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Fiscal Year 2007 Performance Summary Report

Executive Summary

Background

This document presents the FY 2007 performance summary reports for each drug control
agency. The Office of National Drug Control Policy’s (ONDCP) Reauthorization Act of 2006
(Public Law 109-469) included a provision (21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7)) authorizing the Director of
National Drug Control Policy to “... monitor implementation of the National Drug Control
Program, including — (A) conducting program and performance audits and evaluations; and (B)
requesting assistance of the Inspector General of the relevant agency in such audits and
evaluations ...”

ONDCP updated its Circular, Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds (Tab J), to all National
Drug Control Program agencies adding a new section that required agencies to submit annual
performance summary reports. These reports constitute a key component of ONDCP’s
performance system which also includes annual assessments of agency Performance Budget
Summer submissions, Fall Performance Budgets, and submissions associated with the
development of the annual National Drug Control Strategy Budget Summary. The agency
performance summary reports provide an independent assessment of agency accountability
systems for both the Administration and Congress.

Each report was to include performance-related information for National Drug Control Program
activities — specifically on the performance measures, prior year performance targets and results,
current year targets, and the quality of the performance data. The Chief Financial Officer or
other accountable senior executive of each agency was required to assert that (a) the performance
reporting system was appropriate and applied; (b) explanations for not meeting performance
targets were reasonable; (c) the methodology to establish performance targets was reasonable
and applied; and (d) adequate performance measures existed for all significant drug control
activity decision units. The decision unit was defined in the Circular as activities for which a
significant amount of obligations ($1,000,000 or 50 percent of the agency drug budget) were
incurred in FY 2007. These management assertions were to be based on data (citing sources);
other estimation methods such as professional judgment (documenting the objectivity and
strength of these methods); and the accuracy and reliability of the reporting systems and the
extent to which they were an integral part of agency budget and management processes.

The Circular mandated that “Each report...shall be provided to the agency’s Inspector General
for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the
report.” Each agency Office of Inspector General (OIG) conducted an attestation review
consistent with the Statements for Standards of Attestation Engagements, promulgated by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. An attestation review is more limited in
scope than a standard audit, the purpose of which is to express an opinion on management’s
assertions. The objective of an attestation review is to evaluate an entity’s performance reporting
and to provide negative assurance. Negative assurance, based on the criteria established by the



ONDCP Circular, indicates that nothing came to the attention of the OIG that would cause them
to believe an agency’s submission was presented other than fairly, in all material respects. This
process ensured conformity with the requirements of the Circular while addressing the disparate
performance issues facing drug control agencies.

Framework for Assessing Strategy Performance

The National Drug Control Strategy (Strategy) is driven in large measure by a principle that
underlies an apprehension of drug addiction itself — that it is a disease. Though the disease is
preventable, as well as treatable, once the behavior of drug use is acquired, the drugs themselves
produce changes in the brain that alter neurological functioning, judgment, craving, and
behavior. In some measure, the brain is “re-wired” in the continued presence of drugs of
addiction in such a way that secking more drugs becomes an overwhelming activity,
notwithstanding the consequence that the drugs impose a toll on the health of the body and the
brain. The disease of addiction creates a damaged brain, and it is the goal of drug treatment to
alter the continued use of drugs in such a manner that the brain can heal. Treatment is more
effective when offered early in the stages of abuse, dependency, and addiction, before damage to
the brain threatens to become irreparable.

Because of this apprehension, substantial portions of the Strategy are organized to respond
appropriately to the disease dimensions of drug use. By adopting an understanding that is
fundamentally epidemiological, the drug use threat is diagnosed and appropriate interventions
crafted in order to interrupt the transmission of this behavioral disease, and further treat those
already in its grip at the most important junctures in the stages of the disease.

Following an epidemiological approach, ONDCP’s approach is to first examine the populations
most susceptible to acquisition of this disease, and examine the periods and circumstances during
which they are most vulnerable to the behavioral transmission. Data show that drug use is
largely an adolescent-onset disease, with primary exposure and initiation occurring between the
ages of 12 and 20. Effective prevention interventions should be targeted at that age bracket.
Moreover, the interventions should focus on the drug presenting the greatest risk to youth of that
age. Given those understandings, the Straregy has emphasized prevention interventions that
address youth marijuana use, realized in programs such as the National Youth Anti-Drug Media
Campaign (targeting youth 14-16 and marijuana) and Student Drug Testing, an intervention that
may be effective both as a vehicle for deterrence as well as treatment referral.

Though the programs cited above are directed specifically at youth, the epidemiological
understanding of drug use demonstrates that the gains achieved in reducing youth drug use have
ramifications across the entire population, given the reality that patterns of drug use established
in youth persevere across the life-span. That is, gains made in preventing or deterring youth drug
use will establish patterns in that population that they will carry forward, and as research has
well established, will affect subsequent use of any drug, not just the target drug of the program or
campaign.



As the above example shows, a general principle underlying the Strategy leads to an analysis of
drug use that leads to a diagnostic understanding. Based on that diagnostic understanding the
Administration has crafted specific programs tailored to address the diagnostic junctures. This is
the approach adopted across all dimensions of supply control, demand reduction, and market-
based attack strategy. That is, a similar logic train underpins programs as diverse as aerial
eradication in Colombia, intensified seizure activities at the border, strengthened HIDTA
programs, expanded treatment access programs, and the effort to drive drug abuse screening into
routine medical practice.

The requisite next step in carrying out an accountable set of programs is to build a measurement
capacity to evaluate the results of those programs. It is the Administration’s conviction that the
single most meaningful outcome measure for drug control is, in keeping with an epidemiological
parallel, the number of people with the disease of drug use — that is, measuring the incidence and
prevalence of the disease is the most important feature of ameliorating the trajectory of the
discase, as well as the attendant behavioral pathologies associated with the disease.

Hence, the Strategy established goals for drug use, dividing the population into groups of youth
and adults. The effectiveness of the youth strategy, is well-attested by data showing a 24 percent
reduction in youth current use of any illicit substance over the past six years of the Strategy’s
implementation.

Measurement of the adult population is more problematic. Not only has the primary national
survey that captures adult drug use been altered in such a manner as to disrupt continuity, the
Administration has also realized that the adult population has characteristics that render it more
resistant not only to rapid change, but to effective measurement of drug prevalence. First, adult
drug users are more likely to have progressed in their disease to the point of greater resistance to
interventions. Second, the most seriously afflicted are unlikely to be captured in a survey of
households, the primary measurement instrument, as they are often living in more dire
circumstances. And third, it has become evident that the primary characteristic of adult drug
users in need of drug treatment is to be in a state of denial about that need.

Several programmatic steps followed from these realizations. First, the Administration has
developed or enhanced additional drug use measuring instruments that seek to capture a
problematic population — instruments such as the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM)
program, which was rehabilitated and funded directly by ONDCP in order to acquire a portrait of
drug use in a population involved in the criminal justice system. The data from the ADAM
program is most effectively capitalized upon by linking to another specific policy initiative of the
Strategy, Drug Courts, which provide supervised, sanctioned treatment to drug users that are
criminal justice offenders.

Note from this example that ONDCP has sometimes been required to construct programs and
simultaneously develop data sets to evaluate those programs, as existing data sets were often
inadequate to the task or developed for other than strategic purposes.

Programmatic efforts notwithstanding, progress toward the adult goals was less than had been
targeted. Accordingly, ONDCP determined based on feedback from measuring instruments, to



adjust the Strategy by developing a new program, one that addressed the dimension of adult drug
use denial. ONDCP realized that only by mainstreaming drug abuse screening into regular
medical care would it be possible to capture and educate a population of users who otherwise
would not recognize their need for treatment. Moreover, this Screen, Brief Intervention, Referral
to Treatment (SBIRT) program was linked to another feature of the adult drug demand programs
the Access To Recovery (ATR) initiative, which provides direct funding for a treatment episode
based on a voucher for services, which could be provided at the conclusion of an SBIRT episode.
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These examples show the effectiveness of establishing a feedback loop between programmatic
operations, measured outcomes of those efforts, and adjustments to programs that derive from
the same principles found in the strategic understanding.

In conclusion, what has been developed is a system of understandings linked to specific
responses, which are linked to outcome measurements, which themselves can be linked back to
future program directions. Importantly, this system of diagnostics, programmatic interventions,
outcome measures, and course adjustments all takes place in consonance with the broader
strategic principles that provide direction in establishing the Strategy’s goals.

It should be stressed once again that similar logic chains inform each area of the Strategy. It is
the Administration’s further conviction that the various dimensions of that Strategy, supply,
demand, and market, can work cumulatively in their impact, with the outcome of one dimension
affecting and augmenting activities in another dimension (much as found in the supply-demand
change spirals found in econometric analysis). That is, the Strategy has as a central feature the
integration of efforts undertaken by various components that, by linking strategic understandings
to operational priorities to programmatic realizations of those priorities, allow us to drive in a
measurable way towards the Strategy’s goals.

Program Performance

The Strategy’s policies are carried out through a variety of programs undertaken by ONDCP’s
drug control partner agencies. These programs constitute the infrastructure supporting the
Strategy’s targeted programs described earlier. To assess the contributions of individual
programs, ONDCP draws on existing agency data systems required by the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA).

Agency performance measures, and the data sources that inform them, are tailored to best assess
the unique contribution of each drug control agency. The reliance on existing, customized
mechanisms for evaluating performance results in the use of a wide variety of measures and data
sources. For example, prevention indicators range from perception of harm from drug use to
attitudes towards drug use to actual drug use. Data sources vary from national surveys such as
the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) and the Youth Risk Behavior
Surveillance System (YRBS), to records maintained by individual programs. For instance, the
Department of Education uses YRBS data to estimate the percent of students offered, sold, or
given an illegal drug in school as a measure for the State Grants component of the Safe and Drug
Free Schools and Communities Program. The Department of Defense uses program records to
track the percent of active duty military personnel that test positive.



Treatment performance measures primarily focus on the effectiveness of programs in helping
clients attain and sustain recovery, getting and keeping jobs, and decreasing criminality. The
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration’s (SAMHSA) National Outcomes
Measures (NOMS) system is a collaborative effort with States. The NOMS evaluates both the
Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant and Programs of Regional and National
Significance (PRNS) across 10 performance domains and documents progress with state-by-state
outcome information. The Office of Justice Programs records the number of drug courts and the
Veterans Health Administration monitors the percent of clients receiving appropriate continuity
of care -- both through program records. The National Institute on Drug Abuse employs various
research milestones documenting progress towards developing and testing evidence-based
treatment approaches for specialized populations in community settings.

Programs that contribute to Market Disruption use several performance measures that monitor
eradication, alternative crop substitution, interdiction, and law enforcement activities. The Coast
Guard’s non-commercial maritime cocaine removal rate relies on the interagency developed
Consolidated Counter Drug Database (CCDB), which was established to collect cocaine
movement events in the source and transit zones and to permit strategic analyses of trafficking
trends and operational performance. The Bureau of International Narcotics and Law
Enforcement Affairs tracks the number of hectares of coca (or opium poppy) cultivated in
relevant source countries, obtained from the Central Intelligence Agency’s Crime and Narcotics
Center. The Drug Enforcement Administration’s number of Priority Target Organizations
disrupted or dismantled is tracked in program records. Other measures include the Organized
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force’s percent of key defendants convicted.

The Budget Summary that accompanies the annual Strategy documents the performance targets
and actual achievements of each program along with a qualitative description of past-year
accomplishments. This assessment of program performance guides ONDCP’s oversight of
agency performance. Every year, ONDCP issues funding guidance to agencies on improving
their performance and refining their accountability systems. For instance, ONDCP established
an interdiction target of 40 percent to guide the interdiction community. This long-term target
has since been adopted by interdiction agencies such as the Coast Guard and appropriate annual
targets developed by an interagency working group.

ONDCP’s performance measurement system provides sound information for assessing the
effectiveness of drug control agency programs. To further improve the capabilities of this
system, ONDCP 1n collaboration with national drug control agencies, has taken several steps to
refine the ability of this system to evaluate performance and inform programmatic and policy
decisions.

Developing performance measures for national drug control program activities that reflect the
intended outcomes of these efforts has been a major focus. ONDCP continues to urge agencies
supporting treatment programs to monitor and assess recidivism and to track program-participant
outcomes some months after discharge from services rather than report their status at discharge.
The Veterans Health Administration and the Small Business Administration, at ONDCP’s
urging, are exploring options for supplementing their current measures with outcome measures



that reflect program effect on participants and the workforce respectively. ONDCP is also
working with the Bureau of Indian Affairs to monitor drug-related violent incidents.

Work continues with agencies such as the Drug Enforcement Administration and the Customs
and Border Protection to develop outcome measures, or valid proxy measures, which have a
plausible causal link to desired end outcomes. ONDCP’s efforts to develop interagency-
approved drug flow estimates and promote the use of drug removal rates are designed to
transform seizure output measures into drug availability outcome measures.

The agency performance summary reports constitute an independent assessment of the
robustness of their accountability systems — exposing weaknesses and validating credible
performance measures, targets, and related data bases. Some of the Offices of Inspectors
General (OIGs) have reported deficiencies in agency accountability systems — for instance, the
lack of a performance measure for the drug treatment-related Research and Development
program in the Department of Veterans Affairs. This deficiency was immediately addressed by
the Department and procedures established to monitor the measure selected. Other OIG findings
represent potential opportunities for improving agency performance systems and their
contribution to the Strategy — for instance, ONDCP will be working with the Department of
Defense and the Department of Treasury to refine their monitoring of program performance.

Department Compliance and Attestation Reviews

With the exception of the Department of Defense, all National Drug Control Program agencies
complied with the requirements of the Drug Control Accounting Circular dated May 1, 2007.!
The OIG of each agency authenticated the agency performance summary report including
management assertions, with the exception of the Department of Defense (DoD). The DoD OIG
did not authenticate the report since it was transmitted too late for adequate review.

The performance summary reports have in some cases, pointed out vulnerabilities in agency
accountability systems that necessitate further attention. Some Departments addressed such
issues immediately as in the case of the Department of Veterans Affairs which responded to the
OIG pointing out the need for a performance measure for their Research and Development
program, by identifying a relevant measure and initiating the process of monitoring and reporting
targets and results. In other cases — for example, the Department of the Treasury and the
Department of Defense — ONDCP will be assisting relevant agencies to improve their
accountability systems.

Performance summary reports for the Department of State’s United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) and for the Department of Homeland Security’s Customs
and Border Protection (CBP) are in preparation. To avoid delaying ONDCP’s Report to
Congress, the USAID and CBP reports will be transmitted later. The DoD report will be

' The Indian Health Service, the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs are new to the
drug budget and therefore, were not required to submit Performance Summary Reports for FY 2007.



transmitted separately as a classified document. Following are the summaries of each
Department’s compliance and OIG authentication.

Agency Performance Summary Reports
Department of Defense

The Department of Defense submitted a classified report which will be transmitted via separate
correspondence. The Office of the Inspector General did not authenticate the report since it was
transmitted too late for adequate review.

Department of Education

The Department of Education’s performance summary report (Tab A) satisfies the requirements
of ONDCP’s Circular. Performance information is provided for four key drug control programs
in the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Program, the Department’s only drug
control Budget Decision Unit. These programs are (i) Safe Schools/Healthy Students, (ii)
Student Drug Testing, (iii) Safe and Drug-Free Schools & Communities State Grants Program,
and (iv) Grants to Reduce Alcohol Abuse. Management assertions about the validity of the
measures, the appropriateness of the targets and the soundness of the data collection systems
were reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General. Nothing came to their attention that
would lead them to believe that management assertions weré not fairly stated in all material
respects, based upon the Circular.

Department of Health and Human Services

The Department of Health and Human Services submitted separate reports (Tab B) for the
National Institute on Health (NIDA activities) and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA).

NIDA: The Office of the Inspector General reviewed management’s assertions regarding
the performance measures, targets, and data collection systems for NIDA’s prevention
and treatment decision units. Nothing came to their attention that caused them to believe
that management’s assertions were not fairly stated, in all material respects.

SAMHSA: The report describes performance and data related to the Substance Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Block Grants and to the Programs of Regional and National
Significance, both prevention and treatment-related. SAMHSA’s assertions regarding its
accountability system — performance measures, targets, and data systems — were
reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General. Nothing came to their attention that
caused them to believe that management’s assertions were not fairly stated, in all material
respects.



Department of Homeland Security

The Department of Homeland Security submitted separate reports (Tab C) for the United States
Coast Guard (USCG) and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). The Customs and
Border Protection (CBP) report will be submitted later.

USCG: The report focused on performance and data regarding USCG’s Drug
Interdiction Program since their decision units — Acquisition, Construction &
Improvements (AC&I); Operating Expenses (OE); Research Development Testing and
Evaluation (RDT&E); and Reserve Training (RT) - are multi-mission and contribute
together to the overarching goal of drug interdiction. Management assertions about the
validity and soundness of USCG’s performance measures, targets, and data system were
reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General. Based on their review, nothing came to
their attention that caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular or that (ii) management’s
assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the
Circular,

ICE: The report describes the accountability systems for the Office of Intelligence and
for the Office of Investigations. The third decision unit — Office of International Affairs
(OIA) — once part of Investigations, has been separated into a program. OIA plans to
develop drug-related measures in FY 2008 to be reported the year after. Management
assertions about the validity and soundness of ICE’s performance measures, targets, and
data system were reviewed by the Office of the Inspector General. Based on their
review, nothing came to their attention that caused them to believe that (i) the report was
not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular or that (ii)
management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the
criteria in the Circular. '

Department of Justice

The Department of Justice submitted separate reports (Tab D) for the Bureau of Prisons (BOP),
the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force
(OCDETF), and the Office of Justice Programs (OJP).

BOP: The report focuses on the Residential Drug Treatment Program. Based on the
review of the report, nothing came to the attention of the Office of the Inspector General
that caused them to believe that (i) the report was not presented, in all material respects,
in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular or that (i) management’s assertions were not
fairly stated in all material respects, based on the criteria in the Circular.

'DEA: The report describes the accountability system for their decision units —
International Enforcement and Domestic Enforcement. The third decision unit — State
and Local Assistance — was not included since most of the resources in this unit are
reimbursable resources; relevant performance is therefore more accurately presented by
the reimbursing agencies. Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the



attention of the Office of the Inspector General that caused them to believe that (i) the
report was not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular
or that (ii) management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based
on the criteria in the Circular.

OCDETF: The report focuses on the joint performance of their three decision units —
Investigations, Intelligence, and Prosecutions — since these work together to achieve the
goal of disrupting and dismantling Consolidated Priority Organization Target-linked
trafficking organizations. Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the
attention of the Office of the Inspector General that caused them to believe that (i) the
report was not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular
or that (i1) management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based
on the criteria in the Circular.

OJP: The report describes performance and data related to the Residential Substance
Abuse Treatment Program (RSAT) and the Drug Court Program — decision units
supporting the Strategy. Based on the review of the report, nothing came to the attention
of the Office of the Inspector General that caused the office to believe that (i) the report
was not presented, in all material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular or that
(11) management’s assertions were not fairly stated in all material respects, based on the
criteria in the Circular.

Department of State

The Department of State’s performance summary report (Tab E) outlines the accountability
system for its two decision units — International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement and the
Andean Counterdrug Program (previously called “Andean Counterdrug Initiative™). Based on a
review of the report and accompanying management assertions, nothing came to the attention of
the Office of the Inspector General that would lead that Office to believe that the report did not
meet the requirements of the Circular.

Department of Transportation

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) submitted a report (Tab F)
delineating the accountability system for their Drug-Impaired Driving Program, including
assertions by management regarding the soundness of the system and its performance measures
and targets. Based on their review of the report, the Office of the Inspector General determined
that the report and assertions were in conformity with the Circular.

Department of the Treasury

The performance summary report (Tab G) of the Department of the Treasury documents the
performance measures, targets, and data system of the Internal Revenue Service’s Criminal
Investigation narcotics-related program. Based on their review of the report, the Office of the
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration concluded that nothing came to their
attention to indicate that management’s assertions were not presented, in all material respects, in



accordance with the Circular. The Office recommended that the program’s performance
measures be improved to reflect its effectiveness.

Department of Veterans Affairs

The Department of Veterans Affairs submitted a report (Tab H) delineating the accountability
system for the drug control activities of the Veterans Health Administration. Based on a review
of the report, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) concluded that nothing came to their
attention that would lead them to believe managements assertions about the accountability
system were not fairly stated in all material respects, based upon the Circular. The OIG
indicated that the Department had not established a performance measure for the drug control
decision unit - Research and Development — as required by the Circular. The Department has
since identified a measure for this decision unit. The OIG also identified a material weakness in
the Department’s Information Technology Security Controls which deviates from the Circular’s
requirement of a system to capture performance information accurately and that the system be
applied properly to generate performance data.

Small Business Administration

The Small Business Administration (SBA) submitted an alternative limited report (Tab I) since
its drug control activities fall below the Circular’s threshold of $50 million. The report
documents the agency’s drug-related performance measures, targets, and supporting data
systems. The Office of the Inspector General compared report data to submissions from SBA
grantees and concluded that the reported performance information was accurate — the alternative
report was not subject to an attestation review.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

ASSISTANT DEPUTY SECRETARY

John P. Walters

Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Walters:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular Drug
Control Accounting, enclosed please find detailed information about performance-related
measures for key drug control programs administered by the U.S. Department of
Education contained in the U.S. Department of Education’s Performance Summary
Report for I'iscal Year 2007, along with the Department of Education Assistant I nspector
General’s authentication of the management assertions included in that report.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about this information.

Sincerely,

Deborah A. Price

Enclosure #1: Department of Education Performance Summary Report for Fiscal Year
2007, dated January 30, 2008

Enclosure #2: Authentication letter from Keith West, Assistant Inspector General for
Audit Services, dated February 1, 2008

ce: Keith West

400 MARYLAND AVE,, 8.W,, WASHINGTON, DC 20202
www.ed.gov

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the nation.



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

FEB ~1 2408

Office of Inspector General’s Independent Report on the U.S. Department of Education’s
Performance Summary Report for Fiscal Year 2007, dated January 30, 2008,

We have reviewed management’s assertions contained in the accompanying Performance
Summary Report, titled Department of Education Performance Summary Report for
Fiscal Year 2007, dated January 30, 2008. The U.S. Department of Education’s
management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the assertions
contained therein.

Our review was conducted in accordance with atiestation standards established by the
American [nstitute of Certified Public Accountants. A review is substantially less in
scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on
management’s assertions. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

We performed review procedures on the “Performance Summary Information,”
“Assertions,” and “Criteria for Assertions” contained in the accompanying Performance
Summary Report. In general, our review procedures were limited to inquiries and
analytical procedures appropriate for our review engagement. We did not perform
procedures related to controls over the reporting system noted in the attached report.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that
management’s assertions, contained in the accompanying Performance Summary Report,
are not fairly stated in all material respects, based upon the Office of National Drug
Control Policy Circular: Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.

Keith West
Assistant Inspector General for Audit Services

The Department of Education's mission is to promote sudent achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by fostering
educational excellence and ensuring equal access.



Department of Education

Performance Summary Report

Fiscal Year 2007

In Support of the
National Drug Control Strategy

As required by ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting

January 30, 2008
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF SAFE AND DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS

JAN 30 2008

Mr. John P. Higgins, Jr.
Inspector General

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20202-1510

Dear Mr. Higgins:

As required by Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular Drug
Control Accounting, enclosed please find detailed information about
performance-related measures for key drug control programs administered by
the U.S. Department of Education, in accordance with the guidelines in the
circular dated May 1, 2007. This information corresponds to the Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities program, which is the Department's only Drug
Control Budget Decision Unit displayed in the National Drug Controf Budget
Summary.

Consistent with the instructions in the ONDCP Circular, please provide your
authentication to me in writing and | will transmit it to ONDCP along with the
enclosed Performance Summary Report. As you know, ONDCP requests these
documents by February 1, 2008 if possible. Please do not hesitate to contact me
if you have any questions about the enclosed information.

Sincerely,

Deborah A. Price
Assistant Deputy Secretary for
Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools

400 MARYLAND AVE,, 5.W,, WASHINGTON, DC 20202
www.ed.gov

Our mission is fo ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the nation.



Performance Summary Information

Safe Schools/Healthy Students

Measure 1: The percentage of grantees demonstrating a decrease in substance abuse
over the three-year grant period (Safe Schools/Healthy Students — FY 2004 and FY

2005 Cohorts)

Table 1

Cohort | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | EY 2007 FY 2008
Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Target | Actual | Target |

2004 |nfa n/a n/a 75 90 pending | none |

2005 |n/a n/a n/a n/a none pending | 86.25 |

The measure. This performance measure is for the Safe Schools/Healthy Students
initiative, a joint project of the Departments of Education, Health and Human Services,
and Justice. The initiative provides grants to local educational agencies (LEAS) to
support the development and implementation of a comprehensive plan designed to
prevent student drug use and violence and support healthy youth development.

This measure, one of four for this initiative, focuses on one of the primary purposes of
the initiative — reduced student drug use. The initiative, and this measure, is directly
related to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of preventing drug use before it
begins. Grantees select and report on one or more measures of prevalence of drug use
for students. For the FY 2004 — 2006 cohorts, those grantee measures are not
common across grant sites but, rather, reflect priority drug use problems identified by
sites.

Y 2007 Performance Results. Because the measure is established to look at progress
over the three-year grant period, it has just a single target for the third year of
implementation of each cohort. Sites were not required to provide or collect baseline
data at the time of application or before program interventions were implemented, so
grantees provided baseline data for their selected measures related to drug use after
year one (for example in FY 2005 for the FY 2004 cohort). Grantees from the FY 2004
cehort provided data in late November 2007 as part of a semi-annual performance
report. Those data will be aggregated later in FY 2008 to determine if the FY 2007
target for the cohort has been met. Interim data for the 2005 cohort will also be
reported on the same approximate time schedule.

EY 2008 Performance Targets. The FY 2005 cohort will be providing data for this

measure near the end of 2008. The 2007 target for this cohort was set based on the

results from the FY 2004 cohort; we calculated an increase of 15 percentage points in

terms of grantees demonstrating decreased substance abuse in year two of the FY

2004 cohort. Because GPRA measures for this initiative were first implemented for the

FY 2004 cohort, targets for this initial cohort represented our judgment at the time, given
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the significant size of Safe Schools/Healthy Students grants and the emphasis on
research-based programs that is central to the initiative. We elected to revise the target
for the FY 2005 cohort for the measure based on the actual performance to date
(implementation year two) of the FY 2004 cohort. Based on our professional judgment,
it seemed that the revised target of 86.25 percent was appropriately aggressive and that
attaining that target would be a meaningful outcome for the program, while
acknowledging that our target for the initial (FY 2004) cohort may have been unrealistic.,

Methodology. Data are collected by grantees, generally using student surveys. Data
are furnished in the second of two semi-annual performance reports provided by
grantees each project year. If grantees identified more than one measure of drug
abuse, or provided data for individual school-building types (for example, separate data
for middle and high schools), grantees were considered to have experienced a
“decrease in substance abuse if data for a majority of measures provided reflected a
decrease. If a grant site provided data for an even number of measures and half of
those measures reflected a decrease and half reflected no change or an increase, that
grant site was judged not to have demonstrated a decrease in substance abuse. The
response rate for the FY 2004 cohort for this measure was 35 percent. While most sites
were able to provide some data related to this measure, we considered as valid data
only data from sites that used the same elements/items in each of years one and two.

If data for this measure are not available at the time that performance reports are
submitted, staff follow up with sites to attempt to obtain data for the measure. Grantees
that fail to provide data are not included in the tabulation of data for the measures.
Also, grantees that did not provide data for two consecutive project years (so that we
could determine if a decrease in substance abuse had occurred) are not included in
data report for the measure. Authorized representatives for the grant site sign the
annual performance report and, in doing so, certify that to the best of the signers'’
knowledge and belief, all data in the performance report are true and correct and that
the report fully discloses all known weaknesses concerning the accuracy, reliability, and
completeness of the data included. Generally, the Department relies on the certification
concerning data supplied by grantees and does not conduct further reviews.

Targets were established for this measure after the baseline data for the FY 2004
cohort were provided. Based on the final results for this first cohort, targets for future
cohorts may need to be adjusted. (For example, the target for the FY 2005 cohort was
already adjusted.)

Student Drug Testing

Measure 2. The percentage of student drug testing grantees that experience a 5
percent reduction in current (30-day) illegal drug use by students in the target
population. (Student Drug Testing — FY 2003 and FY 2005 cohorts)



Table 2

Cohort | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008

Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Target | Actual | Target
2003 |n/a n/a n/a 33 50 pending | n/a
2005 n/a n/a n/ia n/a 33 pending | 50

The measure. This measure is one of two measures for the Student Drug-Testing
Programs grant competition. The competition provides discretionary grants to LEAs,
community-based organizations, or other public and private entities to support
implementation of drug testing of students, consistent with the parameters established
by the U.S. Supreme Court or for students and their families that voluntarily agree to
participate in the student drug testing program.

This measure is directly related to the National Drug Control Strategy's goal related to
preventing drug use before it starts. Student drug testing has been prominently
featured in recent annual versions of the strategy as a recommended drug prevention
intervention.

FY 2007 Performance Results. Data for the FY 2003 cohort will be submitted as part of
final reports for these grants. The grantees are currently operating under no-cost
extensions; final reports were due at the end of 2007, and aggregate data will be
available in March 2008.

We have completed a preliminary review of data submitted by the FY 2005 cohort for
this measure and have identified significant concerns about the quality and
comparability of the data. Grant sites have reported on prevalence rates for a variety of
illegal drugs and have not always provided data from the same items/elements across
project years one and two. Based on these concerns, we will be obtaining assistance
from the U.S. Department of Education’s Data Quality Initiative contractor to create and
disseminate detailed data collection and reporting guidance for the program, as well as
data standards that we will use to determine what constitutes valid data for this
measure. After that project is complete in 2008, we will aggregate and report data for
the FY 2005 cohort based on these standards and report it.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. We established targets for the percentage of grantees
experiencing a 5 percent reduction in current illegal drug use after reviewing the first two
years of data for the FY 2003 cohort of grant sites. Consistent with research that
suggests that changes in student behavior related to student drug testing may not be
realized immediately, we assumed that we could look for an increased number of
grantees to experience positive change and, using our professional judgment, set that
target at 50 percent of grantees. When we have received data for three project years
from a single cohort of sites, we will revisit targets for future cohorts. We may also need
to consider revising targets for future cohorts based on full results from the FY 2005
cohort because the FY 2003 cohort is very small (only 8 sites) and may not be typical of
other cohorts.
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Methodology Data are collected by grantees using student surveys. Data are provided
~ as part of the grantees’ annual performance reports. Grantees do not use the same
survey items to collect data for this measure but, rather, self-select survey items (often
from surveys already administered) in order to provide these data. Survey items may
relate to different substances, but must collect information concerning current use in
order to be included in the data reported for this measure. Grantees did not provide
baseline data in their applications, so we have to wait until grantees provide data from
project year one and two in order to determine if they have experienced a decrease in
substance abuse. Forthe FY 2003 cohort, project implementation was delayed for one
full year while grantees sought needed institutional review board clearance to drug test
students, so performance data were received in 2005 and 2006. Only 3 of 8 grantees
provided comparable data across the first two years of their project.

Authorized representatives for the grant site sign the annual performance report and, in
doing so, certify that to the best of the signer's knowledge and belief, all data in the
performance report are true and correct and that the report fully discloses all known
weaknesses concerning the accuracy, reliability, and completeness of the data
included. Generally, the Department relies on the certification concerning data supplied
by grantees and does not conduct further reviews.

No new grants were awarded under this program in FY 2004.

The anticipated levels of decrease in substance abuse are consistent with those
included in the National Drug Control Strategy - five percent per year. Targets were
established following the report of baseline data for grant sites from the FY 2003 cohort.

Measure 3: The percentage of student drug testing grantees that experience a 5
percent reduction in past-year illegal drug use by students in the target population.
(Student Drug Testing — FY 2003 and FY 2005 cohort)

Table 3

Cohort | FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Target | Actual | Target

2003 n/a n/a n/a 25 50 Pending | n/a

2005 n/a n/a n/a n/a 25 Pending | 50

The measure. This measure is one of two measures for the Student Drug-Testing
Programs grant competition. The competition provides discretionary grants to LEAs,
community-based organizations, or other public and private entities to support
implementation of drug testing of students, consistent with the parameters established
by the U.S. Supreme Court or for students and their families that voluntarily agree to
participate in the student drug testing program.

This measure is directly related to the National Drug Control Strategy's goal related to
preventing drug use before it starts. Student drug testing has been prominently
5 .



featured in recent annual versions of the strategy as a recommended drug prevention
intervention.

FY 2007 Performance Results. Data for the FY 2003 cohort will be submitted as part of
final reports for these grants. The grantees are currently operating under no-cost
extensions; final reports were due at the end of 2007, and aggregate data will be
available in March 2008.

We have completed a preliminary review of data submitted by the FY 2005 cohort for
this measure and have identified significant concerns about the quality and
comparability of the data. Grant sites have reported on prevalence rates for a variety of
illegal drugs and have not always provided data from the same items/elements across
project years one and two. Based on these and other concerns, we will be obtaining
assistance from the U.S. Department of Education’s Data Quality Initiative contractor to
create and disseminate detailed data collection and reporting guidance for the program,
as well as standards that we will use to determine what constitutes valid data for this
measure. After that project is complete in 2008, we will aggregate data based on these
standards and report it.

Y 2008 Performance Targets. We established targets for percentage of grantees
experiencing a 5 percent reduction in past-year illegal drug use after reviewing the first
two years of data for the FY 2003 cohort of grant sites. Consistent with research that
suggests that changes in student behavior related to student drug testing may not be
realized immediately, we assumed that we could look for an increased number of
grantees to experience positive change and, using our professional judgment, set that
target at 50 percent of grantees. When we have received data for three project years
from a single cohort of sites, we'll revisit targets for future cohorts. We may also need
to consider revising targets for future cohorts based on full results from the FY 2005
cohort because the FY 2003 cohort is very small (only 8 sites) and may not be typical of
other cohorts.

~ Methodology Data are collected by grantees using student surveys. Data are provided
as part of the grantees’ annual performance reports. Grantees do not use the same
survey items to collect data for this measure but, rather, self-select survey items (often
from surveys already administered) in order to provide this data. Survey items may
relate to different substances, but must collect information concerning annual use in
order to be included in the data reported for this measure.

Authorized representatives for the grant site sign the annual performance report and, in
doing so, certify that to the best of the signer's knowledge and belief, all data in the
performance report are frue and correct and that the report fully discloses all known
weaknesses concerning the accuracy, reliability, and completeness of the data
included. Generally, the Department relies on the certification concerning data supplied
by grantees and does not conduct further reviews.



The levels of anticipated decrease in substance abuse are consistent with those
included in the National Drug Control Strategy — five percent per year. Targets were
established following the report of baseline data for grant sites from the FY 2003 cohort.
When we have received data for three project years from a single cohort of sites, we'll
revisit targets for future years in other cohorts.

8afe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities State Grants
Measure 4: The percentage of students in grades 9-12 who were offered, sold, or

given an illegal drug on school property during the past 12 months (Safe and Drug-Free
Schools State Grants)

Table 4
FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
29 None 25 None v Pending | None

The measure. This measure is one of three measures directly related to reducing
student drug or alcohol use for the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
(SDFSC) State Grants. This formula grant program provides funds to the States, based
on school-aged population and the State's relative share of Elementary and Secondary
Education Act Title | concentration grant funds, to support drug and viclence prevention
programs. The measure directly relates to the National Drug Control Strategy Goal of
preventing youth drug use by focusing on the extent to which illegal drugs are available
on school property.

FY 2007 Performance Results. FY 2007 data will be available in September 2008. We
established targets for this measure by reviewing trends in this measure over time and
identifying a target that reflects continuing achievable reductions.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. There are no targets for this program in FY 2008
because data are collected only in the odd-numbered years.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected from a nationally representative
sample of students in grades 9-12 as part of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance
System (YRBSS), sponsored by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).
Data are collected in odd years and reported in the following even years. No data are
collected for even years and, as a result, no targets have been established for even
years.

Detailed information about the methodology used to sample and report data for the
YRBSS is available at the CDC website at;
http:/Aww.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5505a1.htm. We rely on the assertions
provided about methodology presented by CDC in using this data to report on
performance of SDFSC State Grants.
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Measure 5: The percentage of students in grades 9-12 who used marijuana one or
more times during the past 30 days. (SDFSC State Grants)

Table §
FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
22 None 20 None 19 Pending | None

The measure. This measure is one of three measures directly related to reducing
student drug and alcohol use for SDFSC State Grants. This formula grant program
provides funds to the States, based on school-aged population and the State’s relative
share of Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title | concentration grant funds, to
support drug and violence prevention programs. The measure is directly related to the
National Drug Control Strategy Goal of preventing youth drug use by focusing on the
extent of current use by high school aged-youth of the most prevalent illegal drug.

FY 2007 Performance Results. FY 2007 data will be available in September 2008,

FY 2008 Performance Targets. There are no targets for this program in FY 2008
because data are collected only in the odd-numbered years.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected from a nationally representative
sample of students in grades 9-12 as part of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance
System (YRBSS), sponsored by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).
Data are collected in odd years and reported in the following even years. No data are
collected for even years and, as a result, no targets have been established for even
years.

Detailed information about the methodology used to sample and report data for the
YRBSS is available at the CDC website at:
http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5505a1.htm. We rely on the assertions
provided about the methodology presented by CDC in using this data to report on
performance of SDFSC State Grants.

Measure 6: The percentage of students in grades 9-12 who had five or more drinks of
alcohol in a row one or more times during the past 30 days. (SDFSC State Grants)

Table 6

FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target

28 None 26 None 26 Pending | None




The measure. This measure is one of three measures related to reducing student drug
or alcohol use for SDFSC Grants. This formula grant program provides funds to the
States, based on school-aged population and the State's relative share of Elementary
and Secondary Education Act Title | concentration grant funds, to support drug and
violence prevention programs. The measure is directly related to the National Drug
Control Strategy Goal of preventing youth drug use by focusing on the prevalence of
binge drinking by high school aged-students. While alcohol is not explicitly an emphasis
of the National Drug Control Strategy, illegal use of alcohol can be associated with use
of other illegal drugs.

FY 2007 Performance Results. FY 2007 data will be available in September 2008.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. There are no targets for this program in FY 2008
because data are collected only in the odd-riumbered years.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected from a nationally representative
sample of students in grades 9-12 as part of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance
System (YRBSS), sponsored by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).
Data are collected in odd years and reported in the following even years. No data are
collected for even years and as a result no targets have been established for even
years.

Detailed information about the methodology used to sample and report data for the
YRBSS is available at the CDC website at:
hitp:/fwww.cdc.govimmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5505a1.htm. We rely on the assertions
provided about the methodology presented by CDC in using this data to report on
performance of SDFSC State Grants.

Measure 7. The percentage of drug and violence prevention programs/practices
supported with SDFSC State Grant funds that are research based. (SDFSC State.
Grants)

Table 7
FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
None None 7.8 None None None 1.7

The measure. This measure examines the extent to which programs and practices
supported with SDFSC State Grant funds are based on research. The measure
supports attainment of National Drug Control Strategy goals by focusing on the quality
of programs supported with SDFSC State Grants funds and the likelihood that the
programs will reduce or prevent youth drug use.

FY 2007 Performance Results. No target is established for this measure in FY 2007;
data are collected every three years.
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FY 2008 Performance Targets. A target of 11.7 percent has been established for EY
2008. We considered the challenges involved in encouraging the adoption of research-
based programs and, using our professional judgment, we established a target for a 50
percent increase over the baseline in the prevalence of research-based programs
implemented in schools. Although the target appears modest, it requires change in a
very significant number of schools and districts in order to be achieved.

The next data collection is scheduled to collect information about programs
implemented during the current (2007-2008) school year, so our remaining ability to
influence performance on this measure for the next target is limited. However, we have
established this issue as one of our strategic priorities for the Office of Safe and Drug-
Free Schools 2008 organizational assessment. As part of that effort, SDFSC State
Grant program staff have developed a plan to emphasize adoption and implementation
of research-based programs. Strategies include requesting State protocols/standards
for approving applications and providing waivers, focusing phone monitoring contacts
on this issue, examining protocols to identify compliance issues and technical
assistance needs, and identifying and disseminating best practices in this area based
on protocols and monitoring activities.

Methodology. Baseline data for this measure were collected from 3 nationaily
representative sample of schools under a contract supported by ED. As a first step, the
contractor developed a large list of research-based programs and then screened those
programs to identify programs that were relevant to the SDFSC State Grants program;
had at least two empirical studies completed that met stringent methodological
standards; had implementation materials available; used at least two independent
samples in program evaluations; and demonstrated an adequate level of program
effectiveness.

The contractor collected data for the measure using surveys of national probability
samples of public elementary and secondary schools and the school districts with which
they were associated. The surveys ~ conducted using both mail and web-based
approaches — gathered information on prevention programs operating during the 2004-
2005 school year. Survey information was collected between fall 2005 and spring 2006.

The sample design included 2,500 districts, and nearly 6,000 schools that were
sampled from the 2,500 districts. The contractor used the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) national sample frame. The NAEP sample frame is
derived from the 2003-2004 National Center for Education Statistics Common Core of
Data (CCD) Public Elementary and Secondary School Universe and Agency files.

Using the NAEP sample frame allowed the contractor to take advantage of edits already
made to the CCD files (for example eliminating administrative schoo! districts from the
sample frame).

Survey instruments used included 89 prevention programs; respondents were also able
10



to write in any programs omitted from those listed. The contractor received responses
from 91 percent of the districts included in the sample and 86 percent of schools.

The study conducted by the contractor to obtain data for this measure has some
limitations that are the result of both the research synthesis and survey data collections.
Despite significant efforts to be comprehensive, it is possible that the literature searches
used may not have identified some published studies on prevention programs, and as a
result, the number of research-based program may be understated.

Some other study limitations pertain to the quality of data collected via the surveys.
Recall problems and responses from less knowledgeable respondents in some schools
and districts (particularly among schools and districts that provided information late in
the collection period) may have affected the quality of data. Schools may have also
over-reported the prevention programs operating in their schools because respondents
confused the specific named program in the survey with other similarly named but
different programs.

Data for this measure will be collected every three years. A second data point for this
measure will be collected in 2008-2009; information will reflect 2007-2008 school year
practices.

Measure 8. The percentage of drug and violence prevention curriculum programs that
are implemented with fidelity. (SDFSC State Grants)

Table 8
FY 2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2007 | FY 2007 | FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target | Actual Target
None None 44.3 None None None 50.9

The measure. This measure examines the extent to which research-based curriculum
programs supported with SDFSC State Grant funds are implemented with fidelity. The
measure supports attainment of National Drug Control Strategy goals by focusing on
the quality of implementation of the research-based programs and practices supported
with SDFSC State Grants funds, and the corresponding likelihood that the programs will
reduce or prevent youth drug use.

FY 2007 Performance Results. No targets were established for this measure for EY
2007 since the data are collected every three years.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. We established a target of 50.9 percent for FY 2008.
We considered the challenges involved in encouraging the adoption of research-based
programs and, using our professional judgment, we established a target fora 15
percent increase over the baseline data in the percentage of drug prevention programs
that are implemented with fidelity. Although the target appears modest, it means
change in a very significant number of schools and districts in order to be achieved.
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Methodology. Baseline data for this measure were collected from a nationally
representative sample of schools under a contract supported by ED. Data were
collected in the fall of 2006, and reflected information about programs and practices
implemented during the 2004-2005 school year. The contractor developed a list of
research-based programs and compared information about programs and practices
being implemented with SDFSC State Grants funds with the list of research-based
program and practices. (See discussion for Measure 7)

The contractor then followed up with a subset of respondents to examine the extent to
which research-based programs and practices were implemented in a manner
consistent with implementation keys for individual programs (as determined by program
developers). The contractor focused its review on the 10 programs (from the list of 21
research-based programs) that were implemented most frequently by respondents to
the initial phase of the study.

The contractor mailed copies of questionnaires to principals and program implementers
to each school that reported operating at least one research-based program in the
response to the earlier survey. The response rate for the questionnaire supplied to
program implementers was 78 percent; the response rate for questionnaires completed
by principals was 70 percent. '

The study developed program-specific measures of quality implementation for each of
the research-based programs identified by the study. The standards were based on
pregram developer’s specifications for individual programs. Aspects of implementation
considered included issues such as frequency of student participation; number of
lessons delivered; and topics covered. Based on applying these quality standards to
data supplied on the two questionnaires, the contractor identified the percentage of
research-based programs that were implemented according to the standards identified
by the program developer (which the study refers to as being implemented with
“fidelity").

This aspect of the study has some limitations related to the application of the program-
specific standards for assessing the quality of program implementation and from the
additional survey data questionnaires. Valid measurement of quality of implementation
required that a program developer’s program specifications be applied to implementer
reports on that specific program. In some cases, responses raised questions about
whether respondents were reporting on the correct program. Study staff worked to
confirm that implementers were reporting on the correct program: in cases where the
implementer reported on the wrong program, that report was considered invalid and not
included in the final data. If responses suggested that the program implementer
reported on the wrong program and confirmation could not be made, those cases were
also excluded from analyses. '

Similar problems occurred for programs that had multiple components or different
versions that are implemented for different ages or grade levels. Study staff reviewed
program materials for different components or versions and worked to identify the
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program standards most closely related to the various components or versions. If a
meaningful standard for a component or measure could be developed, the case was
included in the analyses; if not, the program was omitted.

Limitations related to data quality from questionnaires also exist. Because a substantial
number of cases were ineligible for inclusion in the study analyses for the reasons
described above, the number of valid cases was reduced, leading in turn to decreased
precision in estimates and larger than expected standard errors and confidence
intervals. Similar recall problems caused by the gap between program implementation
and data collection (as discussed for the previous measure) may have also impacted”
data quality. Finally, the quality of reports varied by the extent to which respondents
were in a position to observe actual implementation and intentionally bias reports.
Program implementers may have difficulty in providing objective information about
programs they are responsible for establishing. However, previous research using
similar measures suggests that this ‘social desirability’ bias is likely to be low.

Data for this measure will be collected every three years. A second data point for this
measure will be collected in 2008-2009; information will reflect 2007-2008 school year
practices.

Grants to Reduce Alcohol Abuse

Measure 9: The percentage of grantees whose target students show a measurable
decrease in binge drinking (Grants to Reduce Alcohol Abuse Program — FY 2004 and
FY 2005 cohorts)

Table 9

| Cohort | FY | FY BY FY | FY FY FY

! 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2007 2008
Actual  Actual | Actual |Actual | Target |Actual | Target

| 2004 n/a n/a n/a 50 70 pending | n/a

2005 n/a n/a nfa nfa none 65.2% |75

The measure. This measure examines a key outcome for the Grants to Reduce Alcohol
Abuse (GRAA) program — reduction in binge drinking for the target population. While
the National Drug Control Strategy is focused most intensively on preventing the use of
controlled substances, the strategy does address the role of alcohol as a drug of choice
for teenagers. Data do suggest that early use of alcohol is more likely to result in heavy
later use of alcohol.

FY 2007 Performance Results. Actual performance data for FY 2007 for the FY 2004
cohort will be contained in final reports for these grant projects. Grants are currently
operating in no-cost extensions; generally, final reports will be due at the end of 2008
for this cohort. Data will be aggregated and available in March 2009.
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No FY 2007 target exists for the FY 2005 cohort for this measure since the first two
performance reports were necessary in order to establish baseline data for this cohort.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. We have established a performance target of 75
percent for FY 2008 for this measure for the FY 2005 cohort. We elected to adjust the
target for this measure to reflect the fact that a significantly greater number of grantees
posted decreases in binge drinking at baseline. The target of 75 percent reflects an
increase over the year three target for the prior (FY 2004) cohort, but a smaller increase
between baseline and year three because of the performance of the FY 2005 cohort of
grantees at baseline.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected by grantess and reported as part of
annual performance reports. If data for this measure are not available at the time that
performance reports are submitted, staff follow up with sites to attempt to obtain data for
the measure. .Grantees that fail to provide data are not included in the tabulation of data
for the measures. Also, grantees that did not provide data for two consecutive project
years (so that we could determine if a decrease in binge drinking had occurred) are not
included in data report for the measure. Authorized representatives for the grant site
sign the annual performance report and, in doing so, certify that to the best of the
signer's knowledge and belief, all data in the performance report are true and correct
and that the report fully discloses all known weaknesses concerning the accuracy,
reliability, and completeness of the data included. Generally, the Department relies on
the certification concerning data supplied by grantees and does not conduct further
reviews.

ED does not mandate data collection protocols or instruments for grantees. Grantees
select a survey item that reflects the concept of binge drinking, and collect and report
data about that survey item as part of their performance reports. As a result, data are
not comparable across grant sites, but individual grant sites are required to use the
same survey items across performance periods.

Applicants are not required to furnish baseline data as part of their applications. Data
supplied after year one are considered baseline data for the projects. Projects require
two years of data in order to determine if a decrease in binge drinking among target
students has occurred.

Measure 10: The percentage of grantees that show a measurable increase in the

percentage of target students who believe that alcohol abuse is harmful to their health
(Grants to Reduce Alcohol Abuse — FY 2004 and FY 2005 cohorts)
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Table 10

Cohort | FY rY FY FY FY FY FY
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2007 2008
: Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Target | Actual | Target
2004 n/a n/a n/a 55.6 76 pending | n/a
| 2005 n/a n/a n/a n/a none 70.1 80 -

The measure. This measure examines a key outcome for the Grants to Reduce Alcohol
Abuse (GRAA) program — perception of health risk for alcohol abuse among target
students. While the National Drug Control Strategy is focused most intensively on
preventing the use of controlled substances, the Strategy does address the role of
alcohol use as a drug of choice for teenagers. Data do suggest that changes in
perceptions about risks to health resulting from alcohol use are positively correlated with
reductions in alcohol use.

FY 2007 Performance Results. Actual performance data for FY 2007 for the FY 2004
cohort will be contained in final reports for these grant projects. Grants are currently
operating in no-cost extensions; generally, final reports will be due at the end of 2008
for this cohort. Data will be aggregated and available in March 2009.

No FY 2007 target exists for the FY 2005 cohort for this measure since the first two
performance reports were necessary in order to establish baseline data for this cohort.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. We have established a performance target of 80
percent for FY 2008 for this measure for the FY 2005 cohort. We elected to adjust the
target for this measure to reflect the fact that a significantly greater number of grantees
posted decreases in binge drinking at baseline than was the case for the FY 2004
cohort. The target of 80 percent reflects an increase over the year three target for the
prior (FY 2004) cohort, but a smaller increase between baseline and year three
because of the performance of the FY 2005 cohort of grantees at baseline.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected by grantees and reported as part of
annual performance reports. If data for this measure are not available at the time that
performance reports are submitted, staff follow up with sites to attempt to obtain data for
the measure. Grantees that fail to provide data are not included in the tabulation of data
for the measures. Also, grantees that did not provide data for two consecutive project
years (so that we could determine if an increase in the percentage of students that
believe that alcohol abuse is harmful to their health had occurred) are not included in
data report for the measure. Authorized representatives for the grant site sign the
annual performance report and, in doing so, certify that to the best of the signers'’
knowledge and belief, all data in the performance report are true and correct and that
the report fully discloses all known weaknesses concerning the accuracy, reliability, and
completeness of the data included. Generally, the Department relies on the certification
concerning data supplied by grantees and does not conduct further reviews.

15



ED does not mandate data collection protocols or instruments for grantees. Grantees
select a survey item that reflects the concept of binge drinking, and collect and report
data about that survey item as part of performance reports. As a result, data are not
comparable across grant sites, but individual grant sites are required to use the same
survey items across performance periods.

Applicants are not required to furnish baseline data as part of their applications. Data
supplied after year one are considered baseline data for the projects. Projects require
two years of data in order to determine if a decrease in binge drinking among target
students has occurred.

Measure 11: The percentage of grantees that show a measurable increase in the
percentage of target students who disapprove of alcohol abuse (Grants to Reduce
Alcohol Abuse — FY 2004 and FY 2005 Cohorts)

Tabie 11

Cohort | FY FY & FY FY FY FY
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2007 -2008
Actual | Actual | Actual |Actual | Target | Actual | Target

2004 n/a n/a n/a 66.7 87 pending | n/a

2005 n/a n/a n/a n/a none 1.2 87

The measure. This measure examines a key outcome for the Grants to Reduce Alcohol
Abuse (GRAA) program ~ perception of health risk for alcohol abuse among target
students. While the National Drug Control Strategy is focused most intensively on the
preventing the use of controlled substances, the Strategy does address the role of
alcohol use as a drug of choice for teenagers. Data do suggest that increases in the
percentage of target students who believe that alcohol abuse is not socially acceptable
are associated with declines in consumption of alcohol.

FY 2007 Performance Results. Actual performance data for FY 2007 for the FY 2004
cohort will be contained in final reports for these grant projects. Grants are currently
operating in no-cost extensions; generally. Final reports will be due at the end of 2008
for this cohort. Data will be aggregated and available in March 2009.

No FY 2007 target exists for the FY 2005 cohort for this measure since the first two
performance reports were necessary in order to establish baseline data for this cohort.

FY 2008 Performance Targets. We have established a performance target of 87
percent for FY 2008 for this measure for the FY 2005 cohort. We retained the target
from the FY 2004 cohort for this measure since it is an aggressive target (requiring that
nearly all grantees achieve improvement for this measure), and the baseline differences
between cohorts were smaller than in the other two measures for this program.

Methodology. Data for this measure are collected by grantees and reported as part of
annual performance reports. If data for this measure are not available at the time that
16



performance reports are submitted, staff follow up with sites to attempt to obtain data for
the measure. Grantees that fail to provide data are not included in the tabulation of data
for the measures. Also, grantees that did not provide data for two consecutive project
years (so that we could determine if an increase in the percentage of students that
disapprove of alcohol abuse had occurred) are not included in data report for the
measure. Authorized representatives for the grant site sign the annual performance
report, and in doing so, certify that to the best of the signer's knowledge and belief, all
data in the performance report are true and correct and that the report fully discloses all
known weaknesses concerning the accuracy, reliability, and completeness of the data
included. Generally, the Department relies on the certification concemning data supplied
by grantees and does not conduct further reviews.

ED does not mandate data collection protocols or instruments for grantees. Grantees
select a survey item that reflects the concept of binge drinking, and collect and report
data about that survey item as part of performance reports. As a result, data are not
comparable across grant sites, but individual grant sites are required to use the same
survey items across performance periods.

Applicants are not required to furnish baseline data as part of their applications. Data
supplied after year one are considered baseline data for the projects. Projects require
two years of data in order to determine if a decrease in binge drinking among target
students has occurred.

Assertions
Performance Reporting System

The Department of Education has a system in place to capture performance information
accurately and that system was properly applied to generate the performance data in
this report. In instances in which data are supplied by grantees as part of required
periodic performance reports, the data that are supplied are accurately reflected in this
report.

Data related to the drug control programs included in this Performance Summary
Report for Fiscal Year 2007 are recorded in the Department of Education’s software for
recording performance data and are an integral part of our budget and management
processes.

Methodology for Establishing Performance Targets

The methodology described in the Performance Summary Report for Fiscal Year 2007
to establish performance targets for the current year is reasonable given past
performance and available resources.
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Performance Measures for Significant Drug Control Activities

The Department of Education has established at least one acceptable performance
measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit identified in its Detailed Accounting of
Fiscal Year 2007 Drug Control Funds.

Criteria for Assertions

Data
No workload or participant data support the assertions provided in this report. Sources
of quantitative data used in the report are well documented. These data are the most
recently available and are identified by the year in which the data was collected.

Other Estimation Methods

No estimation methods other than professional judgment were used to make the
required assertions. When professional judgment was used, the objectivity and strength
-of those judgments were explained and documented. Professional judgment was used
to establish targets for programs until data from at least one grant cohort were available
to provide additional information needed to set more accurate targets. We routinely re-
evaluate targets set using professional judgment as additional information about actual
performance on measures becomes available.

Reporting Systems

Reporting systems that support the above assertions are current, reliable, and an
integral part of the Department of Education’s budget and management processes.
Data collected and reported for the measures discussed in this report are stored in the
Department of Education’s Visual Performance System (VPS). The VPS includes
appropriate disclosures about data quality issues associated with measures. Data from
the VPS are used in developing annual budget requests and justifications, and in
preparing reports required under the Government Performance and Results Act of
1903.
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Washington, D.C 20201

Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy

750 17" Street NW

Washington DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:
Enclosed are the detailed Performance Summary Reports for the Department of Health
and Human Services for Fiscal Year 2007, as requested by the ONDCP Circular entitied

Drug Control Accounting. 1f you have any questions, your staff may contact Pete
Bernardy at 202-690-5474.

Sincerel

Richard J. T4
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Budget
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Warning — This report contains restricted information for official use.

Y24 m
To: Alan Krensky, M.D.

National Institutes of Health Deputy Director for
Office of Portfolio Analysig and Strategic Initiatives (OPASI)

e

From: “Oseph E. Vengrin
/ Deputy Inspector General

for Audit Services

Subject: Attestation Review: National Institutes of Health Performance Summary Report
for National Drug Control Activities for Fiscal Year 2007 (A-03-08-00351)

The purpose of this report is to provide you the results of our attestation review of the National
Institutes of Health (NIH) Drug Control Activities Performance Summary Report and the NIH’s
Assertion Certification Statements for fiscal year (FY) 2007. Our attestation review was
conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute of
Certificd Public Accountants and the standards applicable 10 atlestation engagements contained
in Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A
review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is to express an
opinion on management’s assertions contained in its report; accordingly, we do not express such
an opinion. We reviewed the attached NIH report entitled Assertions Concerning Performance
Summary Report, dated November 27, 2007. The report is the responsibility of NIH’s
management and was prepared by NIH under the authority of 21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7) and as
required by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular: Drug Control
Accounting Section 7, dated May 1, 2007.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL’S CONCLUSION

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that management’s
assertions were not fairly stated, in all material respects.

Disiribution is limited to authorized officials.
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Page 2 -~ Alan Krensky, M.D.
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT

NIH’s report included Scientific Research Outcomes (SRO) for two measures, one for
prevention and one for treatment, with tables of the actual performance starting with the year of
the bascline through the current vear and annual targets for 2007 and 2008. The Performance
Targets are reported each year on the Government Performance and Result Act (GPRA) Report.

We performed review procedures on NIH’s related assertions and disclosures regarding the
performance targets. In general, our review procedures were limited to inquirics and analytical
procedures appropriate for our attestation review.

EEEEEE S

This report is intended solely for the information and use of Congress, ONDCP, and NIH, and is
not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified parties. If you
have questions or comments, contact me or have your staff call Stephen Virbitsky, Regional
Inspector General for Audit Services, at 215-861-4470.

Attachment

Distribution is limited to authorized officials.
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MEMORANDUM TO: Director
Office of National Drug Control Policy

THROUGH: Richard J. Turman
Deputy Assisiant Seerstary, Budpet ;

FROM: Alan Krensky, MD.
Natiopa! institutes of Henlth Deputy Director for
Office of Portfolio Analysis and Strutegic Initiatives (QPASI)

SUBJECT: Assertions Concerning Performance Sumanary Report

In accordance with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Poljcy circular
“Drug Control Accounting,” I meke the following assertions regarding the attached Performance
Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities;

Performance Repodting Systerm

[ assert that NIH has a system o capture performance information accurately and that this svstem
was properly applied to generats the performance data presented in the attached report.

Explenations for Not Meeting Performance Targets
I assert that the explanations offered in the attached report for failing to meet a performance

1arget are reasonable and that any recommendations conceming plans and schedules for meeting
future targets or for revising ot eliminating performance targels are reasonable,

Methodology 10 Bstablish Performance Tarpets

1 assert that the methodology used 1o establish performance targets prosented in the attached
report is reasonable given past performance and available resources.

DPerformance Measures Exist for All Significant Drug Contral Activities

1 assert that adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities,

R4 fn 1§ Wealsr

Alan Krensky, M.D. / " Date
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In accordance with the requirements of the Offics of National Drug Control Policy circular “Drug
Control Accounting,” [ make the following assertions regazding the attached Performance
Summary Repest for National Drug Control Astivities:

£Y 2007 Performance Summary Report for Nationa! Drug Control Activities

Decision Unit §: Prevention

Measure 1 SRO-3.5:  Identify and characterize at least 2 human candidate genes that have been
shown to influence risk for suhstance use disorders and risk for psychiateic disorders using high-
risk family, twin, and special popuizdon studiss,

Table 1: Annual Targets for Measure |
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{I) Describe the measuve. To doing so, provide an explasation of how the mezsure (1) reflects
the purpose of the program, (2) contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy, and (3) is
used by management of the program, This deseription should include sufficient detail o
permif non-experts fo understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to the
agency’s drug control activities.

NIDA's growing knowledge about drug sbuse and addiction is leading to preventisn strategies that
are not merely empirically or experientially derived, but that integrate validated epidemiological,
genetic, and neuroscience research. NIDA-supported research is building the scientific knowledge
base needec to advance NIDA's goal of developing effective tailored prevention strategics,

Oae key aspect of this knowledge base is data on factors that enhance or mitipate an underlying
propensity to initiate or continue drug sbuse. This includes research on the influence of biological
(e.g., genetic, gender) and environmental (¢.g., socioeconomic, culural) factors on drug abuse and
addiction at various stages of development. Information about these contributors to drug abuse
and addiction and the diffecent ways biological factars operate in different individuals is critical to
designing more effective prevention messagss.

NIDA’s genetics research is essential to preventing addiction. A person’s geaetic makeup plays an
important role in his or her addiction yulnerability: approximately 40-50 percent of the
predisposition to addiction can be attributed 1o genetics, including the impact of the environment
on how those genes function or are expressed. The geue varfants driving such increased risks are
lergely wnknown, but NIDA-supported research is harnessing new advanses in science and
technology to identify and characterize them. This measure to identify and characterize at least 2
human candidate genes that have been shown 1o influence risk for substance use disorders is
representative of eur overall approach to the development of targeted provention programs ~ that
is, identifying who is at risk 2ad tailoring prevention programs w0 be most effective for them,
thereby contributing to the National Drisg Control Strategy Goal of Stopping Drug Use Before it
Starzs,

The efficacy and cost effectiveness of primary prevention programs — designed to slop drug
abuse before it starts, or prevent escelation of drug use 1o abuse or 2ddiction — can be enhanced
by targeted efforts towards populations with specific vulnerabilities (genetic or otherwise) that
affeet their likelihood of waking drugs or becoming addisied, This bas been demonstrated for
prevention programs aimed at sensation-seeking youth. These programs are effective in those
youth, but not in their peers who do not demonsteats the sensation-seeking characteristic,
Sensation-secking, and other traits known 10 be risk factors for drug abuse, may be identifiable
carly on using genstic markers. This would enable drug prevention programs o target messages
more accurately based on individual or proup vulnerability markers, ultimately increasing their
irmpact and cost-effectivensss,

An added benefit of identifying genetic markers of vulnerability to addiction is through improved
educational efforts 1o increase awareness of personal risk. Informing an individual that he or she
is et higher risk of becoming addicted to drugs or sustaicing other sdverse health outcomes
would empower him or her to make better decisions, ultimately preventing drug abuse before it
staits or escalates,
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Information gained from genetics research will lay the foundation for improved and tajlored
prevention efforts in the future. As genctic markers of dreg abuse and addiction vulnerability
(or protection) are identified, NIDA will encourage ressarchers to use that information to better
understand both the biological and environmental factors that contribute to ebuse vulnerability,
In addition, where appropriats, NIDA would use this information to enhance its prevention
portfolio. NIDA would encourage the scientific community 1o use this knowiedge lo develop
and test targeted prevention interventions for individuals with different vulnerabilities to
improve our Nation's intervention efforts similar 1o the strategy now being used to prevent drug
use in sensation-seeking youth,

(2) Provide narrative that examines the Y 2007 actual performance resalts with the FY
2007 target, s well as prior vear actuals. If the performance target was not achieved for FY
2007, the agency shouid explain why this is the case. If the agency bas voscluded it is not
possible to achieve the established target with available resources, the ageney should inelude
recommendations on revisiog or eliminating the target,

The achieved FY 2007 target was to perform fine mapping studies to identify specific huplotypes
for the most promising genes and then to begin 10 sesk functional differences emong the SNPs
within these haplotypes. NIDA met 1ais target by idertifying haplotypes 0 5 gene regions
associated with dependence susceptibility and studying the functicnal implications of these gene
variants. FY 2007°s target and achievement build upon previous year actuals, which identified
genetic markers in which allelic frequencies differed most among addicted versus non-addicted
individuals (FY 2006) and identified penes associaled with either risk of substance abuse or
response to substance abuse medications (FY2003).

(1) The ageney should describe the performance target for FY 2008 aud bow the agency
plans to mect this targel. If the target in FY 2007 was not achieved, this explanstion should
detail how the agency plans to overcome prior year challenges to meet tavgets in FY 2008,

The FY 20608 target is o idsntify genomic markers that differ in addicred individuals who respond
1o ireaiment versus thoss who do not. To meet this target, NIDA will continue to suppor research
investigating penetic differences in response 10 reatment and will work with the scientific
community 1o expand research in this arez. The chronic nature of drug addiction means that
relapsing to drug abuse following treatment is not culy possible, but likely. However, there are
individual differsnces (c.g., genetics, gender) tiat contribuls to whether or not an addicted person
will respond well to reatment and thus heve a lower likelihoed of relapsing to drug use. This
target aims 1o identify the genetic contribution 1o reatinent response. This builds on knowledge
gained through genetics and other research, showing for example, that individuals with a specific
genetic variant that metabolizes the anti-smoking medication bupropion have a greater likelihood
of quitting smoking and remaining abstinent over time. Having genetic markers that can predict
treatment response in individuals will 1zad to more cost-effective and tailored relapse prevention
programs,

(4) The agency should describe the procedures used o ensure performance data for this
measure are accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance, The agency

13
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should also describe the methodolugy used to establish fargets and actuals, as well as the data
source(s) used to collect information.

Data Aceuracy, Completeness gnd Unbigsed Presentation

For all ‘genetics projects (i.e., both contracts and grants), there is a three tier system that maximizes
data accuracy. This three ter system is based on sound, proven scientific methodology which is
internally governed by the larger scientific research community. First, gene expression levels are
velidated using highly quantitative metiods to measure RNA Jevels. Second, vach study builds ina
replication design using subsets of the study population or, sometimes, different study pepulations.
Third, the information gleaned from these swudies is compared against pre imal data or, if
not availabie, replicated and velidated in newly generated animal models more swited to evaluate
the fimetional implications of the genetiz findings.

Bvery cffort is made to acquire complete datagets, however, several factars conspire against
achieving this. These factors are either intrinsic to the type of data being collected (Le., inability to
cailect from all dnug abusess, all ethnic minoritics, every developmenta! stage, every comorbid
association, ete.) or linked to the incompleteness of genetic information datbases (e,
considerable gaps in SNP poliections, many genes yet unidentified or wi ¢ known function),
Some level of data incompleteness mires all human genomic programs in which population
sampling — limited by cost considerations — must be used. These obstacles, however, do not
necessarily jeopardize the quality of the daw, for many powarful post-hoe stendard protocols are
gvailable and being deployed to clean the data sets and enswre accuracy and replicability.

Finally, all research resalts are published in peer-reviewed publications, The prozess of peer
review and publication provides additional assurance of the quality of date and research
methodology. If 2 study does not meet the standards of quality of the scieatific community, it will
fail the process of peer review, not be published, or b refuted by other studies, NIDA’s various
grant and data review processes ensure thal research funded by NIDA yields scisntifically accurate
data which is worthy of publication, and fills gaps in the selentific knowledge needed to implement
NIDA's mission.

Methodology Used 10 Eswablisk Targeisidetuais

Target (candidate) genes arc identified based on scientifically sound methodologically approved

bottom-up or top-down approaches. The former represents the more classical approach that takes

advantage of biochemical and other (e.g., neuroimaging) experimental evidence suggesting that a ¢
particular gene might be lavolved in the addiction process, For example, science has established f
that the chemical dopamine plays a critical role in the assignment of relevance within the reward

circnits of the brain, Humans with low levels of expression of dopamine receptors in a key area of

the rewnrd pathway (likely to be influenced by specific gene variants) find stimulant drugs more

picasureble than those with high levels of expression suggesting that they may be at increased risk

of abuse and addiction.

The top-down spproach is & more recent arrival, and a direct result of the wider application of
whole genome association scans. This powerful tool provides an unbiased strategy for sifting

i
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threugh vast numbers of genetic variations withia large cxperimental populations 1o identify genes
that are expressed differently in drug abusing and control subjests. Genes putatively sssociated
with addiction in this fashion are then subjecied to further charecterization and validasion, typically
through epidemiological sampling and animel models,

NIDA wses the latest findings from both of these approaches to delermine the next steps necessary
to echicve the long term goal of identifying genes that confer substance abuse vulnerability.
Understanding specific vulnerabilities (genetic or otherwise) which affect a person’s likelihood of
teking drugs or becoming addicted can inform the development of prevention programs targeting
these vulnerabilities, thereby enhancing their efficacy,

Daa Sources

The studies described in this P rely on an extensive array of malerial/data sources. Resounrces
include various animal genstic models that are versatile for gene discovery, functional analysis,
and validation platforms; de-identified blood sample banks; fully characterized post-mortem
Iwman brain collections; and population sempling. These data sources can be used independently
or in tandem 10 identify candidate penes. In one typical scenario, for example, human genome
scans in drug abusing vs. controf subjecis may identify a variant for a particular pene as a key
centributor to substance use disorder. In a next step, the investigator ¢an generate various strains of
mice, which differ only in the expression of that gene variant, These mice can be subjected to a
battery of neurological, physiclogical and behaviora! tests, specifically designed to determine the
potential role of that gene in increasing vulperability 1o substance abuse. These deta sources are
widely used in gerome studies, and have undergone rigorous validity, aceuracy and integrity
checks.
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Decision Unit 2: Treatment SRO 3.5

Measure I: Develop and test two new evidence-based treatment approsches for drug sbuca in
community settings. (Lead: NIDA: contributor; NIAAA)

Table i: Measure ]
FY 2003 BY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Aziual Target
Thiee The Clirical | The Clinizal %] Compiete goal
Lreetments Trials Trigis of developing
have beza Netwerk bas | Nerwosk bag nad teating of
adapted far tgingd 134 earalied mure At e
corpmnity- peoviders (M | than 1300 E f i evidency-bared
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Hizpasis,
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(1) Describe the measure, Ia doing so, provide an explauntion of how the measure {1) reflects
the purpose of the program, (2) contributes to the Netional Drug Control Strategy, and (3} is
used by management of the program. This description should include sufficient detail to
permit non-experts to understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to the
agency’s drug control activities. t

Decades of rescarch have led to today’s improved understanding of addiction, ¢learer now than
ever before. Research has shown addicrion to be s chronie, relapsing brain disease charzeterized
by compulsive behaviors and caused by 2 tangle of genetic, social, environmental, and
developmental factors. NIDA supports muitidisciplinary research addressing the myrind factors
thet can {nfluence the development and progression of drug ebuse and addiction, with the goal of
informing and improving treatment stzatepiss to facilitate abstinence and prevent relapse,

NIDA recognizes that despite mejor strides in treatment research, only limited improvements have
occurred in non-research settings. An unacceptable gap of 17 pears scpartates scientific discoveries
from their integration into effective community-based practice. A scientific approach must be
brought to bear on effzctively testing and disseminating research-based {reatments and
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understanding how health services systems and settings influence treatment implementation,
Ultimately, it iy our goal to make reszarch-based freatments user friendly, cost effective, and
available to a broad range of practitioners and their patients,

NIDA’s treatment portfolio encompasses the development and testing of medications and
behavioral therapies for drug addiction as well as ensuring that effective treatment interventions
are used by the communitics that need them. For exemple, NIDA has supported the deve opment
of multiple behaviora! reatments that have shown efficecy in ressazch settings, however, many of
these have not been wicely adopted in community ssttings, This measure of developing and testing
evidente-based treatment approaches for drug abuse in community seitings represents NIDA's
long-term strategy for improving drug abuse treatrnent nationwide, thereby contributing to the
National Drug Control Strategy’s Goul of Healing Ameriva’s Drug Abusers.

To ensure wanslation into community settings and provide real-world feedback on the success and
feasibility of research protocols, NIDA established the National Drug Abuse Treztment Clinical
Trials Network (CTN), comprising 16 research nodes and mere than 240 community treatment
programs seross the country, The CTN's mission is to fest research-based treatments in
community settings with diverse populations. To represent NIDA's treatment portfolic, in this
measure the CTN s adapting behavioral treatments with demenstrated efficacy in research settings
for testing in community-based settings and training freatment providers on proper
implementation. If successful, these trials wili generate much needed information on how o: test
and fmplement scientifically-based traatments in 3 variety of community settings: train clinicians
to deliver research-based treatments 1o drug abusing patients; and facililate the succsss and
sustainability of effective drug abuse treatments in communities,

To advance treanment adoption, NIDA’s CTN encourages bidirectiona) communication between
researchers and providers, which allows for the provision of real-world feedback on the success
and feasibility of rescarch protocols. This strategic approach facilitates the development of teilored
treatment options and reduces the gap between discovery and practice. With input from
practitioners and researchers, three promising treatments were selected for testing in the CTNin
order to facilitate the goal of reaching differsat populations, and increasing treatment engagement/
retention. This measure i3 representative of NIDA’s broader efforts to develop snd transition
evidence-based substance abuse treatments o thoss who need them.

Applied reatments should teke into account the most recent scientifie discoverics, while being
modificd for culturel, socizl, and behavioral conditicns affecting various communities, The
following three interventions represent these priocities. (1) Brief Strategic Family Therapy (BSFT)
is a family-based intervention aimed 2t preventing and treating child and adolescent behavior
problems, including substance abuse. (2) Seeking Safety is a cognitive-behavioral substance abuse
intervention for women with a DSM-1V" diagnosis of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD),
Estimates suggest that up to 80% of women sseking trestment for drug abuse have histories of
assault and women who suffer from both PTSD and drug abuse have 2 more difficult tme meeting
their treatment goals. (3) Motivational Enhancernent Treatment (MET} is 2 systematic intervention

' The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mertai Disordars [DSVHIV), published by the American ;
Psychiatric Associatlon, is the most comprehensive and authoritative book devsted o the classification af
psychiatric finess.
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sesed on principles of motivational psychology 1o improve treatment engagement, retention, and
outcome for substance abusers.

This measure is representative of NIDA's research eforts to develop and transition evidence-based
substance abuse treatments to those who need them. Research developed in one community,
population group, or lab may not be applicable 1o all; therefore, gentralizability and failored
community-based research is eritical o ensuring the best treatment.

(2) Provide narrative that examines the FY 2007 actual performance results with the FY
2007 target, as well as prior year actuals. If the performance target was not achieved for FY
2007, the agency should explain why this is the case. If the agency has concluded it is pot
possible to achieve the established target with available resources, the agency should include
recommendations on revising or eliminating the target,

The FY 2007 target was to endlyze data from complated behavioral protocols and report initial
findings from the data analysis. NIDA met this target by making progress in the data analysis on
the MET, BSFT, and Seeking Safety protocols and reporiing initial findings at scientific meetings
and in the scientific lterature.

Briefly, in a multi-site randomizad contralied trial of MET in community drug abuse clinics, MET
resulted in sustained substance use reductions among primery aleohiol users, Research from BSFT

. found that: (1) specialized family treatment wes more eificacions than group iniervention in
reducing conduct problems, assoeiations with anti-soeial peers, and substance use, and it increased
engagement in treatment; (2) family changes were associaled with changes in behavioral problems
among those families entering treatment with poor family function; and (3) physicians trained to
begin diagnostic work and engagement over the phone prior to bringing in families for treatment
improved engagement of family mambers reluctant 10 be involved. Research from Seeking Safety
found that Secking Safety treamment lod by community substance abuse counselors can reduge
PTSD symptoms at a statistically sipnificant level,

FY 2007's target and achiovement build upan previous year actuals which adapted three
behavioral treatment protocols (MET, BSFT, and Seeking Sufety) for community-based settings
(FY 2004); trained 184 providers in these protesols (FY 2003}, and enrolled mere than 1,200
patients in these studies (FY 2005),

(3) The agency should describe the performance target for FY 2008 and how the agency
plans to meet this target. If the target in FY 2007 was not achieved, this explanation should
detail how the agency plans to overcome prior year challenges {o mect targets in FY 2008,

The FY 2008 target Is 1o complete the goal of developing and testing twa new svidence-based
treztment approaches for drug abuse in community settings. To achisve this goal, NIDA will
centinve funding support of the CTN fo complete data analysis and publication of their findings.
Beeause of the progress that has cccurred thus far e, in meeting each target for the past 3 years),
we anticipate corpleting 1he data analysis on at least 2 protocols and publishing their findings in
FY 2008,
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(4) The agency should describe the procedures used fo casure performance data for this
measure are accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substavce. The ageney
should also describe the meihod ology used fo establish tarpets and actnals, 25 well as the data
svurce(s) used fo collect information.

Data decuracy, Completeness and Unbinsed Presentation

Because CTNs pricrity s the collection of seientific data, OTN follows seientific guidelines and
procedures in colleeting, verifying, cleaniag, analyzing, and reporting daza. These procedures
ensure that the datz meets sciendfic standards and can reliably and effectively be used to advance
NIDA’s goal of improving substance abuse treztment programs. ‘The reliability of this program’s
performance data {s ensured by the Duta and Statistics Coordinating Center (DSC) and the Clinical
Coordinating Center (CCC). The DSC ensures that the dats confomm to the predetermined and
standardized parameters delineated in each protocol, and that ron-conformance is fracked and
submitted to each site for resolution. In addition, the data are validated, re-checked and routine
data audits are performed to ensure dats integrity and accuracy. The CCC was estblished as an
independent contract institution to provide resources and regulatory support with review and
quality assurance monitoring. On-site monitoring by the CCC usvally oceurs every three months or
more often as needed for the particular trial, Valid data collection is of eriical importance to the
integrity of seience. Standardized procedurss are in place to ensure that quality data is collected
for quality science.

Patient attrition is an issue of econeern for all drug abuse clinical studies, and it is addressed
statistically as part of the trial design {using, e.g., intent to treat analyses). Data entry checks are in
place and final data sets are validated as well as sudited by on-site monitors from the DSC,
Monitors match Case Report Forms (CRFs) with the electronic database. Also, data are reviewed
by monitors from the independent Clinical Coordinating Center (CCC) for quality assurence for
the program nationally.

Anig-person site visitis scheduled for close-out of the protocol] at each site. At the completion of
the trial, ali data are verified using standardized soisatific methodologies by the CCC and the DSC
before data lock. Following publication, or 18 months after the data lock, e data are de-identified
and made available 1o other clinical researchers through the CTN website:

Emp:f}'\m'ung‘-,gggataﬂm&‘g;g

A Publication Plan is prepared soon a%ter the study ecmmences, and submitted to the Publications
Committee of the CTN., Waork begins on the final analysis as soon 2s the data are locked and the
database s determined to be complete. Publication of the study in 2 prer-reviewed scientific
journal serves as a final step i verifying that the metheds used to collect and analyze the data, and
the conelusions supported by the data, meet the rigorous standards of the scientific community 2t
large.

Methodology Used 1o Establish Targets/Aciuals

The CTN has an extensive priority setting process to determine whar research areas hold the most
promise for filling gaps and should be prioritized for testing. A Research Development Commitiee
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(RDC) composed of CTN researchers, community treatment provider representatives, and the CTN
Director, has been established to enisure a strategic research agenda for the CTN. The field driven
deliberations formulate research questions that capture unique scientific apportunities, snd address
teitical public bealth needs, and prioritize research projests. The RDC then makes
recemmendations to an Executive Committee and 2 Stcering Committes for revisw and approval,
Collectively, these expert reviewers selected the three behavioral reatment protocols, which have
shown efficacy in clinical research studies to be tested through the CTN in partnership with
cominunity treatment programs.

The target values are based on sound methodological assessment procedures and related timelines
set for each proteeol, which includes: aduptation of treatment protocols for CTPs; provider
training; subject recruitment; treatment provision; assessment of outcomes and follow up
assessments; data entry and auditg; data analyses; and presemtation and publication of results.
While these methodologies cannot precisel ¥ predict the course of & study {e.g. given unexpected
reoruitment issues), the likelihood path of implementation and iming is based on knowledge
gained from earlier research, and were used o gencrate the targets for this measure.

Data Sovrces

Each site collzcts patient data using the Case Report Forms, which ace submitted directly from
treined practitioners. The data must conform to predetermined parameters described in the writen
protocols which establish how, what and when data are collected. The dzta are then fod into a
Datz end Statistics Coordinating Center (DSC) for data collection, management, and cleaning. In
this way, all of the data collected cax b standardized, cleaned for errors, and rechecked for quality
assurance. The data are stored confidentially and provide the resource for das nalysis to
determine program success.
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Warning — This report contains restricted information for official use.

AN 2% 20

To: Daryl W. Kade
Chief Financial Officer
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration

Lz

From: doseph E. Vengrin
,a'-/ Deputy Inspector General
v for Audit Services
Subject: Attestation Review: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services

Administration Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control
Activities for Fiscal Year 2007 (A-03-08-00350)

The purpose of this report is to provide you the results of our attestation review of the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) Performance Summary Report
for National Drug Control Activities and the SAMHSA’s Assertion Certification Statements for
fiscal year (FY) 2007. Our attestation review was conducted in accordance with attestation
standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and the
standards applicable to attestation engagements contained in Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is substantially less in scope
than an examination, the objective of which is to express an opinion on management’s assertions
contained in its report; accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. We reviewed the
attached SAMHSA report entitled “Assertions Concerning Performance Summary Report.” The
report is the responsibility of SAMHSA’s management and was prepared by SAMIISA under the
authority of 21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7) and as required by the Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Circular: Drug Control Accounting Section 7, dated May 1, 2007.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL’S CONCLUSION

Bascc on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that management’s
assertions were not fairly stated, in all material respects.



Warning — This reporf contains restricted information for official use, |

Page 2 - Daryl W. Kade

SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES ADMINISTRATION’S
REPORT

SAMHSA’s report included assertions for four measures for National Drug Control Activities.
The four measures were: (1) Number of admissions to substance abuse treatment programs
receiving public funding; (2) Increase perception of harm of drug use; (3) Number of persons
served by the “Programs of Regional and National Significance” treatment capacity pro arams
and (4) Percent of program participants age 12-17 that rate the risk of substance abuse as
moderate or great.

We performed review procedures on SAMHSA’s related assertions and disclosures regarding the
performance targets. In general, our review procedures were limited to inquiries and analytical
procedures appropriate for our attestation review.

L2 20

This report is intended solely for the information and use of Congress, ONDCP, and SAMHSA,
and is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified partics. If
you have questions or comments, contact me or have your staff call Stephen Virbitsky, Regional
Inspector General for Audit Services, at 215-861-4470,

Attachment
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DEPARTMENT OF IIDALTH & TTUMAN SERVICES Substance Abuse and Maental
Health Services Administration

Centar for Mental Health Services
Center for Substance Abuse

Prevention
Canter for Substance Abuse i

Treatment !
Rockville MD 20857 i

MEMORANDUM TO: Director
Office of National Drug Control Policy

THROUGH: Richerd J. Turman
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Budget

FROM: Dary! Kade
-“gffczz;ar Financial Officer
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (SAMHSA)

SUBJECT: Assertions Concerning Performance Summary Report
In sccordance with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
cireular “Drug Control Accounting,” I make the following assertions regarding the

attached Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities:

Performance Reporting Svstem

L agsert that SAMHSA has a system to capture performance information accurately and
that this system was properly applied to generate the performance data presented in the
attached report.

Explanations for Not Meeting Performance Targets

L assert that the explanations offered in the attached report for failing to meet a
performance target are reasonable and that any recommendations concerning plans and
schedules for meeting future targets or for revising or eliminating performance targets are
reasonable.

Methodology to Establish Performance Targets

T assert that the methodology used to establish performance targets presenied in the
attached report is reasonable given past performance and available resources.

Performance Measures Bxist for All Significant Drug Control Activities

L agsert that adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control
activitics,



FY 2007 Performance Summary Report for National Drug Control Activities

Decision Unit 1: Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant

Measure 1: __ Number of admissions to substance abuse treatment programs
receiving public funding

Table 1: Measure 1

FY 2008
b 2 Target

1 FY 2003
i 111,995,244 |

(1) Measure 1 is the number of admissions to substance abuse treatment programs
receiving public funding as reported through the Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS).
This measure reflects program emphasis on increasing the number of individuals in need
of treatment who receive treatment. The measure also reflecis program emphasis on
reducing demand for illicit drugs by targeting chronic users, Project officers review and
monitor data on a regular basis, which serves as a focus of discussion with the states, as
well as uilize it in the management of the program as needed.

(2) The FY 2004 target for admissions was missed slightly, There are a variety of factors
which contribute to this, including an overall reduction in number of facilities from 2003
to 2004, as well as a series of administrative reorganizations in the States which have had
the effect of slowing down the rate of admissions. Both of these factors are outside
SAMHSA’s control; however, SAMHSA is developing an executive mentori ng program
to assist new administrators to more effectively implement administrative
reorganizations. FY 2004 is the most recent year for which data are currently available
for this measure, because of the time required for states to report data on the number of
admissions in any given vear.

(3) The performance target for FY2008 is 1,995,244 {reatment admissions. SAMHSA
will continue to work with States to monitor progress in meeting the treatment
admissions target and provide technical assistance as needed. It is expecied that the FY
2008 target wiil be achicved.

{4) The data source for this measure is the Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS). States
are responsible for reviewing the quality of their data. Bach State is responsible for
ensuring that each record in the data submission contains the required key fields, that all
fields in the record contain valid codes, and that no duplicate records are submitted.
States are also responsible for cross-checking data items for consistency across data
fields. The internal control program consists of & rigorous quality control examination of
the data as they are received from States. They are examined o detect values that fall out
of the expected range based ox the State’s historical trend. If such outlier values are
detected the State is contacied to validate the value or correct the crror. Detailed



instructions governing data collection, review, and cléaning are available at:
http://wwwdasis.samhsa. gov/dasis2/manuals/teds adm manual.ndf,

Projections for the 2008 targets are based upon current trends, which show slightly
declining numbers, and realistic rates of increase, which are very low. This is because
block grant funding declined from 2004 to 2007 and is expected to remain level in 2008.

The measure is a count of treatment admissions. A definition of treatment admission, and
a detailed description of how admissions arc counted, appears at
http://wwwdasis.samhsa. pov/dasis?/mannals/teds adm manual.pdf




Decision Unit 1 Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant

Measure 2. Increasc pereeption of harm of drug use

Table 2: M=asure 2

FY 2608
Target

FY2003 | FY2004 | FY2005 | FY 2006
Actual Actual Actusl Actual

723% | 73.2%
Baseling |

(1) Measure 2, also for Decision Unit 1 (SAPTBG), is to increase the pereeption of harm
of drug use as measured by the National Survey on Drug Use and Hezlth (NSDUH}).

A substantial number of reports (e.2., Monitoring the Future, National Survey on Drug
Use and Health), have provided findings that demonstrate that risk and protective factors
are associated with the likelihood of substance use. There is typically a lag effect in time
that depicts that increased use closely foliows increusss in gpeciiic risk factors, For
example, @ decrease in perceived risk in marijuana in 1992, preceded a substantial
increase in use beginning in 1993 ( MTF, Volume I Secondary School students, 2004,
p331). Substance abuse prevention programs therefore target the reduction of risk
factors, as well as incidence and prevalence, in order to achieve the end result of
decreased substance use across the naiion and among program participants.

Substance abuse prevention programs support the first goal of the National Drug Conirol
Strategy: stopping use before it starts. Programs at the national, state, and community
ievel farget individuals, families and communities to change behaviors and norms.
Perceived risk of substance use and abuse is one of the peer, family and community
norms that we target.

Increases in pereeived risk of substance abuse is a proven indicator of program
effectivencss. Results can be used in program management in a number of ways. For
example, CSAP performs additional analyses to track state trends in perceived risk and
also produces a table comparing state levels of various risk factors to the national median,
These tools are used by Project Officers with their states in identifyin g any technical
assistance needs to help improve any results indicated.

(2) CSAP exceeded its target for the most recent reporting year, ‘The 2006 result
cxcecded the target by a wide margin because the 2006 target was an estimate, which was
set before baseline data were available. Once the 2005 baseline data became available,
SAMHSA was not able to change the 2006 target.



(3) The target for 2008 is 77% and it not anticipated that meeting this target will be a
problem. However, SAMHSA is retiring the current measure. A modified version will
be used that is consistent with SAMHSA’s National Outcome Measures in future years,

(4) Data for this measure is collected as part of the National Survey on Drug Use and
Health, Information on methodology and data validation is available at
hitp:/f'www.oas.samhsa. gov/nhsda/methods,.cfin

Information on any-data problems identified is transmitted to the DCCC Government
Project Officer who works with the Program Project Officers and grantees to identify a
resolution. Communications are supported by regularly submitted program data
inventories, preliminary reports and variable by variable ¢leanin g sheets. The Data
Management team then makes any required edits to the files. The cdited files are then
available to the DCCC Data Analysis Team for analysis and reporting, Grantees are
instructed in the use of data collection protocols through grantee meetings and
questionnaire administrative guides,

The 2008 target was set after review of NSDUH trends over time and expert opinion.
Trends related to increased perception of harm were reviewed from 2002- 2005. In
addition according to the literature, increases in perceived risk of substance abuse is a
proven indicator of program effectiveness. Results can be used in program management
in a number of ways,




Decision Unit 2;

CSAT Programs of Regional and National Siznificance (PRNS)

Number of persons served by PRNS Capacity programs

Measure 3:
Table 3; Measure 3
FY 2003 'Y 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006
Actual Aclual Actual Actual
28,988 30,217 34,014 35,334

Y 2008

(1) Measure 3 reflects the number of persons served by the capacity portion of the PRNS
portfolic which includes 12 CSAT programs.' This measure reflects demonstration of an
expansion of treatment capacity. This measure contributes to the Nationa! Drug Control
strategy as it roflects an expansion of capacity of treatment being provided to those
individuals in need.

The number of persons served is monitored routinely throughout the period of

pesformance of the program. Regular monitoring of this measure ensures that the number

of clients being served is consistent with what was proposed by the grantee.

(2) CSAT met the existing targets for each of the previous four years and does not

anticipate a problem meeting the target for future years.

(3) The target for FY 2008 is 35,334. SAMHSA does not anticipate a problem meeting
this target. The P1 is caloulated based on the summation of the number of unigque clients
scen by the program. Grantees are required to use a unique client identifier to ensure
clients are not double counted. The target for FY2008 is based on previous performance
of the grantees and anticipated funding level.

(4) CSAT is able to ensure the accuracy, completencss of this measure as all data are
submitted via the Services Accountability Improvement System {SAIS), a web-based
data entry and reporting system. The system has automated built-in checks to ensure data

quality.

Targets are set based on trends seen in previous performance and anticipated funding
level (L.e. in general, the number served would be expected to go up if funding increases
and decline if funding decrcases). Further, this decision unit incorporates several
different program activities. The mix of programs and grantees varies from year to year

and needs to be adjusted for in the target methodology,

" The 12 programs include: Targeted Capacity Bxpansion (TCE)/General,

HIV/AIDS/Outreach, Addiction Treatment for Homeless Persons, Assertive Adolescent
and Family Treatment, Family Drug Courts, Juvenile Drug Courts, Young Offender Re-
entry Program, Pregnant and Post-Partum Women, Recovery Community Service -
Recovery, Recovery Community Service — Facilitating, Co-Occurring State Incentive

Grants, and Child and Adolescent Stale Incentive Grants.



Deeision Unit 3; CSAP Programs of Regional and National Significance

Measure 4: Percent of program participants age 12-17 that rate the risk of substance
gbuse as moderate or great

Table 4: Measure 4

FY 2003 Iy 2004 FY 2005 ¥Y 2000 Y 2068
Actual Actual Actual i Actual Target
90.0% 95.3% :’ 92.7% Reliring
Baseline N e

(1) Measure 4 reflects the percent of program participants from CSAP’s PRNS programs?
between the ages of 12 and 17 who rate the risk of substance abuse and moderate or
great,

A substantial number of reports (e.g., Monitoring the Future, National Survey on Drug
Use and Health), have provided findings that demonstrate that risk and protective factors
are assoclated with the likelihood of substance use, There can be a lag effect in time that
depicts that increased use closely follows increases in specific risk factors. For example,
& decrease in perceived risk in marijuana in 1992, preceded a substantial increase in use
beginning in 1993 (MTF, Volume I Secondary School students, 2004, p331). Substance
abuse prevention programs therefors target the reduction of risk factors, as well as
incidence and prevalence, in order to achieve the end result of decreased substance use
across the nation and among program participants,

Substance abuse prevention programs support the first goal of the National Drug Control
Strategy: stopping use before it starts. Programs at the national, state, and community
level target individuals, families and communities to change behaviors and norms.
Perceived risk of substance use and abuse is one of the peer, family and community
norms that SAMHSA targets. '

Increase in perceived risk of substance abuse is a proven indicator of program
cffectiveness. Results can be used in program management in a number of ways. For
example, CSAP performs additional analyses to assess whether outcomes are consistent
across demographic groups and individua! PRNS programs. Where demo graphic or
program differences are identified, consideration is given to program modifications that
would increase success.

? CSAP program participants in 2004/2005 include: Community Initiated Prevention
Interventions , Human Immunodeficicncy Virus Cohort 3, Multisitc F amily
Strengthening, State Incentive Grants

CSAP program participants in 2006 include: Human Immunodeficiency Virus Cohort 3,
State Incentive Grants, Methamphetamine,



(2) The 2006 report (using data from FY 2005) indicated that 92.7% of CSAP program
participants in the 12~17 age group associated moderate or great risk with at least one
substance use category included in their program’s evaluation instrument. The
corresponding figure in the FY 2005 report was 95.3%. It is not clear whether the slight
decrease observed between the 2 years is indicative of a substantive diffcrence between
the 2 years or an artifact of the large difference in the fotal numbers of youth for whom
data were available. In addition, different grant programs were reporting in these two
time periods. Finally, the vast majority of participants report disapproval. In such
situations, there is often a ceiling effect that places limits on incremental gains,

{3) This measure is being retired. OMB has approved reporting scparstely for major
PRNS programs (currently Strategic Prevention Framework State [ncentive Grant and
HIV). Basclines and targets of new measures to be reported in December 2007

(4) Data are collected through standardized instruments when possible. Outcome data
were collected using questionnaires that include items from other validated instrumens
such as Monitoring the Future and the National Survey on Drug Usc and Health, Data
were carefully collected, cleaned, analyzed and reported through a data coordinating
center. The DCCC Data Management Team reviews the data for completeness and
accuracy. Information on any data problems identified is iransmitted to the DCCC
Govemment Project Officer who works with the Program Project Officers and grantees to
identify a resolution. Communications are supported by regularly submitted program data
inventories, preliminary reports and variable by vatiable cleaning sheets, The Data
Management teamn then makes any required edits to the files. The edited files are then
available to the DCCC Data Analysis Team for analysis and reporting. Grantees are
instructed in the use of data collection protocols through grantee meetings and
questionnaire administrative guides.
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Preface

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector General (OIG) was established by
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Pubdlic Law 1 07-296) by amendment to the Inspector General
Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and special reports prepared as part of our
oversight responsibilities to promote economy, effi ciency, and effectiveness within the department,

This report presents the results of the review of the Performance Summary Report of the U.S. DHS’
Coast Guard (USCG) for the year ended September 30, 2007, for the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP). We contracted with the independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP
to perform the review. USCG’s management prepared the Performance Sum mary Report and
Management Assertions to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Drug Control
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. We do not express an opinion on the Performance Summary Report
and Management Assertions.

It is our hope that the information in this report will continue to result in effective, efficient, and

cconomical operations. We express our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the
preparation of this report.

Richard L. Skinner
Inspector General



KEMG LLP
2001 M Street, NW -
Washington, DC 20035

Independent Accountants’ Report

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Homeland Security:

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security’s (DHS) U.S. Coast Guard (UUSCG) for the year ended September 30, 2007. We have also
reviewed the accompanying management’s assertions for the vear ended September 30, 2007. USCG’s
management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the assertions.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is substantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which Is the expression of an opinion on the Performance Summary Report
and management’s assertions. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of USCG prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s asscrtions to
comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug
Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007,

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that (1) the Performance
Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all material respects, in
conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007), or that (2) management’s
assertions referred to above are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in
ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting (May 1, 2007).

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of DHS and USCG, lhe
Inspector General, the ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by
anyone other than these specified parties,

KPMc LP

February 4, 2008




Oifice of inspeetor General

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Washington, DC 20528

Homeland
7 Security

April 18, 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR: Admiral Thad M. Allen
Commandant
United States Coast Guard

FROM: Richard L. Skinner
Inspector General for Audits

SUBJECT: Independent Review of The U.S. Coast Guard’s Reporting of Y 2007
Drug Control Performance Summary

Attached for your information is our report, Independent Review of The U.S. Coast Guard’s
Reporting of FY 2007 Drug Control Performance Summary. This report contains no
recommendations.

The Performance Summary Report is required by 21 U.S.C. 1704 (d) and the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007, and is the
responsibility of USCG’s management.

We contracted with the independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. The
review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants. A review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is the expression of an opinion. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion
as a result of our review,

Should you have any questions, please call me, or your staff may contact Anne Richards, Assistant
Inspector General for Audits, at 202-254-4100.

Attachment



5. Dopartment of Commandant

Homeland Security J United Stztes Cosst Guard
United States

Coast Guard

7110
February 4, 2008
M. John E. McCoy
Department of Homeland Security
Director of Financial Management
Office of the Inspector General

1120 Vermont Avenue, 10® Floor, NW
Washington, D.C., 20005

Dezr Mr. McCoy,

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Contro] Policy Circular: dnmual Accounting of
Drug Control Funds dated May 1, 2007, enclosed is the Coast Guard’s report of FY 2007 drug
control performance summary report and assertions.

If you requirc further assistance on this informetion, please contact LCDR Christina Devidson,
202-372-2608.

Sincerely,

Z

J.C. BURTON

Commander, U.S. Coast Guard
Chief, Office of Performance
Management and Assessment

Enclosure  FY 2007 Drug Contro! Performance Summary Report
Copy: DHS Budget Office



I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION
Decision Unit 1: Primary Qutcome Measure

NOTE: Although the Coast Guard appropriation is apportioned along budget decision
unit lines (i.e. Acquisitions, Construction & Improvements (A C&l), Operating Expenses
(OL), Research Development Testing and Evaluation (RDT&E), and Reserve Training
(RT)), the Coast Guard does not manage performance along decision unit lines. This is
impractical due to the multi-mission performance of our assets, which transeends budget
decision unifs.

The Coast Guard's drug interdiction performance is best summarized by the lead outcome
measure of the program. That measure is the central Jocus of our Performance Summary
Report. The Coast Guard Drug Interdiction Program has a suite of metrics that support
the lead outcome measure. The lead outcome measure and its SUpporting melrics suite
were validated during a 2007 PART Evaluation,

Measure: Cocaine Removal Rate

Table 1: Cocaine Removal Rate

FY FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 26807 FY 2008
2003 Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
Actual
N/A 30.7% 27.3% 25.3% 26.0% 31.4% (est.}! 28.0%

(1) Describe the measure. In doing so, provide an explanation of how the measure (1) reflects the purpose of
the program, (2) contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy, and (3) is used by management of the
program. This description should include sufficient detail to permit non-cxperts to understand what is being
measured and why it is relevant to the agency’s drug control activities. *

The goal of the Coast Guard's Drug Interdiction program is to reduce the supply of illegal
drugs by denying smugglers the use of air and maritime routes by projecting an effective
law enforcement presence in and over the Caribbean Sea, the Gulf of Mexico and the
Eastern Pacific Ocean. The Coast Guard’s primary outcome measure, the Cocaine
Removal Rate, tells the program how effective it is at disrupting the flow of cocaine that is
traveling via non-commercial maritime means toward the United States. The more cocaine
bound for the U.S. that the Coast Guard removes, the less supply of cocaine will be
available within the U.S. The cocaine removal rate is calculated by dividing the total
amount of cocainc removed by the Coast Guard by the non-commercial maritime
movement of cocaine towards the U.S.

The 2007 National Drug Control Strategy set an interagency, Transit Zone removal rate

" The Cocaine Removal Rate estimate for FY 2007 is based on the actual quantity of cocaine removed in FY
2007 and the non-commercial maritime cocaine flow towards the U.S. from 2006. The non-commercial
maritime flow towards the U.S. for 2007 will be available following the publication of the Jnreragency
Assessment of Cocaine Movement in July 2008,

* Requirements ] through 4 in this section are drawn from the ONDCP Drug Accounting Circular,



goal for cocaine of 40%. With over 80% of the cocaine moving through the Transit Zone
via non-commercial maritime means, the higher that Coast Guard’s cocaine removal rate,
the less cocaine needs to be removed by our partner agencies to achieve that 40% target.
The Drug Interdiction program managers monitor the cocaine removal rate, watching for
both changes in Coast Guard removals as well as increases or decreases in flow. Any
changes are then diagnosed to determine the cause and to develop strategies to continue to
increase the removal rate. Factors that can impact the removal rate include, but are not
limited to, changing tactics and routes by the drug trafficking organizations, increased or
decreased patrol effort by the Coast Guard or its drug interdiction partner agencies/nations,
the availability, quality and timeliness of tactical intelligence, and the implementation of
new capabilities (Airborne Use of Force, for example).

(2) Provide narrative that examines the FY 2007 actual performance results with the FY 2007 target, as well
as prior year actuals. If the performance target was not achieved for FY 2007, the agency should explain why
this is the case. 1 the agency has concluded it is not possible to achieve the established target with available
resources, the agency should include recommendations on revising or eliminating the target.”

In FY 2007, the Coast Guard set a new record with 355,754.6 pounds of cocaine removed,
up from 287,035.4 pounds last year and 6.6 percent higher than our previous record set in
FY 2005. Based on the 2006 flow, the Coast Guard expects to exceed its 26 percent target
by as much as 4-6 percent. That would make FY 2007 the fourth consecutive year in
which the Coast Guard exceeded its annual target. At 28 percent, the FY 2008 target is the
highest removal rate target the Coast Guard has ever set. This target remains ambitious,
yetachievable given the tremendous success the Coast Guard has experienced over the past
four years.

Critical to the Coast Guard’s successful drug interdiction efforts were the numerous
enforcement partnerships, such as the deployment of Coast Guard Law Enforcement
Detachments aboard U.S. Navy and allied warships, and increased international, inter-
department and inter-agency cooperation/coordination, such as the joint investigation
PANAMA EXPRESS, which has produced tactical, actionable intelli gence.

(3) The agency should describe the performance target for FY 2008 and how the agency plans to meet this
target. If the target in FY 2007 was not achieved, this explanation should detail how the agency plans to
overcome prior year challenges to meet targets in FY 2008.

The Coast Guard’s target for FY 2008 is to remove 28 percent of the cocaine moving via
non-commercial maritime means towards the U.S. To meet this target, the Coast Guard
will continue to source major cutters, airborne use of force capable helicopters, long range
maritime patrol aircraft, and law enforcement detachments to drug detection, monitoring
and interdiction operations in the Transit Zone, and push further expansion of the airborne
use of force program with our US and Allied Naval partners.

IfFY 2007 actuals are not available by the recommended deadline for agencies to submit materials to the

L -
OIG {December 31 ), the most recently available actuals can be used as an acceptable substitute. Agencies
need only provide actuals starting in FY 2003.



{4) The agency should describe the procedures used 1o ensure performance data for this measure are accurate,
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance. The agency should also describe the methodology used
to establish targets and actuals, as well as the data source(s) used to collect information.

The data that is used to calculate the Coast Guard’s cocaine removal rate is drawn from
two independent sources. The amount of cocaine removed by the Coast Guard is the sum
of all the cocaine that is physically seized by Coast Guard personnel and all the cocaine
lost to the drug trafficking organizations due to the Coast Guard’s efforts. This latter
amount is often an intelligence-based estimate of the quantity of cocaine onboard a given
vessel that is burned, jettisoned, or scuttled in an attempt to destroy evidence when Coast
Guard presence is detected. Cocaine removals are drawn from the Consolidated
Counterdrug Database (CCDB). The CCDB is recognized by the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) as the primary database for tracking cocaine movement. The
data entered into the CCDB is approved through an interagency vetting process. Although
the cocaine removals are originally reported in pounds, the Coast Guard converts the
removal to metric tons to compute the cocaine removal rate. The non-commercial
maritime flow of cocaine towards the U.S. is extracted from the fnteragency Assessment of
Cocaine Movement (IACM). The IACM is prepared for ONDCP by the Defense
Intelligence Agency. All data that is contained within these two sources are deemed to be
accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance. The Coast Guard also
issues a Federal Manager’s Financial Integrity Act (FMFIA) Section 2 assurance statement
each year that confirms the integrity of our performance information and the effectiveness
and efficiency of Coast Guard mission operations.

At least annually, the Coast Guard’s Office of Law Enforcement and Office of
Performance Management Assessment review all the assumptions that factor into the
setting of its out-year targets, makes adjustments as necessary, and forwards the new target
recommendations to the Assistant Commandant for Operations for final review and
approval. The key factors that drive the target setting process are the estimated out-year
cocaine flow, the availability of Coast Guard resources (mainly major cutters and long
range maritime patrol aircraft), and any changes in Coast Guard capabilitics, authorities, or
partnerships that may impact cocaine removals.



1. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

The Report should include a letter in which an accountable agency official makes the
following assertions regarding the information presented above:

(1) Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied — The agency has a
system to capture performance information accurately and that system was properly
applied to generate the performance data.

Yes. The Coast Guard performance reporting system was reviewed in a 2007 Independent
Program Evaluation by the Center for Naval Analyses, a 2007 OMB PART evaluation, and
during the generation of the Coast Guard FMFIA Section 2 Assertion Statement for
Operational Effectiveness and Efficiency. All reviews supported reasonable assurance on
the appropriateness and application of the performance reporting system.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable — The
explanation(s) offered for failing to meet a performance target and for any
recommendations concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for
revising or eliminating performance targets are reasonable.

N/A

(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied - The
methodology described above to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

Yes. A robust quantitative and qualitative process that reviews intelligence, logistics,
policy, capability, emerging {rends, past performance, and capacity variables impacting
mission performance is used to establish performance targets. Targets generated by the
program manager are reviewed independently by performance and budget oversight offices
at Coast Guard Headquarters, as well as the DHS Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, prior to entry into budget documents and the DHS Future Year Homeland
Security Program.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities

Yes. This was validated in the 2007 OMB PART of the Coast Guard Drug Interdiction
Program.

- The agency has established one acceptable performance measure that covers all
four budget decision units for which a significant amount of obligations (51,000,000 or 50
percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were incurred in the previous fiscal
year.



Management should take the following criteria into account when making assertions:

(a) Data — If workload, participant, or other quantitative information supports these
assertions, the sources of these data should be well documented. [f these data are
periodically collected, the data used in the report must be clearly identified and will
be the most recently available.

(b) Other Estimation Methods — If professional judgment or other estimation methods are
used to make these assertions, the objectivity and strength of these estimation

methods must be thoroughly explained and documented. These estimation methods
should be subjected to periodic review to confirm their continued validity.

(¢) Reporting Systems — Reporting systems supporting the assertions should be
current, reliable. and an integral part of the agency’s budget and management
processes.

III.  INSPECTOR GENERAL AUTHENTICATION

Agency performance information and management’s assertions should be provided to the
agency’s Inspector General (IG) for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the
reliability of each assertion made in the report. ONDCP anticipates that this engagement
will be an attestation review, consistent with the Statements for Standards of Attestation
Engagements, promulgated by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.
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Preface

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector General (OIG) was established by
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment to the Inspector General
Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and special reports prepared as part of our
oversight responsibilities to promote economy, efficiency, and effectiveness within the department.

This report presents the results of the review of the Performance Summary of the DHS’ Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) for the year ended September 30, 2007, for the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). We contracted with the independent public accounting firm KPMG
LLP to perform the review. ICE’s management prepared the Performance Summary Report and
Management Assertions to comply with the requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Drug Control

Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. We do not express an opinion on the Performance Summary Report
and Managements Assertions.

It is our hope that the information in this report will continue to result in effective, efficient, and

economical operations. We express our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the
preparation of this report.

Richard L. Skinner
Inspector General



KPMG LLP
2001 M Sireet, NW =
Washington, DC 20036

Independent Accountants’ Report

Inspector General
U.S. Departiment of Homeland Security:

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of Homeland
Sceurity’s (DHS) U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement {ICE) for the year ended September 30,
2007. We have also reviewed the accompanying management’s asserfions for the year ended
September 30, 2007, iCE's management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the
assertions,

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government Auditing Standards,
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is subsfantially less in scope than an
examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the Performance Summary Report
and management’s assertions. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Management of [CE prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertions to comply
with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007,

Based on our review, nothing came 1o our attention that caused us fo believe that {1) the Performance
Summary Report for the ycar ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all material respeets, in
conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control decounting (May 1, 2007), or that (2) management’s
assertions referred to above are not fairly stated, in all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in
ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Contro! Accounting {May 1, 2007},

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of DHS and ICE, the
Inspector General, the ONDCP, and the U.S, Congress, and is not intended {o be and should not be used by
anyone other than these specified parties,

KPMe P

January 25, 2008
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Julic L. Myers

Assistant Secretary

Immigration and Customs Enforcement
FROM: Richard L. Skinner

Inspector General for Audits

SUBJECT: Independent Review of The U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement’s Reporting of FY 2007 Drug Control Performance
Summary

Attached for your information is our report, Independent Review of The U.S. Immigration and
Customs Enforcement's Reporting of FY 2007 Drug Control Performance Summary. This report
contains no recommendations,

The Performance Summary Report is required by 21 U.S.C. 1704 (d) and the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007, and is the
responsibility of ICE’s management,

We contracted with the independent public accounting firm KPMG LLP to perform the review. The
review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants. A review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is the expression of an opinion. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion
as a result of our review,

Should you have any questions, please call me, or your staff may contact Anne Richards. Assistant
Inspector General for Audits, at 202-254-4100.

Attachment



{ffice of the Chief Finanzial Officer

U.S. Depariment of Homeland Security
425 1 Street, Nw
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Rl

Anne Richards

Assistant Inspector General for Audits
Office of Inspector General

1120 Vermont Avenue, 12 FL, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Dear Ms. Richards:

This letter is in connection with your review of the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) Annual
Reporting of Fiscal Year 2007 Drug Control Funds (“Submission™) for the purpose of expressing a conclusion
about the reliability of assertions made in the Submission.

We confirm, to the best of our knowledge and belief| the following representations made to you during your
review:

1. We are responsible for preparing the Submission and the assertions therein.

2. Our Submission, including the assertions therein, was prepared pursuant to 21 U.8.C. 551704(d) and
Office of Naticnal Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular. Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
(Circular).

3. The criteria used to assess [CE’s assertions and the appropriateness of the criteria was established by
ONDCP in its Circular.

4. The assertions made in Section B and the performance summary report of our Submission are fairly
stated, in all material respects, based on the requirements set forth in the Circular.

5. We have made available to you all records and data relevant to the Submission and the assertions therein.

6. Any known matters contradicting the assertions and any communication from regulatory agencies
affecting the Submission and the assertions have been disclosed to you.

7. Any known events subsequent 1o the date of the Submission that would have a material effect on the
Submission and the assertions have been properly disclosed to you.

Sincerely,

C o
.“,{;—Lw-‘“""‘m; ( ____L,— %8 ]
Alex Keenan

Chief Financial Officer



PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT
OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE

Measure: Pounds of Drugs Interdicted

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 Y 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target |  Actual Target
70,107 1bs | 207,234 Ibs | 175267 lbs | 231,274 Ibs N/A* | 54,509 ibs. TBIyes |

*  Due to reorganization within the Office of Intelligence, FY 2007 represented a period of reallocation of
assets and resources away from the drug interdiction support mission, and toward a classified
interagency national security related project, as well as closer alignment with investigative mission
areas. Interdiction support formally ceased as an [CE Intelligence program by the end of FYO7. JIATH
South, EPIC/DEA, DOD, and USCG, former interdiction support partners with ICE Intelligence, have
assumed the ICL portion of the mission within the course of their normal CN intelligence activities.

** FY 2008 counternarcotics activities are invested in collecting CN requirements from ICE operational
offices, and designing production to meet those requirements. FY08/09 will sce the establishment of a
new counternarcotics baseline, based on customer-driven intellizence products and support,

(1) Description

Interdiction support was a holdover mission based on pre-DHS U.S. Customs intelligence
priorities. These Customs priorities do not have a significant corresponding customer
within the ICE Intelligence customer set. Thus, this performance measure was phased out
during FY 2007.

(2} FY 2007 actual performance results

FY 2007 represented a year of residual interdiction support, carried on during the
phasedown of the interdiction support mission. There was no formal interdiction target
for that year.

(3) Performance Target for FV 2008

During FY 2008, the Office of Intelligence is building a set of customer requirements for
CN support. Following determination of the total set of requirements, along with a
negotiated body of production to meet those requirements, a baseline vear for CN
performance can be determined. Performance measurement will be based on how the
operational elements in ICE express their needs for intelligence support, and what will
satisfy those needs.

(4) Quality of Performance Data
The database used to validate the Office of Intelligence performance data is the Narcotic

Tactical Reporting System (NTRS). Intelligence relies on the databasc to ensure that the
performance data is reasonable and accurate in regard to the workload data employed.



PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATION

Measure 1: Percent of closed investigations which have an enforcement consequence
(arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty)

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 EY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
N/A N/A 379% | 364% | 36.5% 35.8% 36.6%
(1)Description

The outcome measure for Ol as a whole is the percentage of closed investigations that
have an enforcement consequence defined as arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, or
penalty. However, Ol has constructed new performance measures that will tie drug
control efforts to impacts on the systems by which drugs and drug money are moved and
stored. However, ICE will continue to provide traditional measures such as drug seizures
to support the outcomes developed by ONDCP.

The Office of Investigations (OI) was reviewed in PART as one program. Therefore,
there are no separate findings for the Drug component of OI's mission. Furthermore, ICE
is authorized to enforce Federal statutes and regulations concerning the movement of
carriers, persons, and commodities between the United States and other nations, which
enables ICE to play a key role in the overall anti-drug effort with a nexus to the border.

ICE has broad authority to investigate international financial crime and money
laundering. ICE’s jurisdiction is triggered by the illegal movement of criminal funds,
services, or merchandise across the nation’s borders and is applied pursuant to the
authority of the Bank Secrecy Act, the USA PATRIOT Act, and the Money Laundering
Control Act.

ICE participates in and actively supports the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task
Forces (OCDETF). ICE OCDETF Coordinators sit on cach of OCDETF’s nine regional
task forces and actively interact with other federal law enforcement agencies, local police
chiefs, and state and local prosecutors. ICE dedicates resources to participate in highly

.....

This measure evaluates the percent of closed cases worked by the Office of Investigations
in a selected fiscal year that produced an enforcement consequence (e.g., arrest,
indictment, conviction, seizure, fine and/or penalty). Based on management review of
our performance results, the decision has been made that any result within one percent of
the target will be considered “Met”. One percent was chosen as the factor of erroron a
reasonable standard versus a statistical basis for all program measures. Note that other




government agencies have a similar practice. Hence, our FY 2007 target of 36.5% was
“Met” based on our I'Y 2007 actual of 35.8%. .
ICE Office of Investigations (OI) has proposed new performance measures, and outputs
for FY 2008 — FY 2013. These new performance measures and outputs are strategic in
scope and are also in the draft ICE Strategic Plan. The existing performance measure
under “Issue 2” will still be maintained in the Future Years Homeland Security Program
(FYHSP) database and will not be replaced.

The proposed new measures will be entered and tracked during 1% Quarter of FY 2008
and the FY 2008 totals will be used as base for the subsequent fiscal years.

More cffective immigration and trade enforcement will contribute to enhanced homeland
security as well as to greater deterrence. One method for measuring this effectiveness is
to determine the extent to which criminal investigations are completed successfully, i.e.,
closed with an enforcement consequence. However, although many criminal cases arise
that are worth pursuing, the potential of an investigation is not known at its inception;
therefore, it is to be expected that many cases will be closed each year without an
enforcement consequence when it is determined that the investigation is no longer viable.
In addition to getting criminals off the street, successful investigations also expose and
remove, or contribute to the elimination of, vulnerabilities in various aspects of trade and
immigration, i.e., the ways in which criminals manage to evade safeguards that are
supposed to prevent their illegal activity, and areas in which such safeguards are lax or do
not exist.

(2) FY 2007 actual performance results

Final performance fell below target. Ol achieved a 35.8% performance target as a result
of the following:

Ol agents are urged to and have been working towards achieving higher quality level
investigations in terms of complexity in order to identify, disrupt, and dismantle criminal
organizations. As a result, the complexity of investigative cases is increasing which
prevents closure of cases.

Many cases mayv be awaiting judicial processing such as: sentencing, trials, adjudications,
appeals, etc.

Final disposition of cases have been delayed due to complexity of prosecutions, arrests,
seizures, fines and penalties. Fines and penalties may be mitigated, which takes
additional time.

Seizures and forfeitures are criminal and civil in nature and proceedings are quite
lengthy. Also, there can be petitions for relief (similar to appeals).



Due to ongoing quality controf throughout O, cases can be reopened, cancelied, ete.
which can affect law enforcement statistics at any one time.

As stated in our report, Ol has proposed new performance measures and outputs for FY
2008 ~FY 2013. These new performance measures and outputs are strategic in scope
and are also in the draft ICE Strategic Plan.

Measure 2, “percent of closed drug smuggling investigations which have an enforcement
consequence (arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty)” is a new measure
established in FY 2007. FY 2008 will be the baseline year for data collection/analysis.
Targets will be set for FY 2009 and out-years based upon FY 2008 results.

Also, Ol does not provide year to year targets for seizures - only year end data.

This measure evaluates the percent of closed cases worked by the Office of In vestigations
in a selected fiscal year that produced an enforcement consequence (e.g., arrest,
indictment, conviction, seizure, fine and/or penalty). Based on management review of
our performance results, the decision has been made that any result within one percent of
the target will be considered “Met”. One percent was chosen as the factor of error on 2
reasonable standard versus a statistical basis for all program measures. Note that other
government agencies have a similar practice. Hence, our FY 2007 target of 36.5% was
“Met” based on our FY 2007 actual of 35.8%.

ICE Office of Investigations (Ol) has proposed new performance measures, and outputs
for FY 2008 — FY 2013. These new performance measures and outputs are strategic in
scope and are also in the draft ICE Strategic Plan. The existing performance measure
under “Issue 2" will still be maintained in the Future Years Homeland Security Program
(FYHSP) database and will not be replaced.

(3) Performance target for FY 2008

The performance target for FY 2008 is 36.6%. The target increase of .1% is based upon
prior year’s performance results. However, Ol has constructed new performance
measures that will tie drug control efforts to impacts on the systems by which drugs and
drug money are moved and stored. Also, ICE will continue to provide traditional
measures such as drug seizures to support the outcomes developed by ONDCP.

Measure 3, “Dollar value of real or other property seizures derived from/and/or used from
drug operations™ was included because, as our report states, this output measure directly
evaluates the success of removing financial incentives for criminals and terrorists to
operate their drug activities. The scope of data demonstrates the ability, in a given
timeframe, of removing criminal financial assets.

In an effort to reduce losses to the public resulting from financial crimes, Ol continues to
target transnational money laundering activities and bulk currency smuggling (both drug
refated and non-drug related).



Also. Ol does not provide year to year targets for seizures — only year end data.

{4) Quality of Performance Data

The database used to validate the Office of Investigations (OI) performance data is the
Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TECS). The Office of Investigation
conducts quality control verification on all data received through TECS.

Measure 2: Percent of closed drug smuggling investigations which have an enforcement
consequence (arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty).

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Baseline
(1) Description

The outcome measure for OI as a whole is the percentage of closed investigations that
have an enforcement consequence defined as arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, or
penalty. However, OI has constructed new performance measures that will tie drug
control efforts to impacts on the systems by which drugs and drug money are moved and
stored. However, ICE will continue to provide traditional measures such as drug seizures
to support the outcomes developed by ONDCP,

The Office of Investigations (OI) was reviewed in PART as one program. Therefore,
there are no separate findings for the Drug component of OI’s mission. Furthermore, {CE
is authorized to enforce Federal statutes and regulations concerning the movement of
carriers, persons, and commaodities between the United States and other nations, which
enables ICE to play a key role in the overall anti-drug effort with a nexus to the border.
[CE has broad authority to investigate international financial crime and money
laundering. ICE’s jurisdiction is triggered by the illegal movement of criminal funds,
services, or merchandise across the nation’s borders and is applied pursuant to the
authority of the Bank Secrecy Act, the USA PATRIOT Act, and the Money Laundering
Control Act.

ICE participates in and actively supports the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task
Forces (OCDETF). ICE OCDETF Coordinators sit on each of OCDETF’s nine regional
task forces and actively interact with other federal faw enforcement agencies, local police
chiefs, and state and local prosecutors. ICE dedicates resources to participate in highly
complex OCDETF investigations targeting major drug smuggling organizations.

This measure cvaluates the percent of closed cases worked by the Office of Investigations
in a selected fiscal year that produced an enforcement consequence (e.g., arrest,
indictment, conviction, scizure, fine and/or penalty).



More effective immigration and trade enforcement will contribute to enhanced homeland
security as well as to greater deterrence. One method for measuring this effectiveness is
to determine the extent to which drug smuggling investigations are completed
successfully, i.e., closed with an enforcement consequence. However, although many
drug smuggling cases arise that are worth pursuing, the potential of an investigation is not
known at its inception; therefore, it is to be expected that many cases will be closed each
year without an enforcement consequence when it is determined that the investigation is
no longer viable. In addition to getting criminals off the street, successful investigations
also expose and remove, or contribute to the elimination of, vulnerabilities in various
aspects of trade and immigration, i.¢., the ways in which criminals manage to evade
safeguards that are supposed to prevent their illegal activity, and areas in which such
safeguards are lax or do not exist.

(2) FY 2007 actual performance results

This is a new measure established in FY 2007. FY 2008 will be the baseline year for data
collection and analysis.

As stated in our report, Ol has proposed new performance measures and outputs for FY
2008 - FY 2013. These new performance measures and outputs are strategic in scope
and are also in the draft ICE Strategic Plan.

Measure 2, “percent of closed drug smuggling investigations which have an enforcement
consequence (arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty)” is a new measure
established in FY 2007. FY 2008 will be the baseline year for data collection/analysis.
Targets will be set for FY 2009 and out-years based upon FY 2008 results.

(3)Performance target for FY 2008

This is a new measure established in FY 2007. FY 2008 will be the baseline year for data
collection and analysis. Targets will be set for FY 2009 and out-years based upon FY
2008 results.

Measure 3, “Dollar value of real or other property seizures derived from/and/or used from
drug operations” was included because, as our report states, this output measure directly
evaluates the success of removing financial incentives for criminals and terrorists to
operate their drug activities. The scope of data demonstrates the ability, in a given
timeframe, of removing criminal financial assets.

In an effort to reduce losses to the public resulting from financial crimes, Ol continues to
target transnational money laundering activities and bulk currency smuggling (both drug
related and non-drug related).

Also, Ol does not provide year to year targets for seizures — only vear end data.



(4) Quality of Performance Data

The database used to validate the Office of Investigations (OI) performance data is the
Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TECS). The Office of Investigation
conducts quality contro] verification on all data received through TECS.

Measure 3: Dollar value of real or other property seizures derived from/and/or used
from drug operations.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2007 FY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A |
(1} Description

This output measure directly evaluates the success of removing financial incentives for
criminals and terrorists to operate. The scope of data demonstrates the ability, in a given
timeframe, of removing criminal financial assets.

The outcome measure for Ol as a whole is the percentage of closed investigations that
have an enforcement consequence defined as arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, or
penalty. However, OI has constructed new performance measures that will tie drug
control efforts to impacts on the systems by which drugs and drug money are moved and
stored. However, ICE will continue to provide traditional measures such as drug seizures
to support the outcomes developed by ONDCP.

The Office of Investigations (OI) was reviewed in PART as one program. Therefore,
there are no separate findings for the Drug component of OI’s mission. Furthermore, ICE
is authorized to enforce Federal statutes and regulations concerning the movement of
carriers, persons, and commodities between the United States and other nations, which
enables ICE to play a key role in the overall anti-drug effort with a nexus to the border.

ICE has broad authority to investigate international financial crime and money
laundering. ICE’s jurisdiction is triggered by the illegal movement of criminal funds,
services, or merchandise across the nation’s borders and is applied pursuant to the
authority of the Bank Sccrecy Act, the USA PATRIOT Act, and the Money Laundering
Control Act.

ICE participates in and actively supports the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task
Forces (OCDETF). ICE OCDETF Coordinators sit on each of OCDETF s nine regional
task forces and actively interact with other federal law enforcement agencies, local police
chiefs, and state and local prosecutors. [CE dedicates resources to participate in highly
complex OCDETF investigations targeting major drug smuggling organizations.



(2) FY 2007 actual performance results

The Office of Investigations (OlI) does not provide vear to vear targets for seizures, Ol
only provides year end data on seizures.

As stated in our report, OI has proposed new performance measures and outputs for FY
2008 ~FY 2013. These new performance measures and outputs are strategic in scope
and are also in the draft ICE Strategic Plan.

Measure 2, “percent of closed drug smuggling investigations which have an enforcement
consequence (arrest, indictment, conviction, seizure, fine or penalty)” is a new measure
established in FY 2007. FY 2008 will be the bascline year for data collection/analysis.
Targets will be set for FY 2009 and out-years based upon FY 2008 results.

(3) The performance target for FY 2008

The Office of Investigations (OI) does not provide year to year targets for seizures. Ol
only provides year end data on seizures.

Measure 3, “Dollar value of real or other property seizures derived from/and/or used from
drug operations™ was included because, as our report states, this output measure directly -
evaluates the success of removing financial incentives for criminals and terrorists to
operate their drug activities. The scope of data demonstrates the ability, in a given
timeframe, of removing criminal financial assets.

In an effort to reduce losses to the public resulting from financial crimes, OI continues to
target transnational money laundering activities and bulk currency smuggling (both drug
related and non-drug related).

Also, OI does not provide year to year targets for seizures - only year end data.

{4) Quality of Performance Data

The database used to validate the Office of Investigations (OI) performance data is the

Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TECS). The Office of Investigation
conducts quality control verification on all data received through TECS.



The Office of Investigations (OI) does not assign agents to its different investigative
program areas. Each Special Agentin Charge (SAC) allocates resources based on
the threat within their area of responsibility. ICE agents target eriminal violators in
all ICE programmatic areas and strive to levy criminal charges whenever possible
in order to send a strong message of deterrence. Retrospectively, we can estimate
FTE by dividing the latest actual total investigative hours expended by the program
in question. Prospectively, we use the latest actual percentage of total investigative
hours expended by the investigative area in question and apply the percentage to a
specific budget year,

In FY 2007, OI expended $362 million on Drug Smuggling Investigations.

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORT
OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Office of International Affairs (OIA) was previously part of the Investigations Program.
Beginning in Mid FY 2007, it was separated out as a separate program. Therefore, there
are no existing OlA drug-related metrics. In FY 2008, OIA will be developing metrics to
be reported next year.

ICE MANAGEMENT ASSERTION REPORT

MANAGEMENT ASSERTIONS

1. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied.
Systems are developed based on the support requirements of ICE operational
stakeholders.

2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets arc reasonable.
ICE continues to achieve progress on overall performance management by
reviewing and refining program measures.

3. Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.
Establishment of ICE performance targets are based on production as required by
the stakeholders expressed needs.

4. Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control
activities. Performance measurements cover activities that meet the established
threshold.
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U, 8. Department of Justice

Office of the Inspector General

January 31, 2008

Mr. David J. Rivait

Associate Director

Office of Planning and Budget

Office of National Drug Control Policy
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Mr. Rivait:

This letter transmits the fiscal year 2007 attestation review reports
from the U.S. Department of Justice. The attestation review reports, the
annual detailed accounting of funds expended by each drug control
program agency, and performance summary is required by 21 U.S.C.

§ 1704{d), as implemented by the Office of National Drug Control Policy
Circular, Drug Centrol Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.

If you have any questions, please contact me on (202) 514-3435 or

Mark L. Hayes, Director, Financial Statement Audit Office, on
(202) 616-4660.

Sincerely,

o
s =

Glenn A. Fine
Inspector General

Enclosure
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AUTHENTICATION OF DRUG
CONTROL FUNDS AND RELATED
PERFORMANCE
FIscAL YEAR 2007

U.S. Department of Justice
Office of the Inspector General
Audit Division

Audit Report 08-05
January 2008



ANNUAL ACCOUNTING AND AUTHENTICATION OF
| DRUG CONTROL FUNDS AND RELATED
PERFORMANCE
FISCAL YEAR 2007

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
COMMENTARY AND SUMMARY

This report contains the fiscal year 2007 attestation review reports of
the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP), Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA), Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF), and
Office of Justice Programs (0JP) annual accounting and authentication of
drug control funds and related performance. The report and annual detailed
accounting of funds expended by each drug control program agency is
required by 21 U.S.C. 1704(d), as implemented by the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated
May 1, 2007. Under the direction of the Office of the Inspector General
(OIG), KPMG LLP (KPMG) performed the attestation reviews.

KPMG prepared the reports in accordance with the Attestation
Standards issued by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
(AICPA). Each of the reports was properly addressed, titled, and contained
the elements required by the AICPA Statements on Standards for Attestation
Engagements, AT Section 100.45. An attestation review is less in scope
than an examination and, therefore, does not result in the expression of an
opinion. However, KPMG auditors reported that nothing came to their
attention that caused them to believe the submission was not presented in
all material respects in accordance with the requirements of the ONDCP
circular.

The OIG reviewed KPMG's reports and related documentation and
made necessary inquiries of its representatives. Our review, as
differentiated from an attestation engagement in accordance with U.S.
generally accepted government auditing standards, was not intended to
enable us to express, and we do not express, an opinion or conclusions on
the annual accounting and authentication of drug control funds and related
performance. KPMG is responsible for the attached auditors’ reports dated
January 2008, and the conclusions expressed in the reports. However, our
oversight disclosed no instances where KPMG did not comply, in all material
respects, with generally accepted government auditing standards.



Independent Accountants’ Reports and
Component Performance Summary Reports

- 37 -




This page left intentionally blank.

e



KPMG Lip
2001 M Steast, NW
Washington, OC 20038

Independent Accountants’ Report

Assistant Attorney General for Administration
U.S. Department of Justice

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of
Justice's Federal Burcan of Prisons {(BOP) for the year ended September 30, 2007. We have also
reviewed the accompanying Management’s Assurance Statement for Fiscal Year Fnded
September 30, 2007. BOP’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report
and the assertion.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
Instimte of Centified Public Accountants, and appliczble standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is
substantially less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an
opinion on the Performance Summery Report and management’s assertion. Accordingly, we do
not express such an opinion,

Management of the BOP prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertion
to comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
Circular, Drug Control Accouniing, dated May 1, 2007.

Based on our roview, nothing came to our attention that caused us to belicve that: (1) the
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all
“material respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Cireular. Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1,
2007, or that {2) the Management’s Assurance Statement referred to above is not fairly stated, in
all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control
Aceounring, dated May 1, 2007,

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of the
U.S. Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General, the
ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other
than these specified parties.

KPMe Lp

January 14, 2008
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LS. Department of Justice

e a Federal Bureau of Prisons

Woashimgron, 1 20734

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Prisons
Performance Summary Report
Management’'s Assurance Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2007
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Performance Summary Report
I. Performance Information

The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act {VCCLER) of
19924 requires the BOP to provide residential substance abuse
treatment for 100% of “eligible” inmates by the end of FY 1997
and each year thereafter (subject to the availability of
appropriations). The BOP established a performance measurement
tracking the capacity of the residential treatment program to the
number of participants at the end of each fiscal year. The
objective is to wonitor the utilization of residential drug
treatment program capacity. Fox FY 2007, the performance target
was 95% utilization and the BOP achieved a 97% utilization rate.

Residential Drug Treatment programs are cffered at 58 BOP
institutions. Inmates who participate in these residential
brograms are housed together in a treatment unit that is set
apart from the general population. Treatment is provided for a
minimum of 500 heurs. Data on inmate capacity and participation
is entered in the BOP on-line system (SENTRY). SENTRY and Key
Indicator reports provide the counts of inmates participating in
the residential drug treatment program and subject matter experts
enter and analyze the data.

For FY 2008, the BOP has established the feollowing performance
targets: 1) Capacity {§,066); 2) Participants{5,763); and 3)
Utilization (95%). The capacity target was set based on the
mmber of Residential Drug Treatment Programs beds available at
the end of FY 2007. The BOP allowed for a 5 percent
dropout./turnover rate of inmates in the Residential Drug
Treatment Program to arrive at the Participants and Utilization
target.

Maasure:

Fiscal year-end Residential Drug Treatment Program Capacity and
Enrollmant:

FPiscal Year Capacity Participants* Gtilization
FY 2003 Actual 5,425 5,425 100%

;FY 2004 RActual | 5,425 “ 5,425 g 100%

FY 2005 Actual | 5,642 5,889 | 104%

%?Y 2006 Actual § 5,354 6,101 é 102%

_41_



iFY 2007 Target 5,994 5,694 95%
EY 2007 Actual 6,066 5,852 97%
| FY 2008 Target | 6,066 5,763 95%

*Participants may exceed Capacity due to overcrowding and demand
for the program.
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KP#G LLP
2001 M Street, NW
Wasrington [ 20038

Independent Accountants’ Report

Assistant Avtormey General for Administration
U.S. Department of Justice

Inspector (eneral
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of
Justice’s Drug Enforcement Administration ( DEA) for the vear ended September 30, 2007. We
have also reviewed the accompanying Management’s Assertion Statement for Fiseal Year Ended
September 30, 2007. DEA’s management is responsible for the Performance Summary Report
and the assertion.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
lnstitute of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is
substantially less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an
epinion on the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertion. Accordingly, we do
not express such an opinion,

Management of the DEA prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s
assertion to comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that: (1) the
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP's Circular, Drug Control Accounting. dated May 1,
2007, or that (2) the Management’s Asscrtion Statement referred to above is not fairly stated, in
all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007,

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of the
U.S. Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General, the
ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other
than these specified parties,

KPre P

January 14, 2008
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U. 8. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration

U.8. Department of Justice
Drug Enforcement Administration
Performance Summary Report
Munagement’s Asseriion Statement
For Fiscal Year ended September 30, 2007

On the basis of the Drug Enforcement Administration’s (DEA’s) management control program,
we assert ihal the DEA system of performance reporting provides reasonable assurance that:

1. The agency’s Priority Target Activity Resource Reporting System (PTARRS) was applied to
generate accurate performance dala.

2. Explanations offered for failing to mee! a performance target and for any recommendations
concemning plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for revising or eliminating
performance targels are reasonable.

3. The performance methodology described 10 establish performance targets for the current year
is reasonable given past performance and available resources.

4. The agency has established at least one acceptable performance measure for ¢ach Drug
Control Decision Unit as agreed to by ONDCP for which a significant amount of obligations
(51,000,800 or 50 percent of the agency drug budgel, whichever is less) were incurred in the
previous fiscal year,

We have documented the performance measures used by DEA for the associated National Drug

Control Program activities for FY 2007 in accordance with the guidance of ONDCP’s Circular,
Drug Contro! Accounting, dated May 1, 2067.

o R
Joao b oL 77

Frank M. Kalder, Chief Financial Officer ~ Date 7 °

-l



The Drug Enforcement Administration’s
FY 2007 Performance Summary Report

L PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

This is the first year that ONDCP has required the submission of a Perfermance Summary
Report us part of DEA's Amal Accounting of Drug Control Funds, As such, the Department of
Justice injtiated discussions with ONDCP 1o determine the performance measures that most
clearly reflect DEA’s National Drug Control Program activities, The performunce measures
selected and agreed 1o by ONDCP inciude disruptions and dismantlements of international and
domestic prionty target organizations not linked to CPOT targets and active imiernational and
domestic priority target organizations linked o CPOT targets. These measures corrosnond ©
DEA’s resources as presented in the Table of Drug Control Obligations in the international and
domestic enforcement decision units. Reimbursable resources from the Crganired Crime and
Drug Enforcoment Task Forces (GCDETF) program contribute to these performance measures,
bat are not responsible for specifically identifiable performance. Since the Priority Targeling
program is DEA's flagship initiative for meeting its enforcement goals, the performance
measures associated with this program are the most appropriate for assessing DEA's National
Drug Control Program activities. :

A measure corresponding to DEA's state and local assistance decision unit was not included
since most of the resources included in DEA’s state and local assistance decision unit are
reimbursable resources and the performance associated with the reimbursed activities is more
aceurately presented by the reimbursing agencics.

Data Validation and Verification

Prionity Targets identified by DEA's domestic field divisions and foreign country offices are
tracked using the Prionity Turcer Aciivity Resource Reporting System (PTARRS), 2n Oracle
database that tracks onerational progress and direct case-related expenses, Lo, investigative work
hours

Once an mvestigation meots the criteria ‘or a PTO, the investigation can be noninzted as 3 PTO
submission through PTARRS, In PTARRS, users electronically propose, noringte, assign,
dectine and track Priority Target investigations, PTARRS provides a means of elecironically
validating, verifying and approving Priority Targets through the chain of command, beginaing
with the case agent in the fieid and ending with the headquarters’ Cperations Division.

ET0 Profeciion Methodolory

DEA sws annual and long-term targets that are chailenging, but realistic. In the first fow vears of
DEA’s Priority Targel Pregram, DEA repatedly excerded its anmual targets for disruptions and
dismantlements. In response, DEA refined its projection methodology by using regression

-



analysis 1o penerate the relative weight of many independent variahles and their contribution to
the number of Priority Targets disrupted and dismantied. This refined methodology was used ©
sel DEA's lonp-term targets for inclusion in DOYFs FY 2007 - FY 2512 Strategic Plan, To
cstantish tzrgets for active Priority Targets, DEA uses an MS Excel algorithny, which comptles
and computes 2 trend (usually linear) utilizing actual data frem the preceding time periods (e.g.,
fiscal years) and predicts data cstimates for subsequent fiscal years,

Measure 1: Number of Acti
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Measure 2: Number of Infernational Priority Targets Net Linked to CPOT Tareets Disrupied or
Dismantled

Table 2: Measurc 2
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The main focus of DEA's Inernational Enforcement program is the disruption’ or
dismantlement” of drug trafticking organizations identified as the most significant international
drug and chemical trafficking organizations, also known as Priority Targets. DEA's Priority

e o
farge

's comprise the most significant investigations in each forei gn country office, As these
erganizations are identified, disrupled, or dismantled. the investigative intelligence developed is
utilized o identify and tarset all organizational elements o the drug trafficking continuum. As
entire drug iralficking notworks, from sources of supnly to the transporersidistributors, are
disrupted or dismantled, the availabitity of drugs within the United States is impacted.

A distention sgsuss whea the narmal snd effective opsrasion of 2 tarpeted orgenizenon ix sepeded, as iadicated by
changes in orgincaationst leadershin andin <hanges in methads of operaton, including financing, nafficking
panerns, corwrmnications, or drug prod, n

© A dismuntierent opcurs when 1) an’s leadership, financial base, und supply netwark are destrayed,
such that the organwanon is incapable elaperating andfor recosstiteting il
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DEA’s foreign oifices focus their investigative efforts or Priority Targets with a dircet
conneetion to the Attornsy General’s Consolidated Priority Organization Targets (CPOTSs), as
well as other Priority Targets that are not linked to CPOT targers. The list of CPOT tareets
mchudes the most sigrificant intemational command and contrel organizations threatening the
United States as identified by Orzanized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF)
member ugencivs. Al current CPOT organizations represent foreign largels based abread.
Efforts to disrupt and dismantle CPOT organizations are primarily accomplished through multi-
zgency investigations, most of which are direcled by DEA. Consistent with the President s
National Drug Control Stratery, DEA focuses on finding and exploiting strategic vulnerahilities
in the drug market. DEA’s strategy relies heuvily on inteiligence and investigative capabililics to
identify significant international drug trafficking organizations znd drug facifitators, collect and
maintair. in-depth information concerning their leadership and operations, and assist field 075
m establishing priorities and developing 1argets. This strategy emphasizes the disruption or
complete dismantlement of the organizations targeted by DEA foreign couniry offices.

One measure of the effectiveness used by DEA meznagement to ussess DEA's international
enforcement cfforts is the number of disruptions or dismantlements of Priority Targets linked 1o
CPOTs.

As of September 30, 2907, DEA exceeded its rarget of 80 active Priority Targels linked to
CPOTs by 24. Throughout FY 2007, DEA continued to focus on identifving Priority Targets
bnked to CPOT targets. The FY 2007 1arget for the disruption and dismanticment of
iternational Priority Targets not linked to CPOYT targets was 55, As of September 30, 2007,
DEA disrupied or dismantied 89. DEA comtinues 1o exceed its annual targets as DEA’s success
at disrupting and dismantling priority targets emphasizes DEA’s ultimate ohjcctive - the
dismantiement of the most significant drug trafficking and money laundering organizations so
that the reestablishment of the same organization is impoessible,

Since DEA cannot operate uniloterally in the forcign arena, complex external challenges can
impede progress lowzard the achievement of agency goals. For example, most international drug
aws are inadequate to address counter drug efforts, Many countries lack effective lepiciative
measures and the judicial means 1 effectively impede illicit drug production. diversion,
rensportation. and distmibution in their countriss. In addition, chenges with foreign sovernmen
dministrations may decréase cooperation in host countries in the arcas of drug and chemical
control. tlowever, despite these chalienges, DEA has fully embraced the importance of
coordinated attacks with host nation counterparts against entire drug neiworks from the source of
supply, through the transporiers, 10 the distribution cells operating in the United States.

The current FY 2008 targets are 120 active inlernational Priority Targets linked to CPOT and
105 disruptions or dismantlements of intermational Priority Targets rot linked W CPOT. The
Priority Target program will continue lo be DEA’s focus.

5 &8«



Mcasure |2 Number of Active Donestie Priority Tareets Linked to CPOT

Table 3: Measure |
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DEA’s Domestic Enforcement program comprises the majority of DEA’s investigative and
support resoure s, These resourees, in conjunction with DEA's forcign offices, create a scamless
imetligence and investigative web to pursue dreg trafficking organizations, from multi-nationg!
wnd poly-drg conglomerates, 1o independent specialiy one-function cells. Specificaily, DEA
continues an aggressive and balanced domestic enforrement program with a multi-jurisdictional
approach cesigned 1o focus federal resources on the disruption or dismantlement of drug
trathicking organizations that control the itlegal drug trade. and the seizure of the procecds and
assels involved in the ilegal drug trade. Similar o legitimate businesses, drug trafficking
organizations have corporate leaders, employees, chemical suppliers, transporters, financial
service providers, communication needs, infrastructare, and assets. The drug trafficking business
is therefore subject 1w market forces, Consistent with the President s Narional Drig Conirol
Strategy, DEA focuses on finding and expioiting stratogic vulnerabilities in the druy market.
DEA’s strategy relies heavily on intelligence and vestigative capabilities to identily significant
domestic drug rufficking organizations and drug facilitators, collect and maintain in-depth
nformation concerning their leadershin and operations, and assist field offices in estublishing
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prionties wind developing tarpets. This strategy emphasizes the disruption or complete
dismantiement of the organizations trgeted by DEA domestic field offices,

The Priorfty Targeting program was implemented in Aprl 2001 1o identify, tarpel, investinate

and disrupt or dismantle thost international, national, regional, and local impact drug rafficking
andior meney laundering organizations having a significant impact on drug availability within

the United States. DEA domestic field divisions, under the supervision of Special Agents in
Charge (SACs), identify and target major drug threats within their areas of responsibility,

The Priority Targeting program focuses on dismantling the drug networks most responsible for
the supply of drugs in America by targeting their leaders for arrost and prosecution, confisca ing
the profits that fund continuing drug operations, and eliminating their international supply
sourcss. DEA continues to collect and analyze drug seizore daia as a means of evalnating its
progress wowards its performance goal of contributing to the reduction of drug availability in
Amenca. I addition, DEA is working 1o estimate the real mmpact of selested disruptions and
dismantlerments or drug availability.

*ne measure of the effectiveness used by DEA management to assess its domestic enforeement
efforts is the number of disruptions or dismuntlements of Priority Targets linked 1o CPOTs.

As of September 30, 2007, DEA fell short of its FY 2007 target of 720 by 63 percent. The

FY 2007 target for Active Priority Targets linked 1o CPOT Targets was influenced by the zoiual
resuits reported in FY 2005, which representad a 47 porcent incresse over FY 2004, While
DEA did nol mees the expecied wargets in FY 2007, i did achieve significant results agninst these
CPOT-linked Priority Targets. In fact, historically unprecedented successes were recorded in

FY 2007 against the leaders of soms of the world’s most powerfui drug-trafficking
organizations, including the Guif Cartel, the Tijuana Cartel, 2nd the Norte Valle Cartel,

DEA auributes the decline in this performance measure to four factors. First, the 46 CPOT
argets on the FY 2007 UPOT List represent o much different group of erganizntions than was
first placed on the list in FY 2003, When the CPOT Listwas first established, it contained many
orgamzitions that had been known Lo law enforcement for decades, Investizations of these
organizatiens were already quite mature. As a result of the DEA investigative successes, only 18
ol the onginal 53 targers ramain on the FY 2007 CPOT Ust. The FY 2607 CPOT List consists
largely of targels that have been more recently dentified by law enforcoment.

Sscond, the investipations apning these targets have become more complex, CPOT level
orgamizations have learned from law enforcement’s past successes, and have adjusted their
operations to thwart law enforcement efforis. Law enforcement has been forced to PULSEC MOre
complex mvestigative technigues 1o achieve a lasting impact against these organizations, This
inherently takes more time. Pursuing such things as electronic surveillance and in-depth
financial investigations has permitred the DEA to IMprove upon its suceess in permanently
dismantling major drug trafficking organizations. Afer review of DEA'S current ihventory of
CPOT-linked Priority Targe's, the average number of days an investigation has been open has
increased by 67 percent since FY 2005,

-~ 51 -



Third, DEA implemented a hiring fresze 2t the end of FY 2006, As DEA attempis to reduce s
Special Agent work force through attrition, DEA is losing its most seasoned Special Agens,
The number of Special Agent investigative work hours dedicated to Priority Targel
investigations linked to CPOT has decreased by 22 percent between FY 2006 and FY 2007.

Yourh, QCDETF reviewed the criteria used to link investigations to CPOT targets in FY 2005,
which resudied in the more stringent review of nominated CPOT hinkages 1o DEA. This stringent
review has also contribuled fo the decrease in the number of CPOT-linked Priority Targets
dentificd each yeur. Although it cannol be stalistically documentad, it is believed that the
identification of CPOT linkages i occurring later in the life cyele of a Priority Targst
investigation.  DEA S continuing o review this performance trend.

In tenns of Priority Targets Not Linked to CPOT Targets disrupted or dismantled; DEA
exceeded its FY 2007 target by 37 percent with 1,283 Prionty Target investigations disrupted or
dismaniled.

The current FY 2008 targets are 300 active domestic Pricrity Targets linked to CPOT and 1,285

disruptions or dismantiements of domestic Priority Targews not linked to CPQT. The Prierity
Tareel program will coniinue to be DEA’s focus,
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KPMGLLP
2001 M Straet, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Independent Accountants’ Repori

Assistant Attorney General for Administration
118, Department of Justice

Inspector General
U.S. Department of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S, Department of
Justice’s Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program for the year
ended September 30, 2007. We have also reviewed the accompanying Management’s Assertion
Statement for Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2007. The OCDETF Program’s management is
responsible for the Performance Summary Report and the assertion.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is
substantially less in scope than an examination, the abjective of which is the cxpression of an
opinion on the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertion.  Accordingly, we do
not express such an opinion.

Management of the OCDETF Program prepared the Performance Summary Report and
management’s assertion to comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy (ONDCP) Circular, Drug Contro! Aeccounting, daed May 1, 2007,

Based on our revicw, nothing came to our attention thar caused us to believe that: (1) the
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all
matenial respects, in conformity with ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1,
2007, or that {2} the Management’s Assertion Statement referred to above is not fairly stated, in
all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP’s Circular. Drug Control’
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007,

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the management of the
LS. Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of Justice Office of the inspector General, the
ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other
than these specified parties.

KPMc LIP

January 24, 2608
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LLS. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forees {CCDETE) Program
Performance Summary Report
Management's Assertion Statement
For Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2007

On the basis of OCDETE's manazement contro] program, we asserd that the QUDETY Program's
system of performance reporting provides reasonaliie assurance that:

L OUDETF has a system to capture performance information aceuraze! ¥ and that svserr
wits properly applied to generate the pertormarce dan

o

The explunation{s) affered for failing to meet a performanse waraet and for any

recommendations toncernimg plans and schedules e moeet ng futore mrnets or loy

FC\’ISER:’__“ orcliminatin 18 pert tormance rgcs are reasonabls

“ad

The methodolopy described to establish performance fargets for the current vear is
reasonable given past performance and available resouroes,

4. OUDETT has vstablished at least one e eptable performance measure for cach Drug
Contral Ueeision Uniz, as agred © by ONDCP. for which a significan: ame !."?i of
uhl:;:.z!inﬂu‘af DG0.000 or 50 percent of the agency drug hudget, whichover is fevg wore
incurred i the previous s chm Lach ;‘5’”‘2‘-"’31x"3\3 tmuwn: considers the mende i
purpose of the National i’}ra g Control Program actiy

We bave documented the methodalogy used by OCDETE w identity and accumlate
EY 2007 Performange data m the f*a‘:zi:-rma:‘.u Summary Report in accordance with the cuidance
of ONDCP's Cireulwr, Drug Contriel Accounting, date ad May 1, 2007,
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Peter Maxey Date

Budget Officer
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U.S. Department of Justice
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces (OCDETF) Program
Performance Summary
For the Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 2007

Drug Contrsl Decision Units: Investigations/Intelligence/Prosecutions

ONDCP agreed to OCDETF repotting only one measure for all three of the OCDETF Decision
Units as the efforts of all three units is needed to achieve the results tracked by the measure. The
disruption and dismantlement of a drug organization is a very complex operation beginning with
federal agents investigative and intelligence activities cumulating in federal prosecution of the
parties involved,

Measure: Consolidated Priority Organization Target (CPOT) -Linked Trafficking
Organizations Disrupted and Dismaatled

Table 1: Measure | :
l_ TEY2005 | FY 2004 | FY zaas_" FY 2006 | PV 2007 | PV 2007 | Fv 2008

i l Actual g Actaal  Actual Actuzl Fargo Actusnl | Fargel
| SFRIEN 12 s s S F R ;i .
i Dismantiements | 26 1 29 % | # L o 93
e i e G b o dn l MR i)
'; Disruptions J a2 137 | 36 1» 133 ! £55 i 10 155 }
L St { j R TS R =

* Breakdown by agency for OCDETF is: 64 Dismantled (49 DEA and 15 FBI), 127 Disrupted
(84 DEA and 43 FBI)

The goal of the OCDETF Program is to identify, investigate, and prosecute the most significant
drug trafficking and money laundering organizations and their related enterprises, and to disrupt
and dismantle the operations of those organizations in order to reduce the drug supply in the
United States. By dismantling and disrupting trafficking organizatious that are CPOT-linked.
OCDETF is fecusing enforcement efforts against organizations that include heads of narcotic
and/or money laundering organizations. poly-drug traffickers. clandestine manufacturers and
producers, and major drug transporters, all of whom are believed to be primarily responsible for
the domestic drug supply. Additionally, the financial investigations conducted by OCDETY are
focused on eliminating the entire infrastructure of CPOT-linked organizations and permanently
removing the profits enjoyed by these most significant drug traffickers. Reducing the nation’s
drug supply and permanently destroying the infrastructure of significant drug trafficking
organizations arc critical pieces of the Attorney General’s Drug Control Strategy as well as the
National Drug Control Strategy. By reporting on the number of CPOT-linked organizations
being disrupted or dismantled, OCDETF clearly indicates the number of significant drug
organizations that have been impacted by law enforcement efforts.

OCDETT did not mest its ambitious FY 2007 targets with respect to CPOT-linked oreanizations.

It 3s difficult to accurately predict how many disruptions and dismantlements of CPOT-linked
organizations will occur in a given fiscal vear because these statistics can be inherently volatile
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from vear vear, While OCDETE did ool meet fts expected targets in FY 2007, 1 “:31 fict hieved
sionificans cosults aeaingt these CPOT-lisked vruanizations and the CPUTs themse :
FY 2007 OCDIETF CPOT-Inked dismantdements are the same number a3 those ;!i:'b:cvcai in
FY 2000, yet greater than the munber achieved in FY 2004 @i greater then the nusnsher achicved
it EY 2003, FY 2007 OCDETF CPO 1 -linked disruptions were shightly less than Y 2004
CPOE-linied disruptions, bv! still greater than the number achieved in FY 2003 Alse,
higtorically unprecedonted suceesses wore recorded in FY 2007 acainst the leaders of soane of
the world"s most powertul Eaf.zmlrathukil g erganizations. including the Guil Cariel the juena
Cartel, and the Norte Valle Canel,

+

QUDLTT continues to reviow #8 performance for these mensures and atiributes the lower than
estimated parformance to evolving changes in the CPOT List. The 50 tergets on the Y 2087

CPOT List represent @ much dzf?(‘ ent group of organtzaticns than was first placed on the Hst in
FY 2003, When the CPOT List was first established, it contained many orpanizations tha

! had
been known 1o v enforcement for decades. Tnvestigations of these organizations were alrady
quite muture, and, as a resull, 322 CPOT-tnks had already been identified at the tine the CROT
List was initial’y promudgated. Asaresall of investigative and prosecutiviz] suscesses, only 18
sinal 33 targets remain on the FY 2007 CPOT List. The FY 2067 CPOT List consists
largely of targets that have been more recently identified by law eatorcement. With respectto
these newer PO taken loager o Wentity subsidiary organizations linked 1o the CPOT
fisel, Although the i POT linked performance is lower than estimated. law enflorcement ofivris
arc having a profound impact as evidenced by a record (-z“c;mh forfeitures, and the fact that
cocnine prices have increased while available domestic supplies have docreased.

OCDETE s currently reviewing the I“’n 20038 estimated target (0 determine if the aroet should
be adjusted dowward for the upcoming FY 2609 Con gmsmma} udect Submission. Extimated
targels for PY 2006 through 068 have been bused on the FY 2603 agmal which may have
heen unuyualiy hish (!CI)I I'F is reviewing the methodology for setting the FY 2008 and (ature
targets for this performance measure, taking into account the vsztm?w of CPOT linked cases and
their status. The Department besan H‘m.z\mf‘ CPOT-links in FY 2003 and does not have a
significant history with the CPOT process by which 1o inform the establishment of snnua!
targun. The FY Z006 targets were revised substantially opward as a couscquence of the acial
resubts reported in FY 2003 QUDETF has maintained the high tanzets and has not vel adiusted
the targets downward.

The FPR’)TI istis updated sembannually. Each OCDETT sgency hus an opponusity 1o
nominate targets for addition w/deletion from the List. Nominations are considersd by tie
CPOT Working Group Imade up of mid-fevel manavers from the participating agercies). Based
upon the Waorking Group’s reconmmendations, the OCDETF Operations Chiefs decide which
erganizations will be added wideleted trom the CPOT List

Once a CPOT is added 0 the List, OCDETF investigations ean be linked o that organization.
The Hinks are reviewed and confinned by OCDETY field managers vsing the OCDETE Fusion
Center, agency datebuses, and nelligence informution. Fieid recommendations are reviewed by
the OQUDETE 1-xef~:sm. Office. In instances where a Jink is not fully substandated, the
sponsoring agercy is given the opportunily te ollowsup, Ultimalely, the OCDETF Exeentive
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Oifiee Mmedinke” anyy investigation for which swfficiont justification has not been provided.
When evatuating dissupiions/dismantloments of CPOT-linked orzanizations, OCDETE veriies

reported infommation with the investioning agency's headquariers.
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KPMG LLP
2001 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20056

Independent Accountants’ Report

Assistant Attomey General for Administration
U.S. Department of Justice

Inspecior General
U.S. Depariment of Justice

We have reviewed the accompanying Performance Summary Report of the U.S. Department of
fustice’s Office of Jusiice Programs (OJP) for the year ended September 38, 2007. We have also
reviewed the accompanying Management’s Assertion Statement for Fiscal Ycar Ended
September 30, 2007. OJP's management is responsible for the Performanse Summary Report and
the assertion.

Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards cstablished by the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and applicable standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. A review is
substantially less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an
opinion on the Performance Summary Report and managoment’s assertion.  Accordingly, we do
not cxpress such an opinion,

Management of the OJP prepared the Performance Summary Report and management’s assertion
to comply with the requirements of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
Circular, Drug Control Acconnting, dated May 1, 2007.

Based on our review, nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that: (1) the
Performance Summary Report for the year ended September 30, 2007 is not presented, in all
material respects, in conformity with ONDCP's Circular, Drug Controi Accounting, dated May 1,
2007. or that (2) the Management’s Assertion Statement referred o above is not tairly stated, in
all material respects, based on the criteria set forth in ONDCP’s Circular, Drug Control
Accounting, dated May 1, 2007.

This report is intended solely for the information znd use of the management of the
U.S. Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General, the
ONDCP, and the U.S. Congress, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anvone other
than these specified parties.

KPMe P

January 14, 2008
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11.8. Department of Justice
{Office of Justive Programs
Performance Summary Report
Menagement's Assertion Statement
for Fiscal Year Ended September 306, 2007

On the basis of the Office of Justice Programs’ (OJP) management contro! program, we
assert that QJP’s system of performance measurement processes provide reasonable
assurance that:

The Crants Management System (GMS) is OJP’s online system that captures
performance information and was utilized for the purposes of this report.

Rxplanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable.

The methodology used to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied.
Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities;
for FY 2007 performance reporting purposes, those drug control activitics which

have been identified to provide performance megsure information, adeguate
performance measures exist.

We have documented the methodology used by the OIP to identify and accumulate
FY 2007 drug control performance in compliance with the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) Drug Control Accounting Circulas, dated May 1, 2007,

RO e
C: . \,))

S Sy 2eoE

Ralph E. Martin, Director Date
Office of the Chief Financial Officer, Budget Division
OJP Official Respousible for Assertion
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L PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

The OJP, established by the Justice Assistance Act of 1984, supports collaboration of law
enforcement at all levels in building and ephancing networks across the criminal justice
system to function more effectively. Within the OJP’s overall program structure, specific
resources dedicated to support of the National Drug Control Strategy are found in the
Residential Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) Program and the Drug Court Program.
Performance measures, established by the QJP, which support the National Drug Control
Strategy are: (1) Number of participants in the RSAT Program; and (2) Graduation rate of
program participants in the Drug Court Program.”

Pecision Unit:  State and Local Law Enforcement: Residentizl Substance Abuse
Treatment (RSAT) Program
Measure 1: Number of participants in the RSAT Program

Table 1: Number of Participants in the RSAT Program

FY 1003 FY 2604 FY 2005 FY 1606 ¥Y 2006 FY 2007 FY 2808
Agtus Avtusl Actual Targel Actul Target Target
23,50 33,239 31,740 17,500 21,736 20,600 20,000

(1)  TheRSAT, created by the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 (Public Law 103-322), assists state and local governments in developing and
implementing residential substance abuse treatment programs (individual and
group treatment activities) in correctional and detention facilities. The RSAT
program must be provided in residential treatment facilities, set apart from the
general correctional population, focused on the substance abusc problems of the
inmate, and develop the inmate's cognitive, behavioral, social, vocational, and
other skills to solve the substance abuse and related problems,

The RSAT program formula grant funds may be used to implement four types of
programs. For all programs, at least 10% of the total state allocation is made
available to local correctional and detention facilities, provided such facilities
exist, for either residential substance abuse treatment programs or jail-based
substance abuse treatment programs as defined below.

The four types of programs are: 1) residential substance abuse treatment
programs which provide individual and group treatment activities for offenders in
residential (acilities that are operated by state correctional agencies; 2) jail-based
substance zbuse programs which provide individual and group treatment activitics
for offenders in jails and Jocal correctional facilities; 3) post release treatment
component which provides treatment following an individual's release from
custody; and 4) an aftercare component which requires states to give preference to
subgrant applicants who will provide aflercare services to program participants.
Aftercare services must involve coordination between the correctional treatment
program and other human service and rehabilitation programs, such as education
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and job training, parole supervision, halfivay houses, self-help, and peer group
programs that may uid in rehabilitation. ;

The number of offenders who participate and complete the RSAT program isa
measure of the program’s goal to help offenders become drug-free and leam the
skills needed to sustain themselves upon retum to the community.

2007 data for this measure is collected on a calendar year basis and will be
availeble in October 2008. Data collected and reposted for 2007 for the RSAT
program is according 1o the grantec’s fiscal year, which is not the same year for
all grentess (i.e. some grantees have a fiscal vear end as of June 30 and also as of
September 30), however, data reported does cover a single consecutive 12-month
period.

In 2006, the target of 17,500 was exceeded by 10,256, There ere many
contributing factors that determine the number of people who complete the RSAT
program including eligible offenders, available staff and treatiment providers,
security issues, and the staie’s ability to provide the reguired 25% matching funds.
The target of 17,500 was based on prior year’s trends with the knowledge that in
2004, Federal funding for this program was climinated. This lack of funding
resulied in scaled back programs in centain individual states. With the return of
funding in 2005, states had to again readjust their RSAT programs, resulting in
the fluctuation in the target and actual data.

The 2008 target is 20,000 participants. The RSAT targets should not be changed
due to inpredictable funding. Targets are estimated from previous yeur counts
provided by granices.

Program managers oblain data from reports submitted by grantees, telephone
contact, and on-site monitoring of grantee performance. Data are validated and
verified through 2 review by program managers. In Spring of 2007, the 2005
performance data were reverified by the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA). BJA
determined that the actual count was 31,740, rather than 35,350 reported in 2006.
The variance in the number previously reported is a result of the OJP’s continuing
efforts to cnhance data collection and data verification processes. In addition,
since the OJP last reported, the Office of the Inspector General audited this
performance measure. As a result, previously submitted numbers were updated
and resubmitted to reflect more accurate numbers and additional reports received
from some states.
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Decision Unit: State and Local Law Enforcement: Drug Court Program

Measure 2: Graduation rate of program participants in the Drug Court Program

Table 1: Graduation Rate of Program Participants in the Drug Court Program

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 28085 FY 2808 FY 2007 FY 2007 ¥Y 2008
Actual Actual Actuai Actual Target Actugl Target

NIA WA i8.1% 31.9% 22.1% o 23.0%

This measure used FY 2005 as the baseline year. Therefore, FY 2003 and FY 2004 data

is mot available,

)

@

Aceording to dafa from the most recent National Crime Victimization Survey
published in 2002, there were 5.3 million violent victimizations of residents age
12 or older. Victims of violence were asked to describe whether they perceived
the offender to have been drinking or using drugs. About 29% of the victims of
viclence reported that the offender was using drugs or drugs in combination with
alcohol. These facts demonstrate that the need for drug treatment services is
tremendous. The OJP has a long history of providing drug-related resources to its
constituencies in an effort to break the cycle of drugs and violence by reducing
the demand, use, and trafficking of illegal drugs.

The drug court movement began as a community-level response 1o reduce erime
and substance abuse among criminal justice offenders. This approach integrated
substance abuse treatment, sanctions, and incentives with case processing to place
non-violent drug-involved defendants in judicially supervised rehabilitation
programs. The OJP’s Drug Court Program is administered by BJA and was
established in 1995 to provide financial and technical assistance to states, state
courts, local courts, units of local government, and Indian tribal governments in
order to establish drug treatment courts, Drug courts employ the coercive power
of the judicial system to subject non-violent offenders to an inmegrated mix of
treatment, drug testing, incentives and sanctions to bresk the cycle of substance
abuse and crime. This community-level movement is supported through drug
court grants and targeted technical assistence and training. Since 1989, more than
1,000 jurisdictions have established or are planning to establish a drug court.
Currently, every state cither has 2 drug court or is planning a drug court,

Drug Court Program participants are the number of eligible program participants
during the reporting period. The Graduation Rate of Program Participants is
caleulated by dividing the number of graduates during the reporting peried
(numerator) and the number of eligible program participants during the reporting
period (denominator).

The FY 2007 target of 22.1% was exceeded by 6.9%, The data compiled for this
reporting period inclnde grants awarded in FY 2004, FY 2005, and FY 2006. The

Drug Court Program experienced a dramatic decrease in funding in FY 2006 ($10
miflion in FY 2006 versus 340 million in FY 2005). The FY 2007 success may

4
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be derived from the OJP's emphasis on training and technical assistance and a
refocusing of the Drug Court Program with the reduction in fanding. Drug courts
across the country have become more effective in their graduate rates due to the
additional concentration on training the staff and pariners within individual drug
courts. This has lead to 2 more efficient drug court program and an increase in the
graduation rate compared to FY 2005.

The FY 2008 target of 24.0% was established from the 2005 baseline and the
target increases in increments of 2 percent per year.

¥ind of year performance data for the Drug Court Program is provided by semi-
annual progress reports via the Grants Management System in Augast. Progrem
managers obtain data from reports submitted by grantees, telephone contact, and
on-site monitoring of grantee performance. Data are validated and verified
through a review of graniee support documentation by program managers.

Beginning with data reported for 2007, data collected and reported cover a single
consecutive 12-month period. The 12-month period used wes July 1, 2006
through December 31, 2006 2nd January 1, 2007 through June 30, 2007, Prdor
year’s data was collected and reported from one semi-annual progress report
which reflected the fiscal year.
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United States Department of State

Assisian: Secretary of Stai

Jor fniernauonal Narcotics and
Low Enforcement Affairs
Washineron, NC. 20320

APR 0 2 2008

Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular,
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007, the Department of State is
submitting its Accounting and Authentication of FY 2007 Drug Control Funds and
Related Performance Report. The Inspector General's attestation report is
enclosed.

if you would like to address any questions associated with our submission,
please call me on (202) 647-8464.

Sincerely,

David T. Ioh\ﬁson

Fnclosures:

1) Accounting and Authentication of FY 2007 Drug Control Funds and
Related Performance Report

2) Department of State Office of Inspector General Attestation Report



United States Department of State

{ and the Broadeasting Board of Governors
4 R g Inspecior General
VAR -5 208
MEMORANDUM
1o INL ~ Mr. David T. Johnson

FROM: DIG - Mr. Robert Peterson, Acting

SUBJECT:  Attestation Review of Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds and
Performance Summary by the Department of State for FY 2007 (AUD/PP-
08-17)

Attached is the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) Attestation Review of the Annual
Accounting of Drug Control Funds and Performance Summary by the Department of
State for FY 2007 for the Department of State. No marters came to OIG’s attention that
caused OIG to believe that the Department’s submission did not meet the requirements of
the Office of National Drug Contrel Policy, although OIG could not atiest to three of the
assertions, as described in OIG’s attached review,

1f you have any questions or need additional information, please call me at (202) 663-
0373 or Mark W. Duda, Assistant Inspector General for Audits, at (202) 663-0372.

Attachment:  As stated.

¢¢.  INL/RM - Mr. Robert S. Bymes
INL/RM/BUD ~ Mr. Anthony J. Gresko

Address correspondence tor UL5. Department of State, Office of Tnspector General, Washington. D.C. 205220308



o G United States Department of State
= and the Broadcasting Boaard of Governors

Ao T g
: 5 * Y 7 ; 3
% g o Inspector General

Attestation Review of
Ansual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Performance Summary by
the Department of State for FY 2007
AUD/PP-08-17
March 6, 2008

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) reviewed the accompanying assertions from the
Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) FY 2007 detailed
accounting and performance submission to the Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP), which was prepared in compliance with ONDCP Circular
Drug Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. The submission is the responsibility of the
Department of State.

OIG’s review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, as specified in section 8 of the
ONDCP Circular. A review is substantially less in scope than an examination, the
objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the submission. Accordingly, we
do not express such an opinion.

OIG cannot attest to the following three assertions' made by INL:

e ... that the drug methodology used to calculate the obligations of prior
year budgetary resources are reasonable, that the data presented is
complete, and that the financial systems supporting the drug methodology
yield data that fairly present, in all material respects, aggregated
obligations from which the drug-related obligations are derived.

¢ ... thatall the information presented for the Bureau for International
Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs (INL) is true and correct and
concur with all assertions associated with INL.

o ... that the obligation amounts presented in the drug control obligation
table are associated with a financial plan that properly reflects any changes
that occurred during the fiscal year. The obligation data presented in the
report for INL are associated with the INL financial plan.

The IY 2007 cbligations, as reported, are based solely on data produced by the
Department’s financial management system. However, during its audit of the

! OIG cannot attest to the assertions as they relate to FY 2007 obligation data. OIG previously attested
{AUD/TP-07-16) 1o INL assertions regarding FY 2008 obligation data.

Address correspondence tor 1.8, Department of State, Office of Tuspector General, Washingten, D.C, 20522-0308



Department’s FY 2007 financial statements, an independent external anditor found that
the Department’s financial management system was inadequate. For instance, the system
could not provide financial information to prepare the financial statements. The
independent auditor also noted that the Department’s financial systems did not support
management’s fiduciary role by providing complete, reliable, consistent, timely, and
useful financial management information. During our work, a Department official
informed OIG about inaccuracies in the obligation data included in the system related to
the assertions under review.

Because the Department was unable to provide evidential material and the auditor was
not able to perform other auditing procedures, the auditor was unable to express an
opinion on the financial statements.

In addition to issues related to the financial systems, the independent auditor also noted a
material weakness in the Department’s management of obligations. Specifically, the
Department did not deobligate unneeded obligations in a timely manner. The auditor
identified more than $550 million in excess obligations. OIG found that INL did not
have an effective process in place to independently verify the obligation data included in
its report to ensure that the data were accurate and complete.

Notwithstanding the statements made in this INL submission regarding the financial
statement audit for FY 2007 and material weaknesses, as of the date of this attestation,
nothing has come to our attention 10 provide any assurance that the problems identified
by the independent anditor have been corrected.

Except for the preceding qualifications, nothing came to our attention that caused us to
believe that the accompanying assertions do not, in all material respects, reliably
represent FY 2007 obligation and performance targets and results for all years presented
in the submission and comply with ONDCP c¢riteria.

This review is intended solely for the use of ONDCP in meeting its statutory obligation to
provide an accounting of prior-year drug control funds and performance. It should not be
used by any other parties for any other purposes.

4 8
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Robert B, Peterson
Deputy Inspector General, Acting



SECTION 7a Reporting — Performance Summary
.  PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Decision Unit {: International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement
Measure 1: Opium Poppy Cultivation in Laos

Table 2

| €Y 2003 [ CY 2004 CY 2005 | CY 2006 | CY 2007 | CY 2007 | CY 2008 |

| Actual | Actual | Actual | Actual | Target | Actual | Target |

|18900 [10,000 5600 |1,700 2000 [L100 |<1000 |
| hectares | hectares | hectares ég;gg_zj_;;__r::_s _ | hectares | hectares |

Measure Description: This performance measure tracks the net amount of opium
poppy that is cultivated in Laos on an annual basis.

o Purpose of the program: The long-term goal of the International Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement program in Southeast Asia is to remove all
countries receiving U.S. assistance from the List of Major Drug Producing
and Drug Transit Nations. Thailand was removed in 2004, with the goal of
removing Laos prior to 2010. When opium poppy cultivation in Laos is
estimated by the U.S. government as less than 1,000 hectares, the country
will be removed from the President’s list of major illicit drug producing
countries.

o Contribution to National Drug Control Strategy: The program
contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of “Disrupting the
Market for Illicit Drugs” by “creating inefficiencies in drug production and
distribution, resulting in decreased drug abuse in the United States.”

o How is this measure used by program managers? Tracking this measure
has convinced program managers that strategic crop control in Laos is
successful and should be sustained.

CY 2007 Performance Results: The CY 2007 target was for cultivation to be at
the level of 2,000 hectares. Results for CY 2007 were 1,100 hectares under
cultivation, exceeding the CY 2007 target.



CY 2008 Performance Target: In CY 2008 the performance target is for
cultivation to decline to less than 1,000 hectares. INL plans to meet this target
through continuation of its crop control strategy in Laos.

Data Collection and Validation:

o Data Source: Annual results are reported in the International Narcotics
Control Strategy Report (INCSR). Performance targets are set in the Office
of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART). The data for the INCSR and the PART is provided by the Central
Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) Crime and Narcotics Center (CNC). CNC data
serves as the official U.S. government estimate for narcotics cultivation and
is used by the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), the National Drug
Intelligence Center (NDIC), the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) and the other drug control agencies. INL utilizes the official U.S.
government drug cultivation estimates provided by CNC for the purposes of
the Department of State’s annual performance reporting.

o Methodology for Setting Targets and Reporting Results: In order to
achieve the goal of removing Laos from the Major’s List, embassy personnel
set ambitious targets in the Mission Performance Plan to ensure that Laos
would cultivate less than 1,000 hectares of opium poppy by CY 2009.
Actual performance results are reported in the INCSR through a cultivation
survey prepared by CNC.

¢ Process for Validating Performance Information: The official U.S.
government cultivation estimate for Laos is produced by CNC and reported
through the Interational Narcotics Control Strategy Report (INCSR).
Before the INCSR is made public, the cultivation numbers are sent back to
CNC to confirm accuracy in reporting. If new data becomes available or if
errors are identified, the INCSR is updated and errors are corrected. The
State Department does not participate in the collection of the data itself. The
UN Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) also produces a cultivation
estimate for Laos which, using a different methodology, produces similar
trend patterns to those provided by CNC and gives INL greater confidence
n the accuracy of CNC data. Data provided by CNC is the best data
available to the U.S. government regarding crop cultivation and INL
assumes that this information is accurate, complete, and unbiased.



Decision Unit 1:

International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement

Measure 2: Percent of MEM Recommended Reforms Implemented

Table 3
CY 2000/1 | CY 2002/3 | CY 2004/5 | CY 2006/7 | CY 2006/7 | CY 2008/9

'Actual Actual Actual Target Actual | Target
18% 23% 27% 35% To be | 38%
complete; |complete; |complete; |complete; | reported | complete,
58% in 62% in 54% in 35% in | 55% in
progress progress progress Progress | progress

Measure Description: The Multilateral Evaluation Mechanism (MEM) is a peer
review system that provides governments in the Western Hemisphere with
recommendations on how to strengthen their anti-drug efforts and includes follow
on training and technical support. This measure tracks the percent of MEM
recommendations that have been completed and the percent of those that are still in

progress.

o Purpose of the program: The purpose of U.S. foreign assistance to the
Organization of American States’(OAS) Inter-American Drug Abuse
Commission (CICAD) is to assist governments in developing national anti-
drug strategies and crafting region-wide legislation against precursor
chemical production and against money laundering.

o Contribution to National Drug Control Strategy: The program
contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of “Disrupting the
Market for Illicit Drugs” by strengthening the criminal justice and law
enforcement sectors of partner governments so that they can assist the U.S.
in “creating inefficiencies in drug production and distribution, resulting in
decreased drug abuse in the United States.”

o How is this measure used by program managers? INL program managers
address the shortcomings in country anti-drug programs identified by the
MEM by designing law enforcement, transnational crime, and criminal

* justice sector programs that provide technical support and training to partner
governments.

CY 2007 Performance Results: The target for 2007 was to have 35 percent of the
recommendations complete and have 55% of the recommendations in progress. As
of March 2008, the results from the Fourth Evaluation Round of the MEM have

not yet been published.
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CY 2008 Performance Target: The target for 2008 is to have 38 percent of the
recommendations complete and have 55% of the recommendation in progress. The
MEM is published biennially. The Fifth Evaluation Round of the MEM will
commence in 2008 with results available late in 2009.

Data Collection and Validation:

o Data Source: The Hemispheric Report for Evaluation in Progress in Drug
Control serves as the source for the MEM statistics and is released
biennially. The most recently published Hemispheric Report covers the
Third Evaluation Round and was published in June 2005. The Hemispheric
Report for the Fourth Evaluation Round has not yet been released. The
results for the first three evaluation rounds of the MEM have been compiled
in “The Multilateral Evaluation Mechanism (MEM): Achievement, 1997-
2007

o Methodology for Setting Targets and Reporting Results: The value of the
MEM lies in the recommendations identified in the individual country
reports and in the individual strategies employed to strengthen partner
government anti-drug programs. Since the OMB PART of INCLE programs
in the Western Hemisphere required that all measures of performance be
quantifiable, INL assigned numerical targets to the percent of MEM
recommendations that have been completed and to the percent that are in
progress based on an extrapolation and positive trend analysis from the first
and second MEM evaluation rounds. The results are reported in the OMB
PART on a biennial basis.

o Process for Validating Performance Information: INL relies on CICAD
data to report on trends and report annual progress. The use of third party
data sources increases INL’s confidence that the data is unbiased, but also
means that decisions about collection methodology and reporting timelines
are often beyond INL control. INL does not evaluate the MEM methodology
nor validate the MEM evaluations. Data provided by OAS/CICAD is the
best (and for some countries the only) data available for determining the
institutional capacity of foreign governments to combat narcotics and other
related crimes.
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Decision Unit 1: International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement

Measure 3: Poppy Free Provinces (PFP) and Provinces Reducing
Cultivation (PRC) in Afghanistan

Tabled Ul |

| CY 2003 [CY 2004 [ CY 2005 ['CY 2006 | CY 2007 [ €Y 2607 | CV 2008 |

| Actual l Actual | Actual Actual | Target | Actual MIM [arget |
5 PFP; | 3PFP, |GPFP;, |GPFP, |6PFP; |13 PFP; | 7PFP;

[6PRC_|1PRC [16PRC_|9PRC |6PRC |13PRC_ | 7PRC

s ——————

Measure Description: The measure tracks the number of Poppy Free Provinces
(PFP), defined as provinces with zero cultivation, and the number of Provinces
Reducing Cultivation (PRC), provinces with declining year-on-vear cultivation
figures that do not reach zero cultivation.

o Purpose of the program: The purpose of the counternarcotics program in
Afghanistan is to reduce opium poppy cultivation in order to create stability
in Afghanistan and prevent it from becoming a narco-state controlled by
msurgents. The goal of the program is to have 21 of Afghanistan’s 34
provinces to be poppy-free or provinces reducing cultivation by 2010.

o Contribution to National Drug Control Strategy: The program, through
implementation of the five-pillar strategy for counternarcotics in
Afghanistan, contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of
“Disrupting the Market for Illicit Drugs” by “creating inefficiencies in drug
production and distribution” that aid in the stabilization and establishment of
government control in Afghanistan.

o How is this measure used by program managers? This measure is used
by program managers as a general guide in annual program planning and
targeting, focusing governor-led eradication campaigns in the more stable
northern provinces of Afghanistan while continuing to implement forced
manual and mechanized eradication in the less secure southern provinces.

CY 2007 Performance Results: The target for CY 2007 was to have six poppy
free provinces and six (distinct) provinces reducing cultivation. In CY 2007,
Afghanistan exceeded its targets achieving 13 poppy free provinces and an
addition 13 (distinct) provinces reducing cultivation.

'Y 2008 Performance Target: The target for 2008, which was originally set in
early 2007 as part of the OMB PART process, is seven poppy free provinces and
an additional seven (distinct) provinces reducing cultivation. The targets are
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modest because the security situation in Afghanistan is becoming increasingly
difficult. According to UNODC, security has a greater impact on a farmer’s
decision to plant opium poppy than do wealth or development opportunities.

Data Collection and Validation:

o Data Source: Annua! results are reported in Afghanistan: 2007 Annual
Opium Poppy Survey produced by the United Nations Office on Drugs and
Crime (UNODC). The State Department targets are set in the Office of
Management and Budget's (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART) review of Assistance 1o Rebuilding Countries ~ Afghanistan. INL
utilizes the UNODC 2007 Annual Opium Poppy Survey for the purposes of
the Department of State’s annual performance reporting on this metric.

o Methodology for Setting Targets and Reporting Results: The long term
goal of having 21 of 34 provinces in Afghanistan poppy free by CY 2010
was set during CY 2007 by the State Department and USAID personnel via
the coordination of the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance. The
2007 (6 PFP; 6 PRC) and 2008 (7 PFP; 7 PRC) targets were set in the PART
to demonstrate progress towards achieving the long term goal of having 21
of 34 provinces in Afghanistan poppy free. Actual performance results are
reported in the 2007 Opium Poppy Survey prepared by UNODC.

® Process for Validating Performance Information: The UNODC Opium
Poppy Survey is released in the fall of each vear and is used to inform
management decision making. The trends and the data in the UNODC
survey are compared against the official U.S. government estimate published
by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) in late-
Winter/early-Spring of each vear in order to confirm that the trends outlined
by the UNODC survey are confirmed through the more sophisticated
techniques employed by the CIA’s Crime and Narcotics Center. The State
Department does not participate in the collection of the data nor in data
validation, but does compare trends to ensure that the UNODC data properly
informs management decisions. The combination of data provided by
UNODC and CNC provide multiple viewpoints to produce a more accurate,
complete, and unbiased picture of the counternarcotics situation in
Afohanistan,
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Decision Unit 2: Andean Counterdrug Initiative

Measure 1t Hectares of coca cultivated in Bolivia. Colombia. and Peru.
BB o, L
| CY 2003 | L‘{ 2004 [ CY 2005 | ‘ | CY 2006 | CY 2007 | (,‘1 2007 | (Y 2008 §
 Actual mzzm§ | Actual | Actual | | Target Actual | Target |
166,300 i(}(:- 200 208, 500 1220,000 138,000 | TBR Diswzz%}m dg
hectares | hectares | hectares | hectares | hectares | |

Measure Description: This performance measure tracks the amount of coca that is
cultivated in Colombia, Peru, and Bolivia on an annual basis.

o Purpose of the program: The long-term goal of the Andean Counterdrug
Initiative is to reduce the number of hectares of coca under cultivation,
thereby reducing the supply of processed cocaine that is shipped to the
United States. The program accomplishes this through a strategy of forced
aerial and manual eradication, increased drug interdiction, and strengthen
rule of law and alternative livelihood efforts.

o Contribution to National Drug Control Strategy: The program
contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of “Disrupting the
Market for [llicit Drugs” by “creating inefficiencies in drug production and
distribution, resulting in decreased drug abuse in the United States.”

o How is this measure used by program managers? The sustained increase
in cultivation from 2004 to 2007 has served as a signal to policy makers and
program managers to reconsider the appropriate mix of eradication and
interdiction programs with other foreign assistance programs that would
complement the eradication effort while addressing the root causes of coca
cultivation. In order to conform with Department policy regarding
standardized performance metrics for Foreign Assistance programs, this
measure is being discontinued in lieu of an eradication metric per guidance
issued by the Office of the Director of Foreign Assistance, which has
implemented Country Operational Plans that focus on the management of
day-to-day output metrics such as eradication vis-a-vis the more ephemeral
cultivation metrics.

CY 2007 Performance Results: The target for CY 2007 was 138,000 hectares.
The results are scheduled to be released by the Crime and Narcotics Center in
May/June 2008. .
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CY 2008 Performance Target: No performance target for CY 2008 has been set.
The performance measure is being discontinued in order to conform with
Department policy regarding standardized performance metrics for Foreign
Assistance programs.

Data Collection and Validation:

o Data Source: Annual results are reported in the International Narcotics
Control Strategy Report (INCSR). Performance targets were set in the Office
of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool
(PART). The data for the INCSR and the PART is provided by the Central
intelligence Agency’s (CIA) Crime and Narcotics Center (CNC). CNC data
serves as the official U.S. government estimate for narcotics cultivation and
is used by the Defense Inteiligence Agency (DIA), the National Drug
Intelligence Center (NDIC), the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) and the other drug control agencies. INL utilizes the official U.S.
government drug cultivation estimates provided by CNC for the purposes of
the Department of State’s annual performance reporting.

o Methodology for Setting Targets and Reporting Results: In order to
achieve the long term goal of reducing the production of cocaine from the
Andes by 80% from 2004 to 2010, very ambitious targets were set in the
OMB PART by INL and post personnel in 2004. Though the targets have
been revised shightly upwards since then to 138,000 hectares in 2007, the
targets are still aiming to drastically reduce cultivation and thus reduce
cocaine production by 80%. Given realities on the ground in the Andes.
2008 performance targets tied to the PART long term goal were not
developed and the use of the measure has been discontinued. Actual
performance results were reported in the INCSR from data prepared by
CNC.

» Process for Validating Performance Information: The official U.S.
government coca cultivation estimate for Colombia, Boliviz and Peru is
produced by CNC and reported through the International Narcotics Control
Strategy Report (INCSR). Before the INCSR is made public, the cultivation
numbers are sent back to CNC to confirm accuracy in reporting. If new data
becomes available or if errors are identified, the INCSR is updated and
errors are corrected. The State Department does not participate in the
collection of the data itself, but uses ONC information exclusively as the
official U.S. government estimate for coca cultivation reporting per “GAO-
03-319R: Coca Estimates in Colombia.” Data provided by CNC is the best
data available to the U.S. government regarding crop cultivation and INL
assumes that this information is accurate, complete, and unbiased.



-

13

Decision Unit 2: Andean Counterdrue Initiative
Measure 2: Hectares of coca eradicated in Bolivia. Colombia. and Peru.
Table 6

CY 2003 | CY 2004 | CY 2005 | CY 2006 | CY 2007 | CY 2007 | CY 2008
Actual  Target | Actual | Target

N/A 166,321 | 188,365 [231,482 |248000 |236,855 |246,000 |

hectares | hectares | hectares | hectares | hectares | hectares

Measure Description: This performance measure tracks the amount of coca leaf
that is forcibly or voluntarily eradicated in Colombia, Peru, and Bolivia on an
annual basis. This measure replaces the coca cultivation metric that has been
reported in previous years.

» Purpose of the program: The long-term goal of the Andean Counterdrug
Initiative is to reduce the number of hectares of coca under cultivation,
thereby reducing the supply of processed cocaine that is shipped to the
United States. The program accomplishes this through a strategy of forced
aerial and forced and voluntary manual eradication, increased drug
interdiction, and strengthening rule of law and alternative livelihood efforts.
Eradication is a critical component of the U.S. government’s
counternarcotics strategy in the Andean region and is the metric used by
managers to handle day-to-day operations.

e Contribution to National Drug Control Strategy: The program
contributes to the National Drug Control Strategy’s goal of “Disrupting the
Market for Illicit Drugs” by “creating inefficiencies in drug production and
distribution, resulting in decreased drug abuse in the United States.”

o How is this measure used by program managers? INL program managers
in the field use this measure for operational planning and day-to-day
program management. The eradication measure is available daily rather than
six months following the close of the calendar year, allowing managers the
flexibility to adjust program operations to meet annual targets. Furthermore,
the measure conforms to Department policy regarding standardized
performance metrics for Foreign Assistance programs.

CY 2007 Performance Results: The CY 2007 target was for eradication to reach
248,000 hectares in Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru. Results for CY 2007 were

236,855 hectares of coca eradicated. Results for the entire region are below target
due largely to the continued absence of political will in Bolivia and because of the
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Colombian government’s failure to meet its overly ambitious target of 70,000
hectares for manual eradication.

CY 2008 Performance Target: The CY 2008 performance target is to eradicate
246,000 hectares of coca in Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru. The CY 2008 target is
slightly less than the CY 2007 target due to expected decreases in funding for
eradication programs in the region.

Data Collection and Validation:

e Data Source: Annual results are reported in the International Narcotics
Control Strategy Report (INCSR). Performance targets are set by each
embassy, aggregated in and included as a global performance metric in
support of the Congressional Budget Justification. The data for eradication
results is reported by each embassy at year end during the annual data call
for the INCSR. Embassy officials gather information from host government
contacts and implementing partners to report country results in the INCSR.
INL utilizes host country and implementing partner information for the
purposes of the Department of State’s annual performance reporting.

o Moethodology for Setting Targets and Reporting Results: The embassy
country team consult subject area experts in Washington and in the field and
consider past performance and trends, policy priorities and long term goals,
relevant conditions on the ground, and resource levels in setting performance
targets. The targets are set in the Joint State/USAID Highlights to the
Congressional Budget Justification. The results are reported in the
International Narcotics Control Strategy Report. Results are aggregated in
Washington for the purposes of performance reporting to other stakeholders.

® Process for Validating Performance Information: The eradication
measure is one of a select grouping of foreign assistance measures that are
aggregated for inclusion in foreign assistance performance documents and
budget submissions. Each post utilizing these select measures must complete
a Data Quality Assessment (DQA) once every three years. The DQA
assesses the validity, reliability, timeliness, precision, and integrity of the
performance data. Though the DQA is not submitted to Washington, DC,
post must have the DQA available in the event that the metric is part of the
annual performance audit by an independent auditing firm. INL has provided
post with guidance and assistance regarding the DQAs. Eradication data
provided by overseas embassies is the best data available to the U.S.
government regarding U.S. government and host government coca
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eradication and INL assumes that this information has undergone a Data
Quality Assessment and is accurate, complete, and unbiased.
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II. ASSERTIONS

Lassert that INL has a system o report performance information that is
appropriate and applied. All of the performance information presented here is
gathered from third party sources. These sources are reputable and, [ believe,
provide the best data available for these performance measures. INL has not
directly observed these parties gathering data and | cannot, therefore, speak
directly to the accuracy of the data. I can say that these third parties are experts in
their fields and provide INL with actionable information.

1 assert that the explanation for not meeting the performance target is
reasonable, for the targets for which data is currently available. Actual CY 2007
performance results are only available for three of the five measures presented
here. In the cases where results are available, two of the three performance targets
were met or exceeded. For the measure where results were not met, the
explanation for not meeting the target is reasonable. Where CY 2007 results are
not available, it is because these results have not yet been released by the pertinent
third parties.

1 assert that the methodology to establish performance targels is reasonable
and applied. Subject area experts consider past performance and trends, policy
priorities and long term goals, relevant conditions on the ground, and resource
levels in setting performance targets.

1 assert that adequate performance measures exisi for all significant drug
control aciivities. There are two Drug Control Decision Units in INL:
International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE) and the Andean
Counter Drug Initiative (ACI). Three performance measures have been selected
for INCLE, one for each of the following areas: Africa and Asia, South Asia, and
the Western Hemisphere, There are two performance measures for ACI, with
program managers choosing to discontinue the use of the cultivation metric after
2007 as the lag time in data collection and reporting has diminished its usefulness
in management decision making. Each performance measure addresses the market
disruption objective of the National Drug Control Strategy.
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For purposes of Section 7a reporting, [ assert that the methodology disclosed |
in this report was the actual methodology used to generate the performance
data included here.

7 - g
4 3:’&{',} 3'1“ -<.’J/ \fj)ﬂ s e SPE el
Robert S. Bvmes, Exétutive Director

Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement A ffairs




Tab F



INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW OF
FY 2007 DRUG CONTROL FUNDS AND

PERFORMANCE SUMMARY REPORTING

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Report Number: F1-2008-025
Date Issued: February 1, 2008



U.8. Department of Office of Insrevtor Gonorn?

Transportation

Office of the Secretary
of Transportation

February 1, 2008

Mr. jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

This report transmits the results of our independent review of the U.S. Department
of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration {(NHTSA)
reporting of fiscal year 2007 Drug Control Funds dated January 24, 2008, and
Performance Summary Report dated January 28. 2008, 10 the Office of National
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). The NHTSA reports and our review are required
by 21 U.S.C. § 1704 (d).

This review was conducted in accordance with the attestation standards
established by the American Institwte of Certified Public Accountants and
Generally Accepted Government  Awditine  Standards prescribed by the
Comptroller General of the United States. The objective of our review was to
provide negative assurance as to whether any information came 1o our attention on
the basis of the work performed to indicate that management’s assertions are not
presented in all material respects, based on established or stated criteria. A review
is substantially less in scope than an examination. the objective of which is the
expression of an opinion on the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s
Drug Conirol Obligation Summary and Performance Summary Report to ONDCP.
Accordingly. we do not express such an opinion.

Drug Control Obligations Summary

We performed review procedures on the accompanying report {Enclosure 1),
NHTSA’s submission (6a), Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations. In
general, our review processes were limited to inqguiries and analytical procedures
appropriate for an attestation review. We traced the amounts in Table 6(a) to the
Department’s accounting system.



Based on our review, the accompanying National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration FY 2007 Drug Control Obligation Summary is presented in
conformity with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular, Drug
Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. The obligation amount reported in
Enclosure 1 was supported by the Department’s accounting system.

NHTSA is reporting $2.9 million in drug control obligations, which is below the
850 million threshold for full reporting in accordance with the Office of National
Drug Control Policy circular. The Office of Inspector General attests that full
compliance with this circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden.

Performance Reporting Summary and Assertions

We performed review procedures on the accompanying report (Enclosure 2),
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration FY 2007 Performance Summary
Report and management’s assertions.  These assertions are that (1) the
performance reporting system for FY 2007 is appropriate and applied,
(2) explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable, (3)a
methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied and
(4) adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities.
NHTSA is responsible for these assertions.

In general, our review processes were limited to inquiries and analytical
procedures appropriate for an attestation review based upon the criteria specified
in the ONDCP circular. Based upon our review. the accompanying National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration Performance Summary Report is presented
in general conformity with the ONDCP circular. Management’s assertions for the
performance measure reported in Enclosure 2 are reasonable; however, the
detailed sampling plan is still being developed.

In addition, we noted one exception. The reporting systems supporting NHTSA’s
assertions did not meet the ONDCP requirement that these systems be an integral
part of the agency’s budget and management process. NHTSA's FY 2007
performance measure to select 300 representative survey sites and secure local
cooperation as part of the National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged
Driving was not included in the Department’s Performance and Accountability
Report for Fiscal Year 2007 (PAR). FY 2007 represents the first year NHTSA
had a performance reporting requirement for the Drug Impaired Driving Program,
According to NHTSA officials, the drug control program is a subset of NHTSA’s
Impaired Driving Program. Since the Impaired Driving Program was discussed in
the PAR, we are not making any recommendations.



This report is intended solely for the use of the US. Congress, the Office of
National Drug Control Policy, and the Department of Transportadon. It is not

intended to be used and should not be used by anvone other than these specified
parties.

Sincerely,

27 4_4
(letteoa—drrs’

Rebecca Leng S
Assistant Inspector General for

Financial and Information Technology Audits

Enclosure(s)

cc: Senior Associate Administrator for Policy and Operations, NHTSA
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Nufiong! Mohwey
Tralfic Solely
Adminisirotion

January 24, 2008

Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Budget
Office of the National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Contro!
Accounting issued May 1, 2007, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s
(NHTSA,) Fiscal Year 2007 Drug Control Obligation Summary is enclosed. NHTSA’s
obligations for drug-related activities fall below the reporting threshold of $50 million:
therefore, only a limited report is required to satisfy the statutory requirement.

NHTSA’s point of contact for this report is Melanie O'Donnell. She can be reached at (202)
366-0498, if further assistance is required

Sincerely,

A=

Gregory A. Walter
Senior Associate Administrator
for Policy and Operations

Enclosure
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NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
FISCAL YEAR 2007 DRUG CONTROL OBLIGATIONS SUMMARY
(SMILLIONS)

FY 2007
Estimate

Drug Methodology:
The Drug Impaired Driving Program provides technical support for Drug Recognition Fxpert
training. [n addition, the program focuses on greater consistency in enforcement. prosecution,
adjudication, prevention, education, dry ¢ lesting and treatment. This program also currently
supports drug impaired driving research as required under SAFETEA-LU.

Drug Resources by Drug Control Funetion:

Research & Development 529

Toral $2.9
Drug Resources by Budget Unit:

Highway Safety Program-Drug Recognition Expert Program §1.5

SAFETEA-LU $14

Total 29

Note:

Full compliance with circufar: Annual Accountin g of Drug Control Funds would constitute
an unreasonable reporting burden.
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L1.5. Department of TRO0 Muw Jarsay feanve, 58
Transpertation Weshingmn, DO 206800

iz of Sm Samamen

January 28, 2008

Jon E. Rice

Associate Director for Performance and Bud get
Office of the National Drug Control Policy
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Rice:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Circular: Drug Control
Accounting issued May 1, 2007, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s
{NHTSA) Fiscal Year 2007 Performance Summary Report is enclosed. As specified by the
Circular, the agency has selected a performance measure for 2007 to assess its success in
reducing drug impaired driving, followed by complementary measures in 2008 and 2009. These
measures track the progress of critical steps toward the development of a reliable and accurate
measure of the drug impaired driving problem by increasing the Agency’s understanding of the
extent of drug use among drivers, and the role of drugs in crash causation. These performance
measures are:

1. Select representative survey sites and scours local cooperation as part of a National
Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2007).

2. Collect and analyze oral fluids and blood samples as part of a National Roadside Survey
of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2008).

3. Develop and recommend methods for detectin g the presence of major illegal drugs in
drivers as part of a Study io Identify Methods and Technologies to Measure Drug
Presence Among Drivers (FY 2009).

Assertions
L. Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied: Performance information

for the first and second measures relies on data captured through the executjon of the
National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving. Similarly, the performance
information for the third measure will be derived from a study to identify methods and
technologies to measure drug presence. Fach study has data collection and reporting
requirements specified in contract language with the firm conductin g the research.
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2. Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable: Not applicable.
FY 2007 1s the first year in which NHTSA will apply a specific performance measure to
the drug impaired driving program, which will continue in FY 2008 and 2009, As such,
four years of prior data does not exist for this goal.

3. Methodolagy to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied: Data
collection sites for the National Roadside Survey of Alechel and Drugged Driving were
selected on a probabilistic basis, using traffic volume and demographic variables lo
ensure a stafistically representative sample.

4. Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities: The
measures used to describe the Ageney’s drug impaired driving program performance
adequately reflect key steps toward the completion of necessary studies to increase
general knowledge of the drugged driving problem. These measures provide a
meaningful assessment of progress toward the development of reliable and aceurate
measures of the drugged driving problem in the United States.

NHTSA’s point of contact for this report is Melanie O’Donnell. She can be reached at {202)
366-0498, if further assistance is required.

Sincerely,

(%)ﬁ%/

Cregory A. Walter
Senior Associate Administrator
for Policy and Operations

Enclosure
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National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Drug-Impaired Driving Program

Performance Summary Report
Fiscal Year 2007

(1) Performance Measures

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) will use the following
measures 10 assess progress of the Drug-Impaired Driving Program.

a. Select representative survey sites and Secure Local Cooperation as partof a
National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2007).

As part of the implementation of the National Roadside Survey, the agency
selected representative survey sites, and obtained the cooperation with local
government and law enforcement agencies necessary to conduct the survey,

NHTSA can contribute to the National Drug Control Strategy by reducing the
prevalence of drug-impaired drivers on the Nation's roadways. However
given the current state of knowledge, meaningful measures of the drug
impaired driving problem are not available. To chart progress toward
development of a valid measure of this problem, NHTSA will use the FY
2007 measure as the basis of performance reporting, and adopt two new
measures in £Y 2008 and 2009. These measures will assess Agency progress
ntwo critical steps: an understanding of the extent of drug use among drivers,
and the role of drugs in crash causation. The agency anticipates that findings
from these studies, combined with other research information. will allow
development of a meaningful measure by 2012.

These measures reflect critical milestones in the development of valid and
reliable performance measures of the drug impaired driving problem.
Additional milestones will be identified (o assess progress in future years.

b. Collect and analyze oral fluids and blood sampies as part of a National
Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving (FY 2008).

This survey will provide the first nationally-representative estimate of the
presence of drug use among the driver population. Findings from the survey
will be used to sicer future drugged driving program development and will
lead to critical further rescarch regarding the role of drugs in crash causation.

¢. Develop and recommend methods for detecting the presence of major illegal
drugs in drivers as part of a Study to Identify Methods and Technologies to
Measure Drug Presence Among Drivers (FY 2009).
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This study will assess methods for reliably and accurately detecting drug
presence among drivers. Findings of the study will contribute to the
development of enforcement techniques and enable more efficient and
effective program evaluation.

(Z)  Prior Years Performance Targets and Results

Not applicable. FYY 2007 is the first year in which NHTSA will apply a specific
performance measure to the drug impaired driving program, which will continue in FY
2008 and 2009. As such, four vears of prior data does not exist for this goal.

(3)  Current Performance Targets

Selected Measures of Performance FY 2007 Target FY 2007 Achieved

Roadside Survey of Aleshol

and Drug Use Among Drivers

Select Representative Survey Sites 300 sites 300 sites
and Secure Local Cooperation

Data colizction sites for the National Roadside Survey of Alcohol and Drugged Driving
were selected in a multistage process that started with the NASS General Estimates
System 60 Primary Sampling Units (PSUs). The next stage involved stratification by
roadway classification to yield 5 randomly selected locations with each of the 60 NASS
sites.

Selected Measures of Performance EY 2008 Tareet FY 2008 Achieved

Roadside Survey of Alcohol

and Dru;: Use Among Drivers

Collect and analyze oral fluids and 7,500 drivers
blood sariples from randomly selected

drivers in at least 300 locations across the U.S.

Selected vleasures of Performance FY 2000 Tarset Y 2009 Achieved

Study to identify Methods and

Technolc gies to Measure Drug Presence

Develop i nd recommend metheds for Detection methods for
detecting the presence of major illegal at least 5 drugs

drugs in ¢ rivers

{4)  Qaality of Performance Data

NHTSA 1sed traffic volume and demographic variables to ensure statistically
representative samples in the selection of the 300 survey sites needed for the Roadside
Survey of Alcohol and Drug Use Among Drivers. These variables are accurate,
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

TREASURY INSPECTOR GENERAL
FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION

January 31, 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
7‘?—&"—{’ 77}??‘/(:‘-—5

FROM: (for) Michael R. Phillips
Deputy Inspector General for Audit

SUBJECT: Final Audit Report — Attestation Review of the Internal Revenue
Service’s Fiscal Year 2007 Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds
and Related Performance (Audit # 200710038)

This report presents the results of our attestation review of the Internal Revenue Service’s (IRS)
Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)' Detailed Accounting
Submission and Performance Summary Report (the Report). The purpose of this review was to
express a conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the Report.

Impact on the Taxpayer

The IRS reported that it expended $58.4 million on ONDCP-related activities and completed
654 ONDCP-related investigations in FY 2007. Overall, the methodology used to calculate the
IRS” FY 2007 Report was clearly explained and adequately documented. Complete and reliable
financial and performance information is critical to the IRS” ability to accurately report on the
results of its operations to both internal and external stakeholders, including taxpayers.

Synopsis

Overall, the methodology used to calculate the IRS” FY 2007 Report was clearly explained and
adequately documented. However, in our opinion, the performance measure reported by the IRS
could be improved to better represent the IRS’ contribution to the National Drug Control

" The ONDCP was established in 1988 1o set prioritics, implement a national strategy, and certify Federal
Government drug control budgets by the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988, P.L. 105-277 (Division C-Title VII),
Section 707(d),
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Strategy. Specifically, by reporting only the number of ONDCP-related investi gations
completed, the IRS is providing very little information on the effectiveness of its efforts.

In addition, our testing of the IRS ONDCP performance information for reasonableness
identified that 47 (7 percent) of the 654 investigations reported as completed in FY 2007 were
both initiated and completed on the same day and resulted in referral for prosecution, based on
the supporting documentation provided. The IRS informed us that the 47 investigations were all
related to other investigations and were worked as part of the related investigations. The IRS
concluded that the 47 cases were not tracked as unique investigations until approximately the
time the cases were forwarded for prosecution. While the IRS’ explanation for the reporting of
these types of investigations appears reasonable, we are unable to adequately verify it without a
detailed review of at least a sample of investigation case files, which is significantly beyond the
scope of this review.

Based on our review, with the exception of the matters discussed above, nothing came to our

attention to indicate that the assertions are not presented, in all material respects, in accordance
with ONDCP-established criteria.

Recommendation

We recommended the Chief Financial Officer, in coordination with the Chief, Criminal
Investigation Division, expand the performance information used to report the IRS’ contribution
to the National Drug Control Strategy to include additional measures that specifically address
program effectiveness.

Response

The IRS agreed to consider expanding the performance information it reports. Specifically, the
IRS will evaluate potential performance measures and, in particular, will look at the measures
used by the other agencies that support the National Drug Control Strategy.

Copies of this report are also being sent to the IRS managers affected by the report
recommendation. Please contact me at (202) 622-6510 if you have questions or

Nancy Nakamura, Assistant Inspector General for Audit (Headquarters Operations and Exempt
Organizations Programs), at (202) 622-8500.
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Background

The Anti-Drug Abusc Act of 1988 establishes as a
policy goal the creation of a drug-free America. A
key provision of the Act is the establishment of the

National Drug Control
Program agencies are
required to submit to the

Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to Director of the ONDCP, not
set priorities, implement a national strategy, and later than February 1 of each
certify Federal Government drug control budgets. year, a detailed accounting

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Narcotics of &t Funds expendodt

Program supports the National Drug Control

Strategy with continued support of joint agency task forces (e.g., the Organized Crime and Drug
Enforcement Task Force and High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Task Force) through the use
of asset forfeiture legislation, international training programs, and assistance programs.

This review was conducted as required by the National Drug Enforcement Policy (21 US.C.
Section 1704(d)) and the ONDCP Circular Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds, dated
May 1, 2007. The National Drug Control Program agencies® are required to submit to the
Director of the ONDCP, not later than February 1 of each year, a detailed accounting of all funds
expended (the ONDCP Circular requires amounts obligated) during the previous fiscal year.
Agencies also need to identify and document performance measure(s) that justify the results
associated with these expenditures. Further, the Circular requires that each report be provided 1o
the agency’s Inspector General for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about the reliability of
each assertion made in the report prior to its submission. Beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2006,
ONDCP funding became a part of the IRS budget. In prior years, IRS-related ONDCP funds
expended were reimbursed by the Department of Justice.

This review was performed at the IRS Headquarters offices of the Chief Financial Officer and
Chief, Criminal Investigation Division, in Washington, D.C., during the period October through
December 2007. Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established
by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. An attestation review is substantially
less in scope than an examination, the objective of which is the expression of an opinion on the
Report. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

Detailed information on our audit objective, scope, and methodology is presented in Appendix 1.
Major contributors to the report are listed in Appendix II.

' P.L. 105-277 (Division C-Title VII), Section 707(d).
? A National Drug Control Program agency is defined as any agency that is responsible for implementing any aspect
of the National Drug Control Strategy.

Page |
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Results of Review

The Methodology Used to Calculate the internal Revenue Service’s
Fiscal Year 2007 Report Was Clearly Explained and Adequa tely
Documented

We reviewed the IRS’ FY 2007 ONDCP Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance
Summary Report (the Report) (see Appendix IV). The Report was prepared pursuant to

21 US.C. Section 1704(d) and the ONDCP Circular Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds.
It is the responsibility of the IRS.

The Report assertions, as required by Section 6.b. of the ONDCP Circular, include statements
that the methodology used is reasonable and accurate, including explanations and documentation
ol estimation assumptions used; the methodology disclosed was the actual methodology used;
and the data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that reflects
changes, if made. The assertions, as required by Section 7.b. of the ONDCP Circular, include
statements that the performance reporting system is appropriate and applied, explanations for not
mecting any performance targets are reasonable, and the methodology used to establish
performance targets is reasonable and correctly applied. The ONDCP-established criteria
include well-documented sources of data, documented and explained calculations, and a
complete and fair presentation of data from financial systems. The IRS reported that it expended
$58.4 million on ONDCP-related activities and completed 654 ONDCP-related investigations in
FY 2007.

Qverall, the methodology used to calculate the RS’ FY 2007 Report was clearly explained and
adequately documented. However, in our opinion, the performance measure reported by the IRS
could be improved to better represent the IRS’ contribution to the National Drug Control
Strategy. Specifically, by reporting only the number of ONDCP-related investigations
completed, the IRS is providing very little information on the effectiveness of its efforts.
Measures that would provide a better indicator of the effectiveness of the IRS’ ONDCP-related
efforts include the number of prosecution referrals, the number of convictions, and the
conviction rate. Complete and reliable financial and performance information is critical to the
IRS’ ability to accurately report on the results of its operations to both internal and external
stakeholders, including taxpayers.

In addition, our testing of IRS ONDCP performance information for reasonableness identified
that 47 (7 percent) of the 654 investigations reported as completed in FY 2007 were both
initiated and completed on the same day and resulted in referral for prosecution, based on the
supporting documentation provided. The IRS informed us that the 47 investigations were all
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related to other investigations and were worked as part of the related investi gations. It concluded
that the 47 cases were not tracked as unique investigations until approximately the time the cases
were forwarded for prosecution. While the IRS’ explanation for the reporting of these types of

investigations appears reasonable, we are unable to adequately verify it without a detailed review

of at least a sample of investigation case files, which is significantly beyond the scope of this
review.

Based on our review, with the exception of the matters discussed above, nothing came to our

attention to indicate that the assertions are not presented, in all material respects, in accordance
with ONDCP-established criteria.

Recommendation

Recommendation 1: The Chief Financial Officer, in coordination with the Chief, Criminal
Investigation Division, should expand the performance information used to report the IRS’
contribution to the National Drug Control Strategy to include additional measures that
specifically address program effectiveness.

Management's Response: The IRS agreed to consider expanding the performance
information it reports. Specifically, the IRS will evaluate potential performance
measures and, in particular, will look at the measures used by thie other agencies that
support the National Drug Control Strategy.

* ¥k ¥ ¥

While this report is an unrestricted public document, the information it contains is intended
solely for the use of the IRS, the United States Department of the Treasury, the ONDCP, and
Congress. It is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than these specified
parties.
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Appendix |

Detailed Objective, Scope, and Methodology

Our overall objective was to perform an attestation review of the IRS’ FY 2007 ONDCP
Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance Summary Report (the Report), for the
purpose of expressing a conclusion about the reliability of each assertion made in the Report. To
accomplish our objective, we:

ds Obtained an understanding of the process used to prepare the FY 2007 Report.

A. Discussed the process to record and report ONDCP expenditures and performance
information with responsible IRS personnel.

B. Obtained documents that show the methodology used, such as written procedures,
supporting worksheets, and recording modifications.

1L Evaluated the reasonableness of the drug methodology process.

A. Reviewed data supporting the Detailed Accounting Submission segment of the Report
to establish the relationship to the amounts being reported.

B. Reviewed the estimation methods used for consistency with reported amounts,

L. Performed sufficient verifications of reported obligations to support our conclusion on
the reliability of the assertions.

A. Verified whether the Detailed Accounting Submission segment of the Report
included all elements specified in Section 6 of the ONDCP Circular Annual
Accounting of Drug Control Funds.

B. Verified the mathematical accuracy of the obligations presented in the Table of the
FY 2007 Drug Control Obligations.

C. Traced the information contained in the Table of the FY 2007 Drug Control
Obligations to the supporting documentation,

IV.  Evaluated the reasonableness of the methodology used to report performance information
for National Drug Control Program Agency activities.

A. Reviewed data supporting the Performance Summary segment of the Report to
establish its relationship to the National Drug Control Program Agency activities
being reported,

' See Appendix 1V,
Page 4
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B. Reviewed the estimation methods for consistency with reported performance
information.

Performed sufficient verifications of reported performance information to support our
conclusion of the reliability of the assertions.

A. Verified whether the Performance Summary segment of the Report includes all
elements specified in Section 7 of the ONDCP Circular Annual A ccounting of Drug
Control Funds.

B. Verified the mathematical accuracy of the performance information presented.

0

Traced the performance information presented to the supporting documentation,

D. Reviewed the supporting documentation for reasonableness.

Page 5
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Appendix IV

Internal Revenue Service Fiscal Year 2007
Detailed Accounting Submission and Performance
Summary Report

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
INTEANAL REVENUE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, G.C. 20224

B 4 ﬂNAM&!A orritos raEcE?vt”
December 20, 2007 JAN 07T 268

MEMORANDUM FOR MICHAEL PHILLIPS
DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDIT

FROM; Alson L Dodhe
Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT: Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Fiscal Year 2007
Detailed Accounting Submission of Drug Control Funds

The Internal Revenue Service [IRS) is submitling this report to the Treasury Inspector
General for Tax Administration (TIGTA} in compliance with Section 8, inspector General
Authantication. of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Circular: Drug
Control Accounting, dated May 1, 2007. This ciccular raquires TIGTA to perform an
attestation review of this report before the IRS submits it to the ONDCP. Afer the IRS
receives TIGTA's conclusion as to the reliability of each assertion made in the report, |
will forward the decument 1o the ONDCP,

If you have any questions, please contact me af {202) 822-8400, or have a mamber of
your staff contact Beb Mahatiie, Assoviate Chief Finansial Officer for Corporate
Performance Budgeting al (202) 622-4683.

Attachment
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INTERHEAL REVENUE SERVICE
WWMMMWMMM?MﬂW
ce

A. Table of FY 2007 Urug Centrol Otllgsfions

Dnug Resources by Function {$000)

kwestigstions $58371

Total $58.371

Mmmmm

Narcotics Crimas . 85837

| Total 358,374
1) Drug Hethodology

* Al Drug Confrol Obigaiions (ths rescurces eppropristed and avelshle
for thess sclivities) are reporiad under one Drug Contrel Function end
one Budgst Dedsion Unit, as show in the above charl, .

» The intemal Revenus Servics's (IRS) Drug Contral Budgat
ancompassss the Criminal Investigation (Cf) Nereofics-raisted
wogram. The Office of Ratiorsd Drug Contsol Poicy {(ONDCS)
requires Ci to onty report on the Organized Crime and Drug
Erforcement Task Forca (OCDETF) portion of the Narcotics program;
Criminal Investigation’s ovarall DIT spplied to narcotics cases for
FY 2007 was 11.8 parcent of wtal DT, The OCDETF
of this program was 10.8 parcent of fotal DIT or 93 percent of the ttal
nercotics DIT. .

¢ The methodslogy for compuling the resciircas eppropristed and

resourcas, for tha yeer for which the rescunces are belng reported,
Tha result is detmernined to be the amount of rescurces expendad on
OCDETF cassz. This methodology has bsen approved by CI, the
IRS's Chiel Financial Officer, and the Treasury Inspecinr General for
Tax Administration {TKGTA) during the FY 2008 ONDGP sttestafion

Page O
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Altachment 1171572007

review, The FY 2005 Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds was
submitted after the altestation review,

« Fiscal Year 2008 was the first year QCDETF funding became a
permanent part of the Cl's budget. Inthe past, QCDETF was a
reimbursabis program administered by the Depariment of Justice
{DOJ).

2} Methodology Modifications

None, sinte the FY 2006 atlestation review, which was the first time Gl
was required 1o prepare this document independently.

3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings
None

4} Reprogramming or Transfers
Nona

5} Other Disclosuras
None

B. Assertions

1} Obligations by Budget Decision Unit
Obligations reparted by the Budget Decision Unit are a result of applying
OIT data derived from Crminal Investigation Management Information
System (CIMIS) to the total Cl Financial Plan less reimbursements and
EITC funds.

2) Drug Methodology

The methodology used to calculate obligations of prier year budgetary
resources is reasonable and accurate,

{a) Data

Data is derived from CIMIS to determine the DIT applied to the
OCDETF activities. Each special agent submits CIMIS time reports
maenthiy detailing their activities relating to specific investigations,
Each Investigation is associated with a specific program and sub-
program area. The percentage of DIT applied to each program area is
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catculated monthly with a final annual percentage determined after the
close of the fiscal year, The annual percentage of DIT relating to
OCDETF sub-program area items is appied fo the total resources
expended for FY 2007 in the C1 budget (excluding reimbursables and
EITC). These OCDETF percentages inciude High Intensity/OCDETF,
QCDETF, and TerrorsnvQCUDETF program areas. These OCDETE

DIT percentages are used lo determine the lotal resources expended
on the OCDETF program.

(b) Other Estimation Methods
Nong
(c} Financial Systoms

The Integrated Financial System (IFS) is the final authority for the IRS
resource obligations,

3} Application of Drug Methodology
The methodology disclosed in this section meets all requiremants
described in section 6 of the ONDCP Circular Drug Conirol Accounting.
Caleulations made using this methodology are sufficiently documentied to

Independently reproducs all data and ensure consistency between
reporting years,

4) Reprogramming or Transfers

The data presented is associated with obligations against a financial plan
and properly raflects any revisions occurring during 1he fiseal year,

5) Fund Controi Notices
Criminal Investigation asserts ihe data presented is associated with
obligations against a financial plan that fully complied with all fund control

notices issued by the Director under 21 U.S.C. section 1703({f) and
Section 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution,

C. Performance Summary Report
1) Performance Reporting

(a8} Performance Measures

Page 11
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The pedformance measure usad for the National Drug Control
Program is “criminal lnvestigations completed”. This is the same
performance measure used for all programs. Criminal
investigations completed for the QCDETE program and all other
programs are defined as tolal subject criminal invastigations
compieted during the fiscal year, including those resulfingina
prosecution recommendation 1o the Depariment of Justice or
discontinued due to lack of evidence or a finding that the allegation
was false (or other reasons). 1t assesses Ci's performance of its
missicn to serve the public by conducting investigations of potential
violations of the Internal Revenue Code and related financial crimes
{which GCDETF cases are an imporant component), to foster
confidence in the lax system and enhance voluntary compliance,

In addition it reduces or eliminates the profits and financial gains
from narcotics trafficking and meoney laundering.

Criminal Investigation's Nareotics Program supports the goals of
ihe Nalionai Drug Control Stratagy and the National Mongy
Laundering Strategy by sesking 1o reduce or sliminate tha profits
and financiai gains from narcolics trafficking and money iaundering
erganizations. Criminal Investigation has bean a parlicipant of the
OCDETF program since its inception in 1982 and focuses its
narcolics efforts almost exclusively on high priority OCDETF cases
whera its contribulions will have the greatest impact,

{b) Prior Years Performance Targets and Results

Prior 1o FY 2008 Criminal Investigation did not set performance
targals for the OCDETF Program. Howaver, Gl did project for
completed investigations which were used as benchmarks. The
OCDETF resources became a part of the IRS budget in FY 2008,
Prior to that, the IRS portion of the OCDETE resources wera
included in the Department of Justice (DOJ} appropriation and was
reporiad as part of the DOJ budget submission. The performance
measurements for £Y 2003 through FY 2006 are shown below:

| FY2003 | FYoo0d FY2005 | Fvz006 |
833 1,068 938 728 |

Due 10 budgetary constraints Criminal Investigation reduced its
narcelics DIT (8 to 11 percent of total) in FY2005, FY2008 and
FY2007. This resulted in a decline In the number of compieted
OCDETF investigations in these years. Before the number of
narcolics investigations can be significantly increased it will be
necessary lo counter the negative effects of the previous
withdrawal of agents from these task forces by successfully
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reestablishing close working relationships with our law enforcement
counterpans.

{£}  Current Year Performance Targets

The total projected FY 2007 SCI's completed for OCDETF cnses is
710. Criminal Investigation did ot meet thal profection, completing
only 854 OCDETF investigations or 7.9 parcent below the
projection. As the number of narcotics case initiations increase,
ihis trend will eventually result in corresponding Increases in
OCDETF complations. Estimated performance projections fatled to
anticipate the cumulative negative effect of the previous withdrawal
of agents from the narcotics task forces, the inherent difficulties of
rapicly increasing narcotics case infliations, and the problems of
reestablishing werking relationships with other task force members.

Targets are computed using the methodelogy used for all reporting
programs (Legal Source Cases, liegal Source Cases, and
Narcotics Cases). The OCDETF Program is included in the
Narcotics Program,

Historical data shows that a centain percentage of investigations are
compiated in the year of initiation as wel as subsequent years,
These percentages are reviewsd and recalculated at the close of
each fiscal year by Cl Resaarch. For FY 2004 through 2008 the
most current percentages from FY 2008 were applied 1o
investigations inftiated. Completion rates are calculated for all
feporting programs: Legal, legal and Narcotics, They are not
changed during ihe vear., Therefore, any calculation for current

{FY 2007) and out-years {future} use the same percentagns.

{d)  Quality of Performance Data

To ensure the reliabliity of the data, all cases have unique numbers
assigned in CIMIS which contains validity and business rule
checks. The CIMIS database tracks the slatus of the investigations
from initiation through final disposition. The only fimilations on the
reliability of data relate (o the accuracy and tmeliness of the dats
input into CIMIS. The system has sufficient internal checks and
balances o assure stalus updates are Input Inthe proper order,
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Appendix V

Management’s Response to the Draft Report

DEPARTMENT 0 THE TREASURY
PNTEMRAL REVENLIC SERVITE
WAS S LR TR, DL 20324

CoIEF 1 AN AL Sre i e Saranry 22, 2008

MEMCRANDUM FOR MICHAEL PHILLIPS
DEPUTY INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDIT

:\ 5 4
FROM: Alisan L,'E;gf{: M

Chiel Financial Officer

SUBJECT: Respunse to Draft Audit Repont - Atestation Review of tha
intermal Revenue Service's Fiscal Year 2007
Annual Accounting of Drug Contiol Funds and Related
Parformance Summary Reped (Audit #200716038)

Thank you for the spporiunity 1o comment on the Treasury Inspector Goeneral for Tax
Administration's (TIGTA) draft repont titled “Anestation Review of the 1R8's Fiscal Year
2007 Annual Actounting of Drug Control Funds™, The drad repoit summarizes the
resuits of TIGTA's review of the IRS's eponting of Fisos! Year (FY} 2007 Office of
Nationat Onug Contral Policy (ONDEP) sxpenditures

Wi reviewed the recommendalion in the repent and our comments foliow.

ik
"The Chiaf Financial Oficer in coordination with the Ghied, Criminal investigabon
Divigion shouid expand the performancs infermation Used 1 reson the IRS's
sondribution 1o the National Drug Conlrol Strategy to inchuge sdditional Maasuras which
specificaily address program effectiveness.”

The IRS wilt consider TIGTA's recommendation to expand performance isformation.
We will evaluate potential performance maeaslres and, in particuias, will iook at the
maasures used by the other agencies thal suppor the Naticnal Drug Control Strategy,

On page twee in the st paragraph. TIGTA states in part “our tasting of IRS ONDOP
performance nformation {6 reasonableness identified that 47 (7 peioerti of the 554
iInvestgations reporisd as completed in FY 2007 were both inilisled and compiated on
the sarme day and rescited in o referal for prosecution per the supporting
documaistation provided ”

The 47 investigalions mentioned by TIGTA were worked in conjunction with other
cases. Many of Ol's druy investigalions invalve drug arganizstions in witich rrauttipl
targets/subiucts are simultanvously investgated Cf typically opens investigations only
on the individuals that have the greatest prosecution potential, However, there are
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some instances in which new information cemes to light near the conclusion of the
investigation which leads to additional investigations initiated on other subjactsftargets,
For exampie. it 1s somawhat common for one or more of the co-conspirators to provide
information regarding the organization near the conclusion of investigations in plea
barguin situations. in the above example, if Information providad by the co-conspirator
had tesn previcusly corroborated duting the investigation the case on the additional
subjects could be opened and ciosed in one day.

C1 is concerned that the raforsnces 1o theso cases portrays an inaccumte picture of Ci's
case initiation policies  TIGTA stated in the report a detailed review of hese cases
would be “significantly beyond the scope of this review ~ Further, TIGTA stated “the IRS’
explanation for the reporting of these types of nvesligations appears reasonable ” The
number of days an invastigation is open has no relevance to the sompleted cases
measure dapicting Cl's effectivenass. Basaed on all of the above, C! requests that
TIGTA rernove the references to these cases from the report

The IRS appraciates TIGTA's overall finding that the mathodology IRS used 1o caiculate
the IRS's FY 2047 Annual Accounting of Drug Control Funds and Related Performance
Summary Report was clearly explained and adequately documented.

It you have any gquestions, ploase contact me at {(202) 622-6400, or have a member of
your siaff contact Bob Mahatfis, Associate Chief Financial Officer for Corporate
Performance Budgeting, at (202) 622-4683.

Page |5



Tab H



Department of Veterans Affairs
Office of Inspector General

Independent Review of VA’s Fiscal Year 2007
Performance Summary Report
To the Office of National Drug Control Policy

Report No. 08-00782-100 March 286, 2008

VA Office of Inspector General
Washington, DC 20420




To Report Suspected Wrongdoing in VA Programs and Operations
Call the OIG Hotline - (800) 488-8244



Department of Memorandum
Veterans Affairs

pete:  March 26, 2008

from:  Assistant Inspector General for Auditing (52)

subj:  Final Report - Independent Review of the VA’s Fiscal Year 2007 Performance Summary
Report to the Office of National Drug Control Policy (Report No. 08-00782-100)

re:  Chicf Patient Care Services Officer, Veterans Health Administration (11)

1. The Office of Inspector General is required to review VA’s FY 2007 Performance Summary
Report to the Director, Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), pursuant to ONDCP
Circular: Drug Control Accounting (Circular), dated May 1, 2007, and as authorized
by21 US.C.§ 1703(d). The Performance Summary Report is the responsibility of VA's
management and is included in this report as Attachment A. The Circular is included as
Attachment B,

2. We have reviewed, according to the Circular’s criteria and requirements, whether VA has a
system 10 capture performance information accurately and whether that system was properly applied
to generate the performance data reported in the Performance Summary Report. We also have
reviewed whether VA offered a reasonable explanation for failing to meet a performance target and
for any recommendations conceming plans and schedules for meeting future targets or for revising
or eliminating performance targets; whether the methodology described in the Performance
Summary Report to establish performance targets for the current year is reasonable given past
performance and available resources; and whether VA has established at least one acceplable
performance measure for cach Drug Control Decision Unit, as defined by the Circular, for which a
significant amount of obligations were incurred.

3. Our review was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and the applicable standards contained in Government
Auditing Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. An attestation review is
substantially less in scope than an cxamination, the objective of which is the expression of an
opinion on the matters described in paragraph two. Accordingly, we do not express such an opinion.

4. VA did not establish a performance measure for the Drug Control Decision Unit, Research and
Development, as required by the Circular. VA reported $11.3 million in drug control obligations for
Research and Development in VA’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 Detailed Accounting Submission that is
included in our Independent Review of the VA's Fiscal Year 2007 Detailed Accounting Submission
W the Office of National Drug Control Policy (Report No, 08-00782-93, March 17, 2008). Research
and Development is a Drug Control Decision Unit as defined by the Circular. This condition
deviates from the requirement that VA establish at least one acceptable performance measure for
each Drug Control Decision Unit for which a significant amount of obligations ($1,000,000



or 50 percent of the agency drug control budget, whichever is less) were incurred in the previous
fiscal year.

5. Our Report of the Audit of the Department of Veterans Affairs Consolidated Financial
Statements for Fiscal Years 2007 and 2006 (Report No. 07-01016-21, November 15, 2007,
identified one material weakness, “Information Technology (IT) Security Controls,” that is relevant
to VA’s performance reporting system. A material weakness is a significant deficiency, or
combination of significant deficiencies, that results in more than a remote likelihood that a material
misstatement of the financial statements will not be prevented or detected. A significant deficiency is
a control deficiency, or combination of control deficiencies, that adversely affects the entity’s ability
to initiate, authorize, record, process, or report financial data reliably in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles such that there is more than a remote likelihood that a misstatement
of the entity's financial statements that is more than inconsequential will not be prevented or
detected. This material weakness on information technology security controls deviates from the
requirement that the department have a system to capture performance information accurately and
that the system was properly applied to generate the performance data.

6. Based upon our review and the criteria of the Circular, and except for the matters discussed in
paragraphs four and five:

> Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that VA does not have a system to
capture performance information accurately and that the system was not properly applied to
generate the performance data reported in the Performance Summary Report, in all material
respects;

» Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that VA did not meet its FY 2007
target for the “Continuity of Care” performance measure and was therefore required to
offer an explanation for failing to meet a performance target, for recommendations
concerning plans and schedules for meeting future targets, or for revising or climinating
performance targets, in all material respects;

» Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that the methodology described in
the Performance Summary Report to establish performance targets for the current year is
not reasonable given past performance and available resources, in all material respects; and

» Nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe that VA did not establish at least
one acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit, as defined by
the Circular, for which a significant amount of obligations were incurred in the previous
fiscal year, in all material respects.

7. We provided you our draft report for review. The Deputy Chief Patient Care Services Officer for
Mental Health concurred with the report, and he and the Director of Performance Management
stated their willingness to provide clinical and measurement expertise to support development of a
performance measure for Research and Development.



8. This report is intended solely for the information and use of the U.S. Congress, the ONDCP, and

VA management. This report is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than
these specificd parties.

9 | %%
Belinda J. Finn

Attachments



DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS Attachment A

Veterans Health Adminstration
Washington DC 20420

FEB 2.6 2008

in Raply Refer To:

Belinda J. Finn (52)

Assistant inspector General for Aud iting
Office of Inspector General
Department of Veterans Affairs

Dear Ms. Finn;

As required by Section 7 of the Office of National Drug Control Policy
(ONDCP) Circular, Drug Controf Accounting, dated May 1, 2007, enclosed
please find the Performance Summary Report for the Veterans Health
Administration for your authentication in accordance with the guidelines in
Section 8 of the Circular.

We certify that the Veterans Health Administration has established a
performance measure for its drug activities; that the methodology to generate this

measure is appropriate and accurate; and that the target level for the
performance measure is reasonabla.

The Veterans Health Administration achieved its target performance goal
for FY 2007.

Sincerely yours,

L A

Ira Katz, MD, PhD
Deputy Chief Patient Care Services
Officer for Mental Health



Department of Veterans Affairs
Veterans Health Administration

FY 2007 Performance Summary Report

I. PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

Decision Unit 1: Veterans Health Administration

Measure 13 Continuity of Care

Table 1

FY2003 |FY2004 |FY2005 |FY2006 |FY2007 |FY2007 |EY 2008
Actual Actual Actual Actual Target Actual Target
NA *29% 35% 37% >39% 449, 479

* The FY 2004 data, and thus the resulting score, cannot be trended with 2005-2007 data
duc to changes in the measure in 2005 to allow telephone care to meet the standard for
visits during the 2* and 3 30 day retention periods. .

(2) This measure was established to promote better substance use disorder (SUD)
treatment outcomes. [t applies to patients entering specialty treatment for SUD in
inpatient, residential, domiciliary or outpatient programs, but not opioid substitution, to
determine if they are staying in treatment for at least 90 days. Research has shown that
good addiction treatment outcomes are contingent on adequate lengths of treatment.
Many patients drop out during the initial 90 days of treatment with limited clinical benefit
and high rates of relapse. While two contacts per month for at least three months would
rarely be sufficient, most patients with chronic conditions require ongoing treatment for
at least this duration to establish early remission. Note: SUD includes patients with an
alcohol or drug use disorder diagnosis or both.

Indicator: Percent of patients beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who
maintain continuous treatment involvement for at least 90 days after quali fying date
Numerator: Veterans beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who maintain
continuous treatment involvement for at least 90 days as demonstrated by at least 2 days
with visits every 30 days for a total of 90 days in any of the outpatient speciaity SUD
clinics.

Denominator: Veterans beginning a new episode of specialty treatment for SUD

{(b) In FY 2007 the standard was 39% or greater to meet and 42% or greater to exceed the
target. In FY 2007, 43.9% of VA patients in a specialized SUD program met or exceeded
the target of 39%. In FY 2008 the standard has been raised to 47% or greater. The target
for FY 08 was established based upon the FY 07 performance at the 80™ percentile of the
21 Veterans Integrated Service Networks (VISNs).




* {c¢) Performance results are updated monthly on a VA intranet site and discussed on semi-
monthly national conference calls. In addition to establishing standards and providing
feedback, pay incentives of leaders at the network, facility, service and program level are
directly linked to these quality metrics. Expansion funding over the past two years has
been used to improve the continuum of care in order to promote retention. This includes
efforts to arrange accessible transitional housing to facilitate program attendance and
establishing telemental health services capability at additional locations. Consultation is
offered through national resources including the Substance Use Disorder Quality
Enhancement Rescarch Initiative and the Centers of Excellence in Substance Abuse
Treatment and Education. Informatics tools are shared within and across VISNs to
promote active patient tracking and outrecach.

(d) Performance Measures are maintained by the VHA Office of Quality and
Performance. In the case of the SUD measure, workload data generated at the facility is
transmitted to the VHA data center. The extraction methodology uses the appropriate
DSS identifier codes (stop codes) to select the patients who meet the criteria for inclusion
in the measure. The patient data is then extracted from the data center files and is
maintained by the Office of Quality and Performance. A copy of the Office of Quality
and Performance, 9al Substance Use Disorder, Continuity of Care Technical Manual
Chapter is attached.

II. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

(1) Performance reporting systems appropriate and applied.

Performance Measures are maintained by the VHA Office of Quality and Performance.
In the case of the SUD measure, workload data generated at the facility is transmitted to
the VHA data center. The extraction methodology uses the appropriate DSS identifier
codes (stop codes) to select the patients who meet the criteria for inclusion in the
measure. The patient data is then extracted from the data center files and is maintained
by the Office of Quality and Performance. The methodology was properly applied to
generate the performance data.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable.
In FY 2007 target of 39% was met with an actual rate of 43.9%. The FY 2008 target is
47% which is more then the previous year but considered realistic.

(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied. The
target measures are set by the VHA Office of Quality Performance and are based upon
the previous year’s results and the number of the 21 Veterans Integrated Service
Networks {(VISN) performed. The performance targets for the current year are
reasonable given past performance.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities
VHA is only in the identification and treatment of those having an SUD issue.



Attachment

9al Substance Use Disorder — Continuity of Care
Health Systems Indicator (mnemonic sa5)

Rationale: This measure applies to patients entering specialty treatment for
substance use disorders (inpatient, residential, domiciliary or outpatient, but not
opicid substitution), to determine if they are staying in treatment for at least 90
days. It involves 100% review of administrative databases using clinic stop codes to
determine specialty care of substance use disorders (SUD). The performance period
applies to patients completing their 90-day retention period from October 07 through
August 08. Research has shown that good addiction treatment outcomes are
contingent on adequate lengths of treatment. There is no predetermined fength of
addiction treatment that assures success, but duration of treatment is the factor
most consistently asscciated with successful addiction treatment outcome (Crits-
Cristoph & Siqueland, 1996; Donovan, 1998; Onken et al., 1997; Simpson et al.,
1997; Zhang, Friedmann & Gerstein, 2003). Many patients drop out during the initial
90 days of treatment with limited clinical benefit and high rates of relapse. While two
contacts per month for three months would rarely be sufficient, most patients require
ongoing treatment for at least this duration to establish early remission.

The initial intensity of treatment should be considered primarily as a means to
promote treatment retention, e.g., severely dependent patients typically may require
multiple treatment contacts per week in order to stabilize early remission. However,
for many patients following initial stabilization, it may be appropriate to provide a
lower intensity of addiction-focused treatment extending over a longer duration with
superior remission rates for those who remain engaged in treatment for 6-12 months
(Finney & Moos, 2002; Ritsher et al, 2002). Available evidence supports the
effectiveness of telephone follow-up for patients after they have stabilized during the
initial weeks of outpatient treatment (McKay, et al., 2004; McKay et al., 2005},

Many individuals continue to benefit from treatment (e.g., methadone maintenance)
over a period of years.

Consistent with the VHA/DoD Guideline for Treatment of Substance Use
Disorders, this performance measure is intended to emphasize the importance of
early treatment retention as an essential condition of quality care for addiction.
Treatment duration beyond 3 months presents important opportunities to
individualize treatment plans consistent with treatmeant response over time by
adjusting the intensity of psychosocial interventions (e.qg., frequency of group
sessians), pharmacotherapy (e.g., dose amount and monitoring frequency),
community recovery support {e.g., promoting Twelve-Step program involvement),
and management of co-morbid conditions.

References & Resources:

* The VHA/DoD SUD Guidefine (especially Module R Annotation H)
http://www.ogp.med.va.qov/cpg/SUD/SUD Base.htm

o Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment A Research-Based Guide
http://www.nida.nih.qov/PODAT/PODATS. html£FA

= Drug Abuse Treatment Ouicome Study web site, Treatment Retention and Follow-
up Outcomes hittp://www.da ra/adul ults-retention.htmi

e Crits-Cristoph, P., & Siqueland, L. (1996). Psychosocial treatment for drug abuse:
selected review and recommendations for national health care. Archives of
General Psychiatry, 53, 749-756.



e Donovan, DM. (1998), Continuing care: promoting the maintenance of change. In
W.R. Miller & N. Heather (Eds.). Treating Addictive Behaviors, 2nd ed. New York:
Plenum.

e Finney, J. W., & Moos, R. H. (2002). Psychosocial treatments for alcohol use
disorders. In P. E. Nathan & J. M. Gorman (Eds.), A Guide to Treatments That
Work (2nd ed.; pp. 157-168.). New York: Oxford University Press,

e McKay, J.R,, Lynch, K.G., Shepard, D.S., Ratichek, S., Morrison, R.,
Koppenhaver, J., & Pettinati, H. (2004) The effectiveness of telephone-based
continuing care in the clinical management of alcohol and cocaine use disorders:
12 month outcomes. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 72, 967-79.

= McKay, J.R., Lynch, K.G., Shepard, D.S., Pettinati, H. {200S). The Effectiveness
of Telephone-Based Continuing Care for Alcohol and Cocaine Dependence: 24
Month Qutcomes. Archives of General Psychiatry, 62,199-207.

e Moos, R. H., Finney, J. W,, Ouimette, P. C., & Suchinsky, R. T. (1999). A
comparative evaluation of substance abuse treatment: Treatment orientation,
amount of care, and 1-year outcomes. Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental
Research, 23, 529-536,

e Onken, L. S., Blaine, J. D., & Boren, J. J. (1997). Beyond the Therapeutic
Alliance: Keeping the Drug-Dependent Individual in Treatment {NIDA Research
Monograph 165) (NIH Publication No. 97-4142). Rockville, MD: National Institute
on Drug Abuse.

s Ritsher, 1.B., Moos, R.H., Finney, J.W. (2002). Relationship of treatment
orientation and continuing care to remission among substance abuse patients.
Psychiatric Services, 53, 595-601.

s Simpson, D.D., Joe, G.W., & Brown, B.S. (1997). Treatment retention and follow-
up outcomes in the Drug Abuse Treatment Outcome Study {DATOS). Psychology
of Addictive Behaviors, 11, 294-307.

s Zhang, Z., Friedmann, P.D., Gerstein, D.R. {(2003). Does retention matter?
Treatment duration and improvement in drug use. Addiction, 98, 673-684.

Indicator: Percent of patients beginning a new episode of treatment for SUD who
maintain continuous treatment involvement for at least 90 days after qualifying date

Numerator: Veterans beginning treatment for SUD who maintain continuous
{reatment involvement for at least 90 days as demonstrated by at least 2 days with
visits every 30 days for a total of 90 days in any of the outpatient specialty SUD
clinics,

Denominator: Veterans beginning specialty treatment for SUD

Exclusions:

» Non veterans are excluded from this measure. They are identified by either a
means test response of “n”, "no” (zero) which represents a “non-vet”, or by
eligibility status indicating non veteran.

Patients without an initial enroliment date

Patients discharged dead or deceased during the 90-day retention pericd. To be
captured for this measure, data must be in AAC or Beneficiary Identification
Record Locator System (BIRLS).

¢ Smoking cessation visits are excluded. When stop code 707 is paired with any
SUD code, the SUD visit is not used in this measure

Note: Clinic visits to outpatient SUD clinic stops 513 SA-IND or 514 SA-Home or

519 SA/PTSD or 547 inter-SA TRT, or 560 SA GRP are included in this measure. For

discussion on the use of telephone stop code 545, see Table C below. Therefore all



other clinic visits, including non SUD clinic visits and Opioid Substitution visits {Clinic

code 523) are not considered in this measure.

Cohort: Universe includes all veterans with an SUD outpatient encounter or

inpatient discharge from SUD speciaity bed section in VHA.

Definitions:
e There are 3 events in time analyzed in this measure:
o Negative SUD Treatment History also called Dormancy

o New SUD treatment episode through outpatient or inpatient qualification

o Continuous treatment involvement during the retention period of three 30

day intervals
TABLE A - Events in Time
Event Negative SUD  Qualification as New SUD Episode  Continuous Treatment Involvement
Treatment {Retention Period) 80 Total Days
History
{Dormancy)
Event S0 day period Inpatient or Qutpatient 1st 30 days 2nd 30days 3rd 30 days
Description of no SUD Guatification Date = T of retention  of retention  of retention
treatment in
the 90 days
prior to the 1st
outpatient
qualilying
event date
Qutpatient {T-90) minus 1st 2nd 3rd 28UD visits 2 SUDvisits 2 SUD visits
Qualified total days Qualifyi  Qualifying  Qualifying  in period in period in periocd
Events In Time fromIstto3rd ng Event Event greater than  greater than  greater than
ocutpatient Event Date Date T but not T+30 but T+60 but
qualifying Date Not T later than not later not later
event Not earlier T+30 than T+60 than T+90
earlier than T-28
than 71-
29
Inpatient None required  1st and only Qualifying event 2 SUD visits 2 SUD visits 2 SUD visits
Qualified for inpatient T = Date of any inpatient in period in period in period
Events in qualification discharge or transfer from a SUD greater than  greater than  greater than
Time bed-section T but not T+30 but T+60 but
fater than not later not later
T+30 than T+60 than T+30

« \feterans beginning new SUD treatment episode: To qualify as a New SUD

QOutpatient Episode, two criteria must be met:

o A S90-day Negative SUD outpatient or inpatient treatment history {no SUD

outpatient visit, telephone 545, specialty SUD inpatient admission or
discharge or inpatient SUD encounters) before the date of the 1st of three

qualifying SUD outpatient visits and

o Three visits within 30 days to outpatient SUD clinic stops 513 SA-IND or

514 SA-Home or 519 SA/PTSD or 547 inter-SA TRT, or 560 SA GRP,. Listed
stops are included if paired with other stops as primary or secondary
except smoking cessation 707 OR opioid substitution 523. SUD Telephone
visits (Stop Code 545) will NOT be used to qualify new SUD treatment

episodes.

The date of the 3rd SUD visit in 30 days is the “qualifying” date for the outpatient

track. The retention period begins the next day.



Patients who accrue outpatient workload while in an inpatient SUD bad section will
not “qualify” for the measure via the outpatient track. Since inpatient workload may
not be available until after discharge, the patient may be “picked up” as new and
tracked for a peried of time. However, upon SUD specialty inpatient discharge or
transfer, the outpatient track will be dropped and the patient will be qualified in the
inpatient track.

To qualify as a New SUD Inpatient Episode, a single criterion must be met:

» adischarge or transfer from SUD inpatient bed section (PTF Discharge Specialty
27 SA Res Rehab or 74 SA HI INT, 86 DOM SA with a length of stay at least 4
calendar days.

The SUD bed section discharge or transfer date is the “qualifying” date for the

inpatient track. The retention period begins the next day.

+ Continuous Treatment Involvement {Retention period): Continuous treatment
involvement for at least 90 days is defined as visits on at least 2 days during
every 30 day retention interval for a total of 90 days (three discrete 30 day
intervals) in any of the outpatient specialty SUD clinics. The continuous SUD
treatment retention period begins the day after the qualifying date and ends the
90th day from the beginning of the continuous treatment involvement retention
period.

» Telephone care: Substance use disorder clinical care by teiepho:z% which meets
the same standard as face-to-face visits (e.g. staff qualifications, time spent with
the veteran, etc.) will be accepted for continuity of care for visits during the 2nd
and 3rd 30-day retention intervals. Stop code 545 (telephone Substance Abuse)
will be used for the measure. Telephone visits will not be used to “qualify” new
veterans into the measure.

¢ Admission during the retention period: If a veteran has already qualified for the
measure (from the inpatient or the outpatient tracks) and, during the retention
-period has an admission to or a discharge from one of the SUD inpatient bed
sections listed above, and LOS

o < 4 calendar days will have no effect on the measure.

o At least 4 calendar days, the veteran will be dropped from the previous
qualifying track. Upon discharge or transfer from the SUD bed section, he
will re-qualify for the measure.

Scoring: N/D*100 = Percent

Veterans seen in muitiple facilities will be attributed to the faciiity where the last
retention visit occurred in order to promote coordinated transitions between facilities,

+ If the veteran is not seen in any substance abuse clinic in VHA during the 1st
30 days of the retention period, he fails the measure. The failure will be
attributed to the facility where the ‘qualifying’ event occurred (i.e. where the
3rd visit occurred that qualified the veteran as beginning a new episode of
care or where the veteran was discharged from inpatient SUD care).

o [f the veteran is seen for a Lst retention visit in a substance abuse dlinic
during the 1st 30-day retention period but is not seen again, the patient fails
the measure. The failure will be attributed to the facility where the first
retention visit occurred,

o If the patient passed the first 30-day retention interval requirement but failed
to meet the 2nd 30-day retention interval requirement, the patient fails the
measure and the failure is attributed to the facility where the latest retention
visit occurred.



o If the patient passed the first and second 30-day retention interval
requirement but failed to meet the 3rd 30-day retention interval requirement,

consistent with EPRP gquarters,

the patient fails the measure and the failure is attributed to th

the latest retention visit occurred,
Time frame issues: Reports include patients who have completed the ratention
period during the report month or quarter selected. The performance period is

e facility where

TABLE B: Substance Use Disorder Reporting Timelines and Workload Inclusion Information
EPRP Months oQe Dormancy Index Index Index Index
Lagged | included in Executive | Check Range | Episode 1st Episode Episode Episcde
Quarter | quarter = Briefing {T- days to Qualification | Qualificatio | Retention Retention
Patients Book first Visit Date n Date (T) | Start Date | Completio
completing Reportin | qualification | Range for Range {T+1) n Date
their retention | g Date visit date - Outpatient Range {T+90)
period in; a0 Qualification Range
Oct , Nov First 03/06/07 - 06/04/07 - 07/03/07 - | 07/04/07- | 10/01/07 -
i Friday 05/05/07 08/30/07 09/01/07 09/02/07 11/30/07
February
08
2 Oct, Nov, Dec, | First 03/06/07 - 06/04/07 - 07/03/07 - | 07/04/07~ | 10/01/07-
Jan, Feb Friday 08/31/07 11/23/07 12701707 12/02/067 02729708
May OB
3 Oct, Nov, Dec, | First 03/06/07 - 06/04/07- 07703707 - | 07/04/07- | 10/01/07 -
Jan, Feb, Mar, | Friday 12/01/07 02/29/08 03702/08 03/03/08 05/31/08
| Apr, May August
i 08
4 | Cct, Nov, Dec, | Mid-~ 03/06/07 - 06/04/07 - 07/03/07 - | 07/04/07- 10/01/07-
Jan, Feb, Mar, | October 03/02/08 05/31/08 06/02/08 06/03/08 08/31/08
Apr, May, Jun, | 08
Jul, Aug
Data

» Origin: Workload generated is sent to VHA data center. Data submitted after the
quarterly report has been collected pertaining to veteran care already reported
will be updated during the following quarterly run.

e Sample size & Extraction: 100% from data center database by OQP.

Repository: Monthly, facility, VISN, VHA and SSN specific data are available for

trouble shooting and understanding local patterns retrospectively after the

completion of a retention period; however this is not sufficiently close to 'real time’
data to provide prospective tracking during the retention period.

Will these sources be used to contribute information for specified period/event?

receiving SUD "‘maintenance’
telephone care (545) so will
‘show-up” in a search for ‘dormant
time’ and “count’ as SUD visits,
therefore the patient will not be

“gormant’ if 545 visits are present.

{no SUD workload in 90 days)
then 3 telephone visits in 30
days. This workload will NOT be
used to determine a ‘quaiifying’
event. The patient will not be
considered newly ‘qualified’ based

TABLE C Events / Data Source Use During Dormancy, Qualification, and Retention Determination
Dormant Qualifying Retention
SUD Clinic | Yes. SUD clinic stops are used to | Yes. SUD clinic stops will be used | Yes. SUD clinic stops
stops evaluate the dormant period. E.g. | to qualify a veteran. For will be used to
If the patient has SUD clinic stops, | example, if a veteran has 3 visits | determine retention
they wili be considerad "NOT in 30 days, he qualifies in the compliance.
dormant” and do not newly qualify | measure.
for the measure for at least 90
more days.
Telephone | Yes. Telephone clinic stop 545 will | No. 545 will NOT be used to Yes. 545 clinic stops will
stop 545 be used to evaluate the dormant evaluate for qualifying events. be used to determine
period. For example, Pt is £,9. Pt has a true dormant period | retention compliance in

the 2nd & 3rd period
only




TABLE C Events / Data Source Use During Dormancy, Qualification, and Retention Determination
Dormant Qualifying Retention
on 545 workload.
Inpatient Yes. Discharge data will be Yes, Discharge data from an inpt | Yes. If a patient was
suUD evaluated and considered as SUD bed section wilt be used as a | ADMITTED to a SUD Bed
Dischg w/ | active SUD workload when qualifylng event. Such a Section during the
LOS =z 4 evaluating the dormant period. discharge will ‘disconnect/drop’ a retention period, those
calendar Therefore, if 3 patient has an veteran from any previous data will be used to
days admission or discharge during the | qualifying track AMD will re- ‘disconnect’ him from
dormant period, it will not be qualify a patient with a new the previous qualifying
considered ‘dormant’, qualifying date, track, He will be re-
qualified upon Cischarge
or transfer from the SUD
Bed sec.
Inpatient No. SUD encounters provided on | No. SUD encounters provided on | Yes. SUD encounters
w/ SUD inpatients will NOT be used to inpatients will NOT be used to provided on inpatients
Encounter | evaluate for a dormant period. evaluate for qualifying events will be used to evaluate
s1 Therefore if a patient has received retention compliance
SUD consuit while an inpatient (on
any bed section), it will not be
considered when evaluating for a
dormant period. If the patient
had ONLY inpatient encounters for
90 days, he will be considered as
having a ‘dormant’ period.
Census on | No. SUD census data will not be No. SUD census data will not be Yes {partially). SuUD
SUD bed used to evaluate a dormant pericd | used to evaluate for a qualifying census data will be used
section w/ | (when the patient is discharged, avent (when the patient is to evaluate whether to
oS =4 the measure will pick-up the discharged, the measure will pick- | *disconnect’ a vet from
calendar discharge information) up the discharge Information) previous qualifying
days track. But it will not be
used to meet retention
visit requirements. The
patient will be re-
qualified upon discharge
from the SUD Bed
Section.

} These are “encounter forms” peneraled while 4 patient is admitted to an inpatient bed section. Prior to 2005, *eutpatient \-»M:lmd for “inparients’ was
“blocked” am?}csﬁwmdmwhmmw&edmmm In 2005, VHA removed this block and allows for prof
provided 1o inpasients to be sent to the VHA data center.

¥ aarwlefesadd
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MAY-B5-2008 B3:54 From:SBA SBDC 2EC2BsTTRT To: 52024811696 P.1/5

U.S. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20416

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

May 1, 2008

Mr. John P. Walters

Director

Office of National Drug Control Policy

Executive Office of the President

Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Walters:

In accordance with the Officc of National Drug Control Policy’s Drug Control
Accounting Circular, the Small Business Administration submits its Detailed Accounting
of 'Y 2007 Drug Control Funds and Performance Summary Report with the :
accompanying [G authentication.

If you have any additional questions or comments, plcasc call me directly.

Sincerely yours,

Y ¢ BA

Steven C. Preston

Lnclosurcs

s'mummhmﬁﬁmamm;



MAY-75-2808 13:23 From:S8A S50C oERRus 7727 To:2223955176 P.171

U.8. SMavLy, Busingss ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20415

April 17, 2008

Mr, John P, Walters

Director

Office of National Drug Contro Policy
Exccutive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr, Walters:

In accordance with the Office of National Drug Control Policy Cireular (ONDCP), Drug Contrl
Accounting, we reviewed the Small Business Administration’s fiscal year (FY} 2007 Arnual
Accounting of Dryg Control Funds and Related Performance Report and supporting documentation.
We concur with SBA’s decision to provide an alternative report because, as provided under Section 9
= of the ONDCP circular, SBA'’s annual Drug Free Workplace Program budget is below $50 miilion,

and its full compliance with reporting requirerents would constitute an unressopable burden,

) In preparing its altemative report, SBA disclosed that it relied on the hosesty and intagrity of
= grantees to ensure that performance data was accurate, complets and unbiased in presentation
N and substance, Therefore, we compared SBA’s FY 2007 alternative report to accounting and
performance data submissions from the nine recipients of SBA's Drug-Free Workpiace Program
grants, and determined that the information provided in SBA’s report matched the data reported

by grautees.
? "inkj]y@’ f S

Eric Thorson
Inspector General
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L PERFORMANCE INFORMATION

MEASURE 1: Number of Small Businesses Educated

Table 1* T

[ FY2003 | ®Y2004 | FY2005 | FY3006 FY 2008 |
| Actual Actual Actnal Actual Target
111,873 15,400 5.150 531 1,450 |
[ ;

(8) Describe the measure. This measure reflects the number of small businesscs that were
educated by a DFWD grantee. A purpose of the program is to educate as many small
businesses as possible to make them aware of the benefits of implementing a drug free
workplace program for their business. If a business implements a DFWP program, it is
believed that there will be a decrease in absenteeism, workplace accidents, tardiness,
damaged or stolen property and insurance premiurus. [t is also believed that productivity and
morale will increase, The information is collected directly from the grantees. The grantees
input their data into a database created just for this program.

(b) In 2005, approximately 5,100 small businesses were educaled about drug free workplace
benefits. A substantial reduction in businesses educated occurred from 2004 to 2005 due to
the funding availability. The $1 million funding level in 2005 was available for 4 two-year
period, therehy making only one half of the historical annual funding available in one year
(FY2005 - $500,000; FY2006 - $5 00,000). In addition, in FY2005 there were twolve (12)
grantees; in FY2006 there were only five (3), one of which was new and needed ramp-up
time.

In 2066, coupled with a change in the funding methodology, the program office began {o
analyze ways to establish a better goal ing process for the program. This has resulted in more
realistic projections for outputs in 2007 and 2008.

Finally, during 2006, the program began to identify possible outcome metrics for this
program and evaluate methodologies to collect that data.

Tn 2007, the program has begun to collect outcome information on the following metrics
from businesses that had u change in:

! While not required, ONDCP recommends ageneics develop a graph to accompuny information contained in the
table.
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Absenteeism Insurance Premiums
Tardiness Damnaged or stolen
Property costs
Workplace Productivity
B | Accidents
Employee
Tumover

As Fiscal Year 2007 closes, the outcome information will be collested and analyzed to
determine the effects that the implementation of a Drug Free Workplace program has on
small businesses. Tt is believed that after the implementation of a Drug Free Workplace
program a small business will see a decrease in absenteeism, tardiness, workplace accidents,
employee turnover, damaged or stolen property and insurance premiums. Also, the small
business will see an increase in productivity. Since this information will be the first ever
colleeted, it is possible that the results will not yield the expected outcomes.

The procedurcs uscd cnsure the performance data described above are accurate,
complete, and unbiased in presentation and substance.

(¢) 1he goal for FY 2008 is lower because Florida Drug Screening, Inc. is no longer a grantee.
Additionally, Drugs Don’t Work in Arizona closed down hal fway through FY 2007 and is no
longer a grantce. The agency determines the goals bascd on the number of grantees and
whether previous goals were reached or not.

(d) The agency depends on the honesty and intcprity of the DFWP grantees to ensure

performance data for this measure are accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and
substance,

MEASURE 2: Number of DFWPs Implemented

Table 2* ) Mles.
FY2003 | FY 2004 | FY 2005 | FY 2006 | FY 2008
Aclual Actual Actuul Actual Target
1,500 1,075 1,029 62 1165 i

(2) Describe the measure. This measure reflects the number of small businesses that
implemented a whole or partial Drug Free Workplace Program. A purpose of the program is
to encourage as many small businesses as possible to implement a drug frec workplace

? While not required, ONDCP recommends ag

table.

¢ncics devolop a graph to accompuny information contained in the
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program for their busincss. If a business implements a DFWP program, if is believed that
there will be a decrease in absenteeism, workplace accidents, tardiness, damaged or stolen
property and insurance premiums. Ttis also believed that productivity and moral will

P.4/5

increase. ‘The information is collected dircetly from the grantees. The grantees input their
data into a database created just for this program.

(b) The actual goal of 2007 was cxcceded by 293 smal) businesses that implemented &
drug free workplace program. As you can see from the chart above, the numbert of
small busincsses implementing a drug free workplace program varies widely from
year to year because the grantees can not force a small business to implement such a
program. The grantee can only encourage the small business by showing the benefits

of the implementation.

(¢} The goal for FY 2008 is slightly lower because Florida Drug Sercening, Inc, is no longer a

grantce. Additionally, Drugs Don’t Work in Arizona closed down halfway through FY 2007
and is no longer a grantee. The agency determines the goals based on the number of grantees
and whether previous goals were reached or not.

(d) The agency depends on the honesty and integrity of the DFWT grantees 10 ensure

performance data for this measure are accurate, complete, and unbiased in presentation and

substance.

1.  RESOQURCE SUMMARY

FY2007
Final BA
Drug Resources by Drug Control
Function:
Prevention $0.987M

Drug Resources by Budget Decision

Unit:
Education $0.987M
Drug Free Workplace Grants

Drug Resources Personnel Summary

Total FTEs (direct only) 0
Information :
Total Agency Budget* $445,339

Drug Percentage 0.22%

(Budget Authority in Millions)
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I11I. MANAGEMENT’S ASSERTIONS

() Performance reporting system is appropriate and apptied — The agency has a system to
capture performance information accurately and that system was properly applied to generate
the performance data.

(2) Explanations for not mccting performance targets are reasonable — Both goals were
exceeded in FY 2007,

(3) Mcethodology te establish performance targets is reasonable und applied — The
methodology described above to establish performance targets for the current year is
reasonable given past performance and available resources.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities - The
agency has established at least one acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control
Decision Unit identilied in reports required by section 6a(1)(A) for which a significant
amount of obligations (§1,000,000 or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is
less) were incurred in the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure considers the
intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.
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ONDCP Circular: Drug Control Accounting

May 1, 2007

TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS

SUBJECT:  Annual Accounting and Authentication of Drug Control Funds and Related
Performance

1. Purpose. This circular provides the polices and procedures to be used by National Drug
Control Program agencies in conducting a detailed accounting and authentication of all funds
expended on National Drug Control Program activities and the performance measures, targets,
and results associated with those activities.

2. Rescission. This circular rescinds and replaces the ONDCP Circular, Annual A ccounting of
Drug Control Funds, dated April 18, 2003.

3. Authority.
a. 21 US.C. § 1704(d) provides: “The Dircctor [ONDCP] shall —

(A) require the National Drug Control Program agencies to submit to the Director not
later than February 1 of each year a detailed accounting of all funds expended by the
agencies for National Drug Control Program activities during the previous fiscal year,
and require such accounting to be authenticated by the Inspector General of each agency
prior to submission to the Director; and

(B) submit to Congress not later than April 1 of cach year the information submitted to
the Director under subparagraph (A).”

b. 21 U.S.C. § 1703(d)(7) authorizes the Director of National Drug Control Policy to “...
monitor implementation of the National Drug Control Program, including — (A)
conducting program and performance audits and evaluations; and (B) requestin g
assistance of the Inspector General of the relevant agency in such audits and
evaluations ...”

4. Definitions. As used in this circular, key terms related to the National Drug Control

Program and budget are defined in Section 4 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated
May 1, 2007. These terms include: National Drug Control Program, National Drug Control

Drug Control Accounting 1



Program agency, Bureau, Drug Methodology, Drug Control Functions, and Budget Decision
Units.  Further, Reprogrammings and Fund Control Notices referenced in Section 6 of this
circular are defined in Section 6 and Section 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution, dated
May 1, 2007.

3. Coverage. The provisions of this circular apply to all National Drug Control Program
agencics.

6. Detailed Accounting Submission. The Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of each agency, or
other accountable senior level senior executive, shall prepare a Detailed Accounting Submission
to the Director, ONDCP. For agencies with no bureaus, this submission shall be a single report,
as defined by this section. For agencies with bureaus, the Detailed Accounting Submission shall
consist of reports, as defined by this section, from the agency’s bureaus. The CFO of each
bureau, or accountable senior level executive, shall prepare reports. Each report must include (a)
a table highlighting prior year drug control obligations data, and (b) a narrative section making
assertions regarding the prior year obligations data. Report elements are further detailed below:

a. Table of Prior Year Drug Control Obligations — For the most recently completed
fiscal year, each report shall include a table of obligations of drug control budgetary
resources appropriated and available during the year being reported.! Such table shall
present obligations by Drug Control Function and Budget Decision Unit, as these
categories are displayed for the agency or bureau in the National Drug Control Strategy
Budget Summary. Further, this table shall be accompanied by the following disclosures:

(1) Drug Methodology — The drug methodology shall be specified in a separate exhibit.
For obligations calculated pursuant to a drug methodology, this presentation shall
include sufficient detail to explain fully the derivation of all obligations data
presented in the table.

(a) Obligations by Drug Control Function — All bureaus employ a drug
methodology to report obligations by Drug Control Function.

{b) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit ~ For certain multi-mission burcaus —
Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Coast Guard, Immi gration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE), Indian Health Service (IHS), Burcau of Indian Affairs (BIA),
and the Veterans Health Administration (VHA) — obligations reported by Budget
Decision Unit shall be calculated pursuant to an approved drug methodology. For

'Consistent with reporting requirements of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1, 2007,
resources received from the following accounts are excluded from obligation estimates: (1) ONDCP — High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) and (2) DOJ - Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program.
Obligations against these resources shall be excluded from the table required by this section but shall be reported on
a consolidated basis by these bureaus. Generally, to prevent double-counting agencies should not report obligations
against budget resources received as a reimbursement. An agency that is the source of the budget authority for such
reimbursements shall be the reporting entity under this circular.
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all other burcaus, drug control obligations reported by Budget Decision Unit shall
represent 100 percent of the actual obligations of the bureau for those Budget
Decision Units, as they are defined for the National Drug Control Budget. (See
Attachment B of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Formulation, dated May 1. 2007.)

(2) Methodology Modifications — Consistent with ONDCP"s prior approval, if the drug
methodology has been modified from the previous year, then the changes, their
purpose, and the quantitative differences in the amount(s) reported using the new
method versus the amount(s) that would have been reported under the old method
shall be disclosed.?

(3) Material Weaknesses or Other Findings — Any material weakness or other findings
by independent sources, or other known weaknesses, including those identified in the
Agency’s Annual Statement of Assurance, which may affect the presentation of prior
year drug-related obligations data, shall be highlighted. This may be accomplished
by cither providing a brief written summary, or by referencing and attaching relevant
portions of existing assurance reports. For each material weakness or other finding,
corrective actions currently underway or contemplated shall be identified.

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers — All prior year reprogrammings or transfers that
affected drug-related budgetary resources shall be identified; for each such
reprogramming or transfer, the effect on drug-related obligations reported in the table
required by this section also shall be identified.

(5) Other Disclosures — Agencies may make such other disclosures as they feel are
necessary 1o clarify any issues regarding the data reported under this circular.

b. Assertions — At a minimum, cach report shall include a narrative section where the
following assertions are made regarding the obligation data presented in the table
required by Section 6a:

(1) Obligations by Budget Decision Unit —~ With the exception of the multi-mission
bureaus noted in Section 6a(1)(b), reports under this section shall include an assertion
that obligations reported by budget decision unit are the actual obligations from the
bureau’s accounting system of record for these Budget Decision Units.

{2) Drug Methodology — An assertion shall be made regarding the reasonableness and
accuracy of the drug methodology used to calculate obligations of prior year
budgetary resources by function for all burcaus and by budget decision unit for the
CBP, Coast Guard, ICE, IHS, BIA, and VHA. The criteria associated with this
assertion are as follows:

*For changes that did not receive prior approval, the agency or burezu shall submit such changes
to ONDCP for approval under separate cover,

Drug Control Accounting 3



() Data — If workload or other statistical information supports the drug
methodology, then the source of these data and the current connection to drug
control obligations should be well documented. If these data are periodically
collected, then the data used in the drug methodology must be clearly identified
and will be the most recently available.

(b) Other Estimation Methods ~ If professional judgment or other estimation
methods are used as part of the drug methodology, then the association between
these assumptions and the drug control obligations being estimated must be
thoroughly explained and documented. These assumptions should be subjected to
periodic review, in order to confirm their continued validity.

(¢) Financial Systems ~ Financial systems supporting the drug methodology should
yield data that fairly present, in all material respects, aggregate obligations from
which drug-related obligation estimates are derived.

(3) Application of Drug Methodology — Each report shall include an assertion that the
drug methodology disclosed in this section was the actual methodology used to
generate the table required by Section 6a. Calculations must be sufficiently well
documented to independently reproduce these data. Calculations should also provide
a means 1o ensure consistency of data between reporting years.

(4) Reprogrammings or Transfers — Further, each report shall include an assertion that
the data presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that, if
revised during the fiscal year, properly reflects those changes, including ONDCP’s
approval of reprogrammings or transfers affecting drug-related resources in excess of
$1 million.

(5) Fund Control Notices — Each report shall also include an assertion that the data
presented are associated with obligations against a financial plan that fully complied
with all Fund Control Notices issued by the Director under 21 U.S.C. § 1703(f} and
Section 8 of the ONDCP Circular, Budget Execution.

7. Performance Summary Report. The CFO, or other accountable senior level senior
executive, of each agency for which a Detailed Accounting Submission is required, shall provide
a Performance Summary Report to the Director of National Drug Control Policy. Each report
must include performance-related information for National Drug Control Program activities, and
the official is required to make certain assertions regarding that information. The required
elements of the report are detailed below.

a. Performance Reporting- The agency’s Performance Summary Report must include
each of the following components:
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(1) Performance Measures — The report must describe the performance measures used
by the agency to assess the National Drug Control Program activities it carried out in
the most recently completed fiscal year and provide a clear justification for why those
measures are appropriate for the associated National Drug Control Program activities.
The performance report must explain how the measures: reflect the purpose of the
program; contribute to the National Drug Control Strategy; and are used in the
management of the program. The description must include sufficient detail to permit
non-experts to understand what is being measured and why it is relevant to those
activities.

(2) Prior Years Performance Targets and Results — For each performance measure,
the report must provide actual performance information for the previous four fiscal
years and compare the results of the most recent fiscal year with the projected (target)
levels of performance established in the agency’s annual performance budget for that
year. If any performance target for the most recently completed fiscal year was not
met, the report must explain why that target was not met and describe the agency’s
plans and schedules for meeting future targets. Allernatively, if the agency has
concluded it is not possible to achieve the established target with available resources,
the report should include recommendations concerning revising or eliminating the
target,

(3) Current Year Performance Targets — Each report must specify the performance
targets established for National Drug Control Program activities in the agency’s
performance budget for the current fiscal year and describe the methodology used to
establish those targets.

(4) Quality of Performance Data ~ The agency must state the procedures used to ensure
the performance data described in this report are accurate, complete, and unbiased in
presentation and substance.

(b) Assertions — Each report shall include a letter in which an accountable agency official
makes the following assertions are made regarding the information presented in Section
7a:

(1) Performance reporting system is appropriate and applied — The agency has a
system to capture performance information accurately and that system was properly
applied to generate the performance data.

(2) Explanations for not meeting performance targets are reasonable — An assertion
shall be made regarding the reasonableness of any explanation offered for failing to
meet a performance target and for any recommendations concerning plans and
schedules for meeting future targets or for revising or eliminating performance
targets.
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(3) Methodology to establish performance targets is reasonable and applied — An
assertion that the methodology described above to establish performance targets for
the current year is reasonable given past performance and available resources.

(4) Adequate performance measures exist for all significant drug control activities -
Each Report shall include an assertion that the agency has established at least one
acceptable performance measure for each Drug Control Decision Unit identified in
reports required by section 6a(1)(A) for which a significant mount of obligations
($1,000,000 or 50 percent of the agency drug budget, whichever is less) were
incurred in the previous fiscal year. Each performance measure must consider the
intended purpose of the National Drug Control Program activity.

The criteria associated with these assertions are as follows:

(a) Data - If workload, participant, or other quantitative information supports these
assertions, the sources of these data should be well documented. If these data are
periedically collected, the data used in the report must be clearly identified and will be
the most recently available.

(b) Other Estimation Methods ~ If professional judgment or other estimation methods
are used to make these assertions, the objectivity and strength of these estimation
methods must be thoroughly explained and documented. These estimation methods
should be subjected to periodic review to confirm their continued validity.

(c) Reporting Systems — Reporting systems supporting the assertions should be current,
reliable, and an integral part of the agency’s budget and management processes.

8. Inspector General Authentication. Each report defined in Sections 6 and 7 shall be
provided to the agency’s Inspector General (IG) for the purpose of expressing a conclusion about
the reliability of each assertion made in the report. ONDCP anticipates that this engagement will
be an attestation review, consistent with the Statements for Standards of Attestation
Engagements, promulgated by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants.

9. Unrecasonable Burden. Unless a detailed report, as specified in Section 6, is specifically
requested by ONDCP, an agency or bureau included in the National Drug Control Budget with
prior year drug-related obligations of less than $50 million may submit through its CFO, or its
accountable senior level executive, an alternative report to ONDCP, consisting of only the table
highlighted in Section 6a., omitting all other disclosures. Such a report will be accompanied by
statements from the CFO, or accountable senior level executive, and the agency 1G attesting that
full compliance with this Circular would constitute an unreasonable reporting burden. In those
instances, obligations reported under this section will be considered as constituting the statutorily
required detailed accounting, unless ONDCP notifies the agency that greater detail is required.
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10. Point of Contact and Due Dates. Each agency CFO, or accountable senior level executive,
shall transmit a Detailed Accounting Submission, consisting of the report(s) defined in Sections
6 and 7, along with the IG’s authentication(s) defined in Section 8, to the attention of the
Associate Dircctor for Performance and Budget, Office of National Drug Control Policy,
Washington, DC 20503. Detailed Accounting Submissions, with the accompanying IG
authentication(s), are due to ONDCP by February 1 of each year. Agency management must
submit reports to their Office of Inspector General (OIG) in sufficient time to allow for review
and IG authentication under Section 8 of this Circular. ONDCP recommends a 31 December
due date for agencies to provide their respective OIG with the required reports and information.

John P. Walters
Director

Drug Control Accounting



