since the consolidation of ESD in July 2009, the division has
undergone many significant changes to improve its efficiency.’ First,
the actual consolidation brought all eligibility services together in an
effort to promote consistent direction. Second, the division replaced
its 20-year-old data management system with the new eREP system,
which went statewide in July 2010. In addition, DWS leadership
reports that other changes such as myCase (an online portal through
which customers can access information about their cases) helped
reduce the amount of time eligibility specialists spent providing
updates to customers. Leadership reports that these improvements,
combined with staff reductions resulting from a hiring freeze and
existing staff attrition, contributed to increased departmental
efficiency.

In July 2011, PFP was added into the mix of new programs
intended to increase performance. The implementation of PFP
represents the fourth major system change in a span of two years.
While PFP is likely responsible for some gains, its individual
contribution to division efficiency cannot be determined. Figure 2.1
identifies the steady pace of staff reductions during this period of
increased efficiency.

5 Efficiency is defined here as ability to meet demand for services with available
resources.
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Rapid changes had a
significant impact on
employees and the
nature of their work.

Four major program
changes in two years
make tracking program
effectiveness difficult.
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Figure 2.1 Attrition Continued Through Multiple Changes. The pace
of staff reductions (attrition) continued through PFP’s introduction but,
according to ESD management, further attrition is not sustainable at the
same rate. For more information on the changes in the agency, see
Figure 5.2 in Chapter 5.

The department did not
sufficiently state the
effects of each change.
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The decreases in FTEs shown in Figure 2.1 can be attributed to a mix
of organizational changes (including eREP and PFP) which created
opportunities to increase staft workloads. The implementation of
eREP in July 2009 was the key element of these reductions. In fact, a
2013 study by the United States Department of Agriculture regarding
Utah’s modernization efforts states that

the increasing level of automation in the eREP eligibility
system appears to enable eligibility workers to process
applications faster. . . . These types of technological
innovations have allowed a smaller eligibility staft to
process increasing numbers of applications with no
sustained increase in average processing time.°

In our opinion, no one in the department could sufficiently state the
degree to which each change affected the efficiency of the
organization.

% U.S. Department of Agriculture. Food and Nutrition Service. Office of
Research and Analysis. The Evolution of SNAP Modernization Initiatives in Five States.
2013. 143.
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(November 2013)



Lack of Baseline Data Resulted in
Significant Incentive Reductions

ESD management has significantly reduced the amount of PFP
incentives paid to individual eligibility workers, in part because of
their lack of baseline determination data used to establish what levels
would be both motivational and sustainable. These incentive
reductions are detrimental to the morale of high-performing
employees, who receive a reduction in total compensation as
management addresses the budget constraints for the program. Best
practices for incentive payments suggest that incentives need to be
consistent to ensure proper buy-in from employees. The division is
beginning to receive additional funding to maintain and slightly
expand current staffing levels. Other intrinsic rewards should be
emphasized as funding and staffing levels stabilize.

Minimal Use of Baseline Data Caused
Management to Reduce Incentives

Since the PFP program began, determination incentives have been
based on the number of correct determinations’ an eligibility specialist
makes above hierarchy average. Since the pilot phase of the program,
the amount paid for each net determination has steadily decreased as
the cost to incentivize participating workers exceeded the savings
applied to fund the program. The primary reason for this discrepancy
is that the growth of incentive payment cost was not set from baseline
determination volume data.

DWS Workforce Research and Analysis staft stated that
determinations were defined around April 2011, and data collected
through June 2011 were unreliable. Therefore, when the PFP pilot
began in the subsequent month, management had no reliable baseline
data to justify its incentive structure.

The PFEP legislation sponsor, also a consultant in private sector
PFP programs, said that for PFP programs to be properly designed,
an organization must have at least three years of reliable data on which
to base program expectations.

7 Determinations here are defined as the acceptance or denial of an application
to a specific public assistance program.
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Steady decreases in
incentive amounts are,
in part, the result of
inadequate baseline
data.
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40 percent of incentive
value paid went to only
14 percent of the 109
payments.
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When the pilot phase of the program began in July 2011, the
incentive structure consisted of two-tiers:

e Base goal