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5th Floor Conference Room

	

	

	Meeting called by:
	Lindsay Ball
	
	

	

	

	Attendees:

Not Present:
	John Radford, State Controller                          Craig Stroud, PERS
                          

Dallas Weyand (for Ken Rocco)                       Cory Streisinger, DCBS

Chuck Hibner, SOS                                           Margaret McDowell, DAS

Erin Haney, DAS

Debbie Ferguson, Standard Ins.                        Carol Welch, Nike

Sarah Gates (for Kingsley Glick)                      Marlene Hartinger, ODOT
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	Chuck Hibner
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	NEXT MEETING – August 28, 2006, 1:30 to 3:00 PM, 5th Floor Conference Room
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	Annual JLAC Reporting Format
	Margaret McDowell
	

	
	Discussion:  Lindsay noted that other states were doing much more extensive reporting.  However, he thought we should follow Dallas’ lead on what we should include in the report.

	
	Dallas said the reports from other states were “way too much information.”  He said he thought the report should be a high level overview of how we are doing overall.

	
	Dallas reviewed the example draft completed by Margaret and said his only suggestion was that the information regarding SPOTS be taken out.  He liked the draft and thought there should be general examples.  He liked that it was shorter – “the brevity.”

	
	Margaret said she was not intending to keep the SPOTS information in the report – she had only added it as an example for the committee to see.  She said she would get an email out to the agencies for examples to be included.

	
	Lindsay asked the group if anyone had any other suggestions or concerns.

	
	Chuck said he thought there was value in keeping it short.

	
	Cory stated she thought the year should be added that each agency had their QA.

	
	Lindsay again asked for any further comments and then confirmed that we would be using the format that Margaret had used for her example draft.

	
	Cory asked if the committee would get to see a final copy of the report before it went to JLAC.

	
	Margaret said the committee would have to sign off before it went to JLAC at the November meeting and that if she was unable to present it at the meeting prior to the JLAC she would at least get it out to the committee via email.

	
	Conclusions:  The report format will be a short review including examples from the agencies (as used in the example draft presented by Margaret McDowell)

	
	Action items:  Email sent to the agencies requesting their information by October 15, 2006 
	Person responsible: Margaret McDowell
	Deadline: October 31, 2006


	IA2 Skill Sets
	John Radford
	

	
	Discussion: Lindsay reminded everyone that at the last meeting the group discussed the need to identify the skills required for the IA2 position in order to get away from the 2 yr timeframe of experience currently required.  The group needed to define the necessary skills.

	
	John said they looked at a number of sources including the City of Portland, and various internal sources.  He said the information he provided also addressed necessary knowledge and types of work being done.  He said you could also broaden the synopsis with information from other states, federal information and private sector; he thought it would not vary much from the information he had gathered.  He clarified that the information was only intended to be used for the purposes of the discussion of the committee – not to be used for any classification studies.  

	
	Lindsay inquired if this more closely defined the skill sets we want.

	
	John said he believed that because this was a blend and was not derived from evaluation it just generally defines that atmosphere that currently exists.  

	
	Margaret stated the information provided by John is what she is looking/listening for during interviews.

	
	Lindsay asked the group if there was any more or less that they thought should be included in the information.

	
	Dallas noticed that it did not include the CIA as a desired certification.

	
	John asked what exactly the group wanted the document/information for – what the purpose was. 

	
	Lindsay said he wanted to determine if the MQ’s in State Government are realistic and that there may be a need to change the qualification on the IA2 statewide.  He wants to get at the skills needed vs. a two – three yr timeframe.  That we need to focus on the skill sets needed to accomplish the tasks required by the position.

	
	Chuck stated that they recently made some classification changes and that the actual new position for them was the State Auditor (SA) 2 even though the SA4 was the new title the new position was really the SA2.  He wanted to note that their classifications do not match up with the IA series; in large part due to this new classification.  

	
	Margaret said that the skill sets are very vague and that you can’t really tell if a candidate has the skills until you interview them or bring them on for work.  She is questioning whether the qualifications can be based on skills alone.

	
	Cory said it was clear to her by reading the information provided, and she could pull out the distinguishing information between the IA1 and the IA2.

	
	Chuck said it comes down to basic vs. general knowledge (according to the information provided) and was not sure how you can test that.

	
	Cory said they would need to look for other experience. 

	
	Dallas thought it would help to eliminate the term “Required” and replace it with preferred or something along those lines because this would give more flexibility to hiring managers.  

	
	Margaret said that she had reviewed some information from other states, and that one requires 1 ½ yrs experience or 6 month of related state government experience.

	
	Cory said she has auditors at DCBS that perform other functions (not internal auditing), they are compliance auditors who work on insurance audits for workers compensation.  She has concerns because she cannot bring them on to the IA series because they do not have IA experience but they do have the skills needed

	
	Margaret explained that the requirements as they are in the current MQ’s only require auditing experience – so, the compliance auditing that some of Cory’s staff do would meet the qualifications.  

	
	Craig said he felt that most accounting professionals have the information and knowledge that would be transferable to auditing.

	
	Cory wanted to know how they could translate that so more applicants qualify.

	
	Chuck stated it would depend on what would be expected of the person – if we wanted them to “hit the ground running” then he did not think this would do it.  But, he thought this could be a starting point with some supervision.  

	
	Craig said they would not know Yellow Book, but they would have the technical skills. 

	
	Chuck said he thought they needed that knowledge of the flows and processes, and that it’s not a given that just because the person is bright and intelligent they can translate that and be a good auditor.

	
	Cory stated that she wanted to make sure the MQs are not a barrier to candidates.

	
	Lindsay said he agreed.  He also agreed that there is no substitution for experience.

	
	Margaret said one option is to change the “required” to “desirable” and then match skills and use experience as a bonus.

	
	Cory said she wants to revise the classifications to get individuals qualified.

	
	Lindsay asked John what his thoughts were.

	
	John said that the private sector puts heavy reliance on experience and he wonders if individuals will really be able to the work.  He thinks folks will need a broad knowledge and technical experience (i.e. need both knowledge and skills).

	
	Cory said she has never had a job where she had previous experience until her first day on the job; but, she had the knowledge and skills to do the work.

	
	John replied that in accounting individuals always start at the entry level and build experience and then get promoted over time with a wide variety of exposure.

	
	Cory stated that there should be a way to combine 6 months of governmental experience and a track record of work that will show that the person has the skills. 

	
	John said that goes against the whole process of getting a CPA license ( you must have the experience; just because you past the test alone does not get you the certification, you must have the experience, 

	
	Margaret said she thinks what we will start to see if we change the qualifications is hiring based on certifications because it will become the way candidates prove they have the skills needed.  

	
	John said lowering the skills and standards could lead to hiring problems.

	
	Chuck stated that time on the job is how you get good at it.  If there were a shortcut, the big firms would have found it. 

	
	John said other types of auditors are not as sophisticated in the type of work they do and the approach they take.

	
	Craig felt it would be beneficial to widen the qualifications at the IA2 level; but, he thought the IA3 requirements should stay the same.

	
	Chuck thought everything would depend on what is going to be expected of the individual – what we want them to do.

	
	Margaret mentioned the concern with single staff audit shops, and this would likely not work for them because the person would not be able to work independently.

	
	Chuck stated that if the expectations/qualifications are lowered then there will need to be more supervision.

	
	John reminded the committee that there is the option of “under-filling” positions until the person meets the MQ’s.

	
	Cory said people are not willing to take the pay cut for that period of time.

	
	Lindsay said the group had gotten some good discussion going and it seemed to boil down to the MQ’s and finding a balance between time on the job and skills needed. 

	
	Chuck said he felt the group needed to be more strategic than simply if they do not have the time/experience then we need to find a way to get them there.  He felt there needed to be more information and resources put in place first and that with the experience the individuals can be ready in 2 yrs.

	
	Dallas said he does not see why the two options (experience and skills) have to be mutually exclusive.

	
	Margaret stated that the group had not identified the tools that were needed to be in place.  She is not sure what will be provided for the rotation program and is also not sure if the tools are in place.

	
	Lindsay asked Margaret and Dallas to look at this issue.

	
	Dallas said he felt there needed to be flexibility in the MQ’s.

	
	Margaret said the information needs to be in place before things move forward.

	
	Lindsay asked Margaret to identify what is needed, and then forward the information to Dallas to look at.  The information will be sent out to the committee members.  

	
	Cory said she did not feel a one year program would work because she did not think the “sending” agencies would be willing to commit to more than six months.

	
	Lindsay said that generally one can tell how a candidate will do within six months, and that just because we bring them on does not mean that they will be in the position forever.  

	
	Conclusions:  Margaret and Dallas will work on coordinating the potential training program and what tools/resources will need to be in place to get the candidates where they need to be.

	
	Action items:  Margaret & Dallas will work on a potential program
	Person responsible:  Margaret McDowell, Dallas Weyand
	Deadline: August 28, 2006


	Peer Review
	Chuck Hibner
	

	
	Discussion:  Chuck summarized that OUS is currently going through their Peer Review and as part of that the reviewer met with SOS.  The reviewer is from Texas A & M University and he mentioned that the University of Texas has a program that allows students, as part of their audit course work, to go out, with supervision, and do peer reviews of state agencies.  

	
	Margaret stated she was aware of this process and that they do use IIA standards or University standards (whichever is appropriate for each review).  She also noted that state agencies in Texas are getting the benefit because the cost for the review is lower (and it is signed off on by the instructor – who is certified). Agencies are building relationships with the students and it is helping with recruiting.  

	
	Chuck stated he felt this could be a useful tool for state agencies in Oregon.  He noted that we would possibly not want back to back peer reviews from this group – but, possibly every other review.  

	
	Dallas said he thought this could be a good opportunity for recruiting and exposure to potential applicants.

	
	Lindsay thought this could be a good opportunity for Oregon and also thought this could be a good program to get started in Oregon – possibly something similar at our Universities.

	
	Margaret stated that currently the rule requires that there be an “external” peer review.  She also noted that the rule could likely be changed after all the agencies had completed one review.  She said it was set up this way because they were given strong urging that state agencies could not complete reviews on each other.  

	
	Lindsay commented that even if we could not use them for our “external” reviews it could be a good program to get started at the Universities, and they could potentially do reviews for other states (Washington or California).  

	
	Margaret also noted it would be possibly to get interim reviews from this group.  

	
	Conclusions:

	
	Action items:
	Person responsible:
	Deadline:
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