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The Honorable Randy L. Ewing, President of the Senate The Honorable H. B. "Hunt" Downer, Jr., Speaker of the House of Representatives Dear Senator Ewing and Representative Downer 

1600 NORTH THIRD ST}~f t 1 POST OFFICE BOX 94397 TELEPHONE: (504) 339.3gi1!, FACSIMILE: (504) 339-3~70 

This report gives the results of our performance audit of the Program Authority and Pedbrmance Data of the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality. The audit was conducted under provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. In addition, this audit is one step toward meeting requirements of the Louisiana Performance Audit Program (Louisiana Revised Statute 24:522). The report represents our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. We have also identified matters for legislative consideration. Appendix C contains the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality's response. Appendix D contains the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget's response. I trust that this report will be of use to you in your legislative decision-making process. 

DGK/d 

Sincerely yours, 
Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE Legislative Auditor 



S ()ffice of Legislative Auditor 

Executive Summary Department of Environmental Quality: Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data 
The Louisiana Environmental Quality Act of 1983 created the Department of Environmental Quality. The department has six offices that operate ten programs. For fiscal year 1997, the department was appropriated over $90 million. Our performance audit on the department's program authority and performance data found that: State law authorizes all of the department's programs. However, there are some functions mandated by state law that are not being performed because these functions are not being funded. The department has not developed a comprehensive strategic plan that coordinates its various programs. Such a planning process would help the department to improve its performance data. The executive budget does not accuralely reflect the missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators of some programs within the department. 
There are instances where programs do not have stated goals, and the goals that are stated are rewrites of the program mission statement. Most of the performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objectives. Also, the performance indicators overall do not provide detailed information to be useful for making budgetary decisions. 
Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE, Legislative Auditor Phone No. (504) 339-3800 



Executive 
Audit Initiation and Objectives 

Department Background 

Pa~ex~ 
The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit of the Department of Environmental Quality's executive budget performance data in response to certain requirements of Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 24:522. This report is one of a series of reports on all major executive branch departments addressing the following objectives * Deterlaine if the department's missions and goals as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget are consistent with legislative intent and legal authority ~ Determine if the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget are eonsislent with established criteria ~ Determine if the department's objectives and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget collectively provide useful information for decision-making purposes ~ ldentily any programs, functions, and activities within/tie department that appear to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded 
The Louisiana Environmental Quality Act of 1983 created the Departmenl of Environmental Quality. The department has six offices that operate ten programs. For fiscal year 1997, the department was appropriated over $90 million. The department's staffhas grown 2.5 times larger in the last ten years. For fiscal year 1997, the department has 996 authorized positions. However, 11 of these positions have been transferred to the Department of State Civil Service. State law authorizes all of the department's programs. Each program's purpose, except for the Administrative program, is reflected in its program mission statements. However, there are some functions mandated by state law that are not being performed because these functions are not being funded. The unfunded mandates are the control of noise pollution and the investigation of pipelines as potential sources of hazardous waste. 



 

Potential Duplication Within I)EQ 

of Environmental 
Recommendation 2.1 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Office of Planning and Budget should ensure that the mission statement for the Administrative Program encompasses all fuuctions of the program. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.1 The legislature may wish to consider reviewing B~S. 30:2054(A)(3), relating to the regulation of noise pollution by the Air Quality Program, and R.S. 30:2271 et seq. relating to remediating hazardous substances at pipeline compressor and meter stations by the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program, to determine whether these functions should be: (1) funded; (2) abolished; or (3) amended to be discretionary. 
The department is planning to consolidate the Ground Water Division from the Office of Water Resources and the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Division of the Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement with the Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste. With the passage of Senate Bill 951 of the 1997 Regular Legislative Session, the department will group these entities into a new entity named the Office of Waste Services with separate permits, enforcement, remediation, and customer service divisions However, even though combining these divisions may make operations more effective and efficient, it may decrease the accountability since regulation of the three media (solid, hazardous, underground storage tanks) will be merged. The Governmental Accounting Starldards Board states that disaggregated data are likely to be more useful than aggregate data. As such, the differenl functions within the newly created office should be reported separately in the executive budget for better accountability. 



Executive Summary 

Program Budgeting in DEQ 

Pa~e xiii 
Recommendation 2.2 The ()ffice of Planning and Budget and the department should work together to ensure that the operations of the newly created Office of Waste Services are reported in the executive budget such that the legislature can see the office's performance in regulating different media. 
The department does not have a comprehensive strategic plan that coordinates its various programs. Such a planning process would help the department to improve its performance data. In our review of the department's performance data, we found instances where the information in the executive budget did not accurately reflect the missions, goals, and performance indicators of some programs within the department. In addition, the department's overall mission is not distinctly presented in the executive budget. There were also cases where programs did not have stated missions or goals. In many instances, program mission statements did not reflect the purpose or identify the clients of the program. However, in those cases where a program had goals, these goals restated the program's mission. Goals should provide a general end result toward which the department's efforts are directed. Most objectives for the department's programs met the established criteria, except for having a time frame for their achievement and being measurable. Lack of time frames could allow programs to operate with no time constraints. In those instances where objectives were measurable, the corresponding performance indicators did not measure progress toward the objective. In addition, the performance indicators as a whole do not provide enough detailed information to be useful. Consequently, the det~artment's performance data may not be useful for budgetary decision making. 



of Environmental Ouali 
Recommendations 3.1 2"he Department of Environmental Quality should work with the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget to develop a comprehensive strategic plan, and in the process, improve the quality of its pedozmance data. 3.2 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to eusnre that information in tile executive budget is accurate. 3.3 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that the department mission is clearly stated in the executive budget. 3.4 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that all program missions and goals are clearly labeled as such in the executive budget. 3.5 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that the department's program mission statements in the executive budget reflect the purpose and identify its clients. 3.6 Tbe Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that all programs have goals which provide a further sense of direction than what is stated in the mission statement. 3.7 Tile Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget shouh| work together to ensure that all objectives are measurable and timebound. 



Exc~tivc Sunm;ar+ PaRe x-v 
3.8 "/'he Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that the performance indicators measure progress toward achieving their related objectives. 3.9 Tile Department of Environmental Quality and tile Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that there are a mixture of different performance indicators to provide decision makers with complete information. 



Chapter Introduction 
Audit Initiation and Objectives 

Report Conclusions 

The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit of the executive budget program information for the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) in response to certain requirements of Act 1100 of 1995. T[fis act amended the state audit law by adding Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 24:522, which created the Louisiana Performance Audit Program. Although the legislative auditor has been conducting performance audits since 1986, R.S. 24:522 formalizes an overall performance audit program for the state. In addition to finding solutions to present fiscal problems, the legislature created the Performance Audit Progranl to identify and plan for the state's long-term needs. This report is one of a series of reports on all major executive branch departments addressing the following objectives: ~ Determine if the department's missions and goals as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget are consistent with legislative intent and legal authority ~ Determine if the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget are consistent with established criteria ~ Determine if the department's objectives and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget collectively provide useful information for decision-making purposes ~ Identify any programs, functions, and activities within the depa1~ment thai appear to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded 
The Louisiana Environmental Quality Act of 1983 created DEQ. The department has six offices that operate ten programs. For fiscal: year 1997, the department was appropriated over $90 million. The department's staffhas grown from 395 in fiscal year 1988 to 996 for fiscal year 1997, a 250 percent increase. 
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Accountability Initiatives 

Dcpartln*nt of Environmental Qualit3 
State law authorizes all of the department's programs. However, there are some functions mandated by state law that are not being performed because these functions are not being funded. The control of noise pollution has not been performed since 1981. Also, the department has not investigated inactive pipelines as potential sources of hazardous waste since fiscal year 1995. Consequently, these functions may need to be re- evaluated to determine whether they are of continued use. The department does not have a comprehensive strategic plan that coordinates its various programs. Such a plan would help the department better develop missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators. Also, the executive budget does not accurately reflect the missions, goals, and performance indicators of some programs within the department. As a result, the executive budget may not exactly portray what the department is trying to achieve. In our review of the department's budget data, we found instances where programs did not have stated missions or goals. However, in those cases where a program had goals, these goals restate the program's mission statements. Most objectives for the department's programs met only half of the established criteria. The main deficiencies noted were that most objectives did not have a time frame for achievement or were not measurable. Consequently, many of the performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objective. As a result, the program performance data may not provide usefal data for legislators to make budgetary decisions about department programs. 
Article XlV, Section 6 of the 1974 Louisiana constitution reorganized the executive branch into 20 departments. State law says that the structure of the executive branch of state government is to, in part, promote economy and efficiency in the operation and management of state government. Since the reorganization, additional efforts have been undertaken to eliminate duplicative, overlapping, and outmoded programs and activities. Some of these efforts require internal reviews of programs, policies, and services of state agencies while others provide for external reviews. R.S. 24:522 requires the legislative auditor to annually make recommendations to the legislature relative, in part, to the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and services that the various state agencies provide. In particular, it directs the auditor 
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to evaluate the basic assumptions underlying all state agencies, programs and services to assist the legislature in identifying those that are vital to the best interests of the people of Louisiana and those that no longer meet that goal. The act also requires state agencies to produce certain information during the budgetary process. In July 1996, the Office of Legislative Auditor issued a report that examined tile performance and progress of Louisiana state government. That report followed up on all recommendations made in performance audits and staff studies issued by the legislative auditor during the previous three years. In that report, we tracked the progress of agencies in implementing recommendations contained in the performance studies and identified related legislation. We also identified a number of problem areas in state govermnent including inadequate oversight and inadequate planning. As part of our continuing efforts to meet the requirements ofR. S. 24:522, this report examines the legal authority for the department's prograJns and services. This report also examines the performance data contained in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget and builds on the need for better planning. Similar performance audit reports are to be issued on all other executive branch departments. State law (R.S. 49:190 et seq.) also requires agencies to provide the legislature with certain information to justify their continued existence. This law is referred to as the sunset review process. This process allows the legislature, through oversight committees, an opportunity and mechanism to evaluate the operations of state statutory entities. State law also requires an annual report by department undersecretaries on iheir department management and program analysis. These reports, required by the provisions of R.S. 36:8, are referred to as Acl 160 reports, since Act 160 of 1982 originally enacted this law. This law requires agencies to conduct evaluations and analyses of programs, operations, and policies to improve the efficiency, economy, and effectiveness of the departments. Other performance legislation includes an accountability act for colleges and universities. Also, various agency performance related reports are required to be submitted with the agency budgel request. One of these reports is referred to as the "Sunset Review Budget Request Supplement." 
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Program Budgeting and Strategic Planning Focus o11 Outcomes 

Department of Enviromncntal Quali~ 
Act 814 of the 1987 Regular Legislative Session required the state to adopt a program budgeting system beginning in fiscal year 1988-89. R.S. 39:36 requires the executive budget to be in a format that clearly presents and highlights the programs operated by state government. According to Manageware, a publication of the Division of Administration's Office of Planning and Budget (OPB), program budgeting is a budget system that focuses on program objectives, achievements, and cost-effectiveness. Manageware also states that program budgeting is concerned with outcomes or results rather than with individual items of expenditure. Strategic plamfing is a process that sets goals and objectives for the future and strategies for achieving those goals and objectives, with an emphasis on how best to use resources. Program budgeting involves the development of missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators. These factors are components of the strategic planning process. Exhibit 1-1 on the following page shows how missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators relate to each other. As can be seen in this exhibit, the mission is the base from which goals are derived. Objectives flow from the goals, and performance indicators flow from the objectives. 
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Exhibit 1-1 Major Components of Strategic Planning Process 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's marl'using a similar diagram in Manageware. 
Manageware defines the above terms as follows 
~ Mission: a broad, comprehensive statement of the orgartization's purpose. The mission identifies what the organization does and for whom it does it. ~ Goals: the general end purposes toward which eftbrl is directed. Goals show where the orgardzation is going. ~ Objectives: specific and measurable targets for accomplishment. Objectives include a degree or type of change and a timetable for accomplishment ~ Performance Indicators: the tools used to measure the performance of policies, programs, and plans. 



P~e6 Depar~ent of Environmental Quality 
Furthermore, Manageware categorizes performance indicators into five types: 1. Input indicators measure resource allocation and demand for services. Examples of input indicators are budget allocations and number of full-time equivalent employees. 2. Ontput indicators measure the amount of products or services provided or the number of customers served. Examples of output indicators include the number of students enrolled in an adult education ccmrse, the number of vaccinations given to children and the number of miles of roads resurfaced. 3. Outcome indicators measure results and assess program impact and effectiveness. Examples of outcome indicators are the number of persons able to read and write after completing an adult education course and the change in the highway death rate. Outcome indicators are the most important performance measures because they show whether or not expected results are being achieved. 4. Efficiency indicators measure productivity and cost-effectiveness. They reflect the cost of providing services or achieving results. Examples of efficiency indicators include the cost per student enrolled in an adult education course, the bed occupancy rate at a hospital, and the average processing time for environmental permit applications. 5. Quality indicators measure effectiveness in meeting the expectations of customers, stakeholders, and other groups. Examples of quality indicators include the number of defect-free reports compared to the number of reports produced, the accreditation of institutions or programs, and the number of customer complaints filed. Manageware also points out the benefits of program budgeting. According toManageware, prograna budgeting streamlines the budget process. Manageware also says that program budgeting supports quality management by allowing managers more budgetary flexibility while maintaining accountability for the outcomes of programs. Since appropriations are made at the program level, program managers can more easily 
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Executive Budget Is Basis for General .Appropriation Act 

shift funds from one expenditure category to attother to cover unanticipated needs, aocording to Manageware. The need for accountability in government operations is gaining recognition both domestically and internationally. According to a recent report issued by the United States General Accounting Office, the federal government is currently implementing the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. This act requires agencies to set goals, measure performance, and report on their accomplishments. The report also cites several states including Florida, Oregon, Minnesota, Texas, and Virginia and foreign governments such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom that are also pursuing management refolm initiatives and becoming more results-oriented In Louisiana, the 1996 general appropriation bill and resulting act included program descriptions for the first time. The 1997 general appropriation bill also includes key performance indicators. For fiscal year 1997-98, this information will be presented for informational purposes only. However, in the future, it will serve as a starting point for the full implementation of performance based budgeting. Beginning in fiscal year 1998-99 and all subsequent fiscal years, key objectives and key performance indicators contained in the General Appropriation Act will be included in the agency's appropriation. Each agency will be required to provide quarterly performance progress reports. The agency's appropriation will be issued conditioned upon the agency preparing and submitting these reports. 
Article VII, Section 1 I(A) of the Louisiana Constitution requires the governor to submit a budget estimate to the legislature that sets forth the state expenditures for the next fiscal year. This budget estimate, the executive budget1, must include recommendations for appropriations from the state general fund, dedicated funds, and self-generated funds. R.S. 39:36 requires the executive bu@et to be configured in a format that clearly presents and highlights the programs operated by state government. This statute also requires the executive budget to include: 

1 The governor also submits a capital outlay budget. However, the scope of this audit includes only the executive budget. 
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(1) an outline of the agency's programmatic structure, wlfich should include an itemization of all programs with a clear description of the objectives of each 
(2) 
(3) 
program; a description of the activities that are intended to accomplish each objective; and clearly defined indicators of the quantity and quality of performance of these activities. OPB develops the executive budget based on voluminous material contained in various documents prepared by the departments as part of their budget requests. The budget request packages are made up of six separate components, which are listed below. These packages contain both financial and performance data. l. Oi)erational plans describe the various programs within state agencies. They also give program missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators. Operational plans are derived from long- range strategic plans. Operational plans tell what portions of strategic plans will be addressed during a given operational period. 2. Existing operating budgets describe the initial operating budgets as adjusted for actions taken by the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget, the Interim Emergency Board, the legislature, and/or the 

3 

4 

govelnor. Continuation budgets describe the level of funding for each budget unit that reflects the resources necessary to carry on all existing programs and functions at the current level of service in the ensuing fiscal year. These budget components include any adjustments necessary due to the increased cost of services or materials as a result of inflation and increased workload requirements resulting from demographic or other changes. Continuation budgets contain performance data. Technical/other adjustment packages allow for the transfer of programs or functions from certain agencies or departments to other agencies or departments. However, total overall revenues and 
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expenditures cannot be increased. The Technical/Other Adjustment Packages also contain progrmn information. 5. New on" expanded service requests are designed to provide information about the cx)st of new and/or expmlded services that departments will provide. These service changes can come about as a result of regulation or procedural changes that are/were controlled by the agency or by the addition of services that were not previously provided. The new or expanded service requests also contain progrmn information. 6. Total request summaries provide a cross-check of the total budget request document. These forms are designed to provide summaries of all the requested adjustments made to arrive at the total budget requests. According to Manageware, the total budget request must be accompanied by the Sunset Review Budget Request Supplement (i.e., BRS forms). ]'he BRS forms list all activities that a budget unit has been directed to administer (through legislatively authorized programs and acts of the legislature) for which no implementing funds were appropriated in the existing operating budget. The BRS forms must be submitted to OPB, the Legislative Fiscal Office, and the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. For the 1996-97 fiscal year, OPB prepared and published several volumes of a two-part executive budget using the departments' budget request packages. One part of the executive budget contains financial information, and the other part contains program information. The program information includes program descriptions, missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators related to the services and products of each department resulting from spending state revenues. According to R.S. 39:37, the governor must submit the executive budget to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. The governor must make a copy of the executive budget available to each member of the legislature. The constitution requires that the governor submit a general appropriation bill for proposed ordinary operating expenditures in conformity with the executive budget document that was submitted to the legislature. The general appropriation bill moves through the legislature similar to any other bill. The Appropriations Committee in the House of Representatives initially hears the bill. It then moves to 



Page 10 
the full House, then to the Senate Finance Committee, and then the full Senate. Both the House and Senate may amend the hill. The bill is voted upon in its final form by the full membership of both chambers. OPB monitors any amendments the legislature makes to the bill. Atter the general appropriation bill passes the legislature, il is forwarded to the governor. Once the governor signs the bill, it becomes law in the fon-n of the General Appropriation Act. After the governor signs the bill, OPB reports to the state departments any amendments made by the legislature. The state constitution allows the governor to veto any line item in the appropriation bill. A veto can be overridden by a two-thirds vote of the legislature. Exhibit 1-2 on page 11 illustrates the executive budget and appropriation processes. 
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Executive_Budget Process At~vrovriation Process 
Departments submit total budget request packages to OPB. 
OPB processes budge! requests and decides what to include in tile executive budget. 
EXECUTIVE BUDGET 
Executive budget submitted to Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget and made available to each member of(he legislature. 
Governor, through (he Division of Administration, prepares general appropriation bill in conformity with executive budget. 

Governor submits general appropriation bill. 
Legislature debates/am ends genera appropriation bill. 
Governor signs genera appropriation bill.* 
GENERAL APPROPRIATION ACT 

* The governor has line-item veto power. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing/he slate constitution, slate law, Manageware, and House Legislative Services - State and Local Government in Louisiana: An Overview (Dex~ernber 1995l. 
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Scope and Methodology Overview. "]'his performance audit of the Department of Environmental Quality's performance data was conducted under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. All performance audits are conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards as promulgated by the Comptroller General of the United States. Work on this audit began in August 1996. This section provides a summary of the methodology used in this audit. Based on planning meetings held by legislative audit staff, we formulated audit objectives that would address issues specific to the program information contained in the executive budget. The audit focused on the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget program infomlation. References Used. To familiarize ourselves with performance measurement, program budgeting, and accountability concepts, we reviewed various publications including the following Manageware published by the Office of Planning and Budget (1991 and 1996 editions) Research Report - Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting." Its Time Has Come An Overview published by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) (1990) ~ Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and Results Act published by the U.S. General Accounting Office (June 1996) ~ Various reports by the Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation ~ Reports from various states related to program budgeting and strategic planning These publications are listed in detail in Appendix A. We also conducted interviews with personnel of the Urban Institute, the federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and GASB. These individuals represent both the theoretical and practical sides of current performance measurement and accountability efforts. To gain art understanding of the state's budget process, we reviewed state laws regarding program budgeting. In addition, we interviewed staff of OPB and DEQ regarding their budget processes. 
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Legal Basis for Missions and Goals. We searched state and federal laws to determine whether there is legal authority for missions and goals of the department and its programs. We also reviewed applicable laws to determine legislative intent related to the creation of the department and the functions that the department and its programs are intended to perform. In addition, we reviewed and organized data obtained from the department on its structure, functions, and programs. We interviewed key department personnel about these issues. We also prepared a listing, which is contained in Appendix B, of all related boards, commissions, and like entities we identified, regardless of whether funding was recommended through a specific line item. Comparison of Performance Data to Criteria. We developed criteria against which to compare the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget. To help develop these criteria, we gathered information from GASB, OMB, the Urban Institute, and Manageware. During our criteria development process, we obtained input from GASB. We also obtained concurrence from GASB on our final established criteria. We then compared the missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators to the established criteria. In addition, we evaluated the objectives and performance indicators to determine if they collectively provide useful information to decision-makers. When deficiencies or other problems were identified, we discussed them with appropriate personnel of the department and OPB. We did not assess the validity or reliability of the performance indicators. Although olher documents contain performance data on the department, we only compared the missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators contained in the 1996--97 executive budget to the criteria. This decision was made because the executive budget is the culmination of OPB's review and refinement of the budget request components. It also represents the governor's official recommendation to the legislature for appropriations for the next fiscal year. Potential Overlapping, Duplicative, or Outmoded Areas. Finally, we reviewed the program descriptions and legal authority for the department's programs and related boards, commissions, and like entities to identify areas that appeared to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. We defined these terms as follows: 
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Areas for Further Study 

Dgpartmcnt of Environmental Quality 
~ Overlapping: instances where two or more programs appear to perform different activities or functions for the same or similar purposes ~ Duplicative: instances where two or more programs appear to conduct identical activities or functions for the same or similar purposes ~ Outmoded: those programs, activities, or functions that appear to be outdated or are no longer needed We did not conduct detailed audit work on the areas we identified as potentially overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. We only identified them for further review at another time. 
During this audit, we identified the following areas that require further study: ~ As previously mentioned, assessing the validity and reliability of performance indicators was not within the scope of this audit. However, if the legislature intends to include performance indicators in future appropriation bills and acts, validity and reliability become increasingly important. Consequently, in the future, the legislature may wish to direct a study of the validity and reliability of performance indicators included in appropriation bills. ~ The programs, functions, and activities that appear to be overlapping or outmoded should be assessed in more detail to determine whether they are truly overlapping or outmoded. Once these assessments are completed, the legislature may decide whether any of these programs, functions, or activities should be altered, expanded, or eliminated. ~ The availability of management information systems that can readily integrate data from a variety of sources is essential to a successful program budgeting system. Capturing accurate and meaningful performance data is important, in part, because of the increased emphasis the legislature is placing on performance data. Therefore, the capabilities of the department's management information system as related to program data should be addressed. 
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The remainder of this report is divided into the following chapters and appendixes: ~ Chapter 2 describes the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality. This chapter gives the legal authority for the department axed its programs as well as other information that describes the department and rdated boards and commissions. Chapter 2 also compares the missions and goals of the department as reported in the fiscal year 1996-97 executive budget to their legal authority. In addition, this chapter discusses potentially overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded programs, functions, and activities. ~ Chapter 3 gives the results of our comparison of the depmtment's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as repo:ted in the fiscal year 1996..97 executive budget to established criteria. In addition, this chapter discusses whether the objectives and performance indicators collectively provide useful information for decision-making purposes. ~ Appendix A contains a list of references used for this audit. ~ Appendix B contains a listing of related boards, cornmissions, and like entities that we identified. ~ Appendix C contains DEQ's response to this report ~ Appendix D is OPB's response to this report. 
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Chapter Conclusions 

DEQ Regulates State Environmental Affairs 

Act 97 of 1983 created the Department of Environmental Quality. The department is divided into six offices that operate ten programs. For fiscal year 1997, the department was appropriated over $90 million. The department's staff has grown 2.5 times larger in the last ten years. All of the department's programs are authorized by state law. However, there are some functions mandated by state law that are not being performed because they are not being funded. The department is currently reorganizing one of its six offices. Department officials say this reorganization will eliminate duplication among some divisions. GASB states that disaggregated data are likely to be more useful than aggregate data. As such, the different functions within the newly created office should be reported separately in the executive budget for accountability purposes. 
Act 97 of the 1983 Regular Legislative Session created the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to be in charge of the environmental affairs of the state. Effective February 1, 1984, numerous state environmental entities were terminated and their powers and duties transferred to DEQ. According to R.S. 36:23 I(B), DEQ is to ensure a healthful and safe environment in Louisiana by regulating and controlling ail quality, water quality, radiation, and solid and hazardous waste. R.S. 36:239 abolished and transferred the powers and duties of the following entities to DEQ: ~ Governor's Council on Enviromnental Quality ~ Citizen's Advisory Board to the Governor's Council on Environmental Quality ~ Office of Science, Technology, and Environmental Policy ~ Enviromnental Control Commission ~ Hazardous Waste Advisory Board 
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The followittg entities ~nd their functions were also transferred to the department: ~ Louisiana Litter Reduction and Public Action Commission--The commission is funded through the Keep Louisiana Beautiful Fund (R.S. 30:2532). A percentage of fines issued by law enforcement agencies for tittering are deposited into this fund. It is administered through the Solid Waste Program. ~ Board of Certification and Training for Solid Waste Management System Operators ~ Louisiana Resource Recovery and Development Authority ~ Louisiana Small Business Compliance Advisory Panel The Environmental Trust Fund (established by R.S. 30:2015) ensures that all funds generated by the department are used to fulfill and carry out its powers, duties, and functions. Money for this fund comes from fees assessed by the department, all sums in excess ofthat required to fully fund the Hazardous Waste Site Cleanup Fund, donations, and grants. 

Six Offices Operate Ten Programs In accordanc:e with state law, DEQ is divided into six offices. Exhibit 2-1 on page 20 shows DEQ's organization chart In the executive budget, each office is divided into one or more programs as follows: ~ The Office of the Secretary includes the ~ Administrative Program ~ The Office of Air Quality and ]Radiation Protection includes the: ~ Air Quality Program ~ Radiation Protection Prograrn 
~ The Office of Water Resources includes the ~ Water Resources Program 
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~ The Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste includes the: ~ Hazardous Waste Program ~ Solid Waste Program " Underground Storage Tanks Program The Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement includes the: ~ Legal Affairs and Regulatory Compliance Program ~ Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program The Office of Management amt Finance includes the: ~ Support Services Program 
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Exhibit 2-1 Department of Environmental Quality Organization Chart /as of Au2ust 1996) 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from information provided by the Department of Environmental Quality. 
F, nvironmental Boards and Commissions 

Many Environmental Boards and Commissions Involved in Environmental Management There are several boards/commissions that are involved with the state's environment. Some are located within the department while others are located within the Office of the Governor. Appendix B lists the boards and commissions that are involved in the management and regulation of Louisiana's environment. The entities that are located within the department are: 
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The Louisiana Litter Reduction and Public Action Commission advises the litter reduction and public action section of the department on litter reduction in the state. 2. The Louisiana Resource Recovery and Development Authority conducts a comprehensive program for solid waste disposal and resource recovery. The authority also seeks sources for energy generation other than lignite or nuclear fuel. 3. The Louisiana Small Business Compliance Advisory Panel advises the department on the effectiveness of the Small Business Stationary Source Technical and Environmental Compliance Assistance Program. The program assists small business owners who may not have the financial or technical ability to comply with the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act. The department is a member of the panel. 4. The Solid Waste Management Systems Operators Board of Certification and Training certifies solid waste facility operators for the solid waste industry. The secretary of the department appoints the board members. Other entities that are related to DEQ, but located within the Governor's Office, are as follows: 1. The Louisiana Environmental Education Commission develops, reviews, and transmits a plan for environmental education to the governor, the legislature, and the public. The commission also advises the governor, DEQ, and other state agencies on policies and practices for providing environmental education to the public. 2. The Project Restore Task Force researches and analyzes the potential of using non-hazardous waste materials for coastal restoration projects. This task force advises the Governor's Office and DEQ on the actions, roles, and responsibilities that the department should have in fulfilling the purpose of Project Restore. The DEQ secretary co-chairs this task force 3. The Task Force on Environmental Protections and Preservation facilitates discussion among environmentalists, conservationists, business interests, and industrialists on environmental concerns. 



 

Department Expenditures and Staffing 
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Altbough the task force is involved in facilitating environmental discussions, the department is not represented on this task force. 4. The Environmental and Natural Resources Council is directed to develop an overall environmental and natural resources policy and strategic plan for the state and to serve as an advisory body to the governor. 5. The DEQ secretary rotates on and offofthe Louisiana DataBase Commission. 

DEQ Expenditures and Staffing Have Grown in Past Years For fiscal year 1996-97, DEQ was appropriated over $90 million. Exhibit 2-2. on the following page lists the department's expenditures for fiscal year 1995-96. This exhibit also givesthe recommended budget and appropriated amounts for fiscal year 1996-97. 
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Exhibit 2-2 Department of Envh.onmental Quality Expenditures for Fiscal Year 1995-96 and Recommended Budget and Appropriated 
Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 1995-96 1996-97 1996-97 Program (Actual) (Recommended) (Appropriated) Office of the Secretary Administrative Program I $3,019,000 $3,605,04.2 $3,560,797 Subtotal I 3,019,000 ] [ 3,605,04.2 3,560,797 

Air Quality 9,204,000 [ 10,630,705 I 10,612,149 Radiation Protection [ 1,894,000 I 2,199,485 I 2,199,485 Subtotal ] 11,098,000 12,830,190 [ 12,811,634 Water Resources [ 13,932,000 17,913,833 18,091,574 Subtotal [ 13,932,000 17,913,833 I 18,091,574 Hazardous Waste 4,932 ~.,000 [ 5,801,158 5,776,653 Solid Waste 7,753,000 [ 8,560,988 13,560,988 Underground Storage Tanks 11,130,000 [ 14,482,379 14,482,379 Subtotal 23,815,000 [ 28,844,525 33,820,020 Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement Legal and Regulatory Compliance 2,713,000 I 3,183,774 3,157,000 Inactive and Abandoned Sites I 2,905,000 6,821,69"7 6,821,697 Subtotal I 5,618,000 10,005,471 9,978,697 Office of Management and Finance Support Services [ 8,954,000 11,640,115 [ 11,750,191 Subtotal [ 8,954,000 11,640,115 11,750,191 Department Total I $66,436,000 $84,839,176 $90,012,913 Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the year ended June 30, 1996; Fiscal Year 1996-97 Executive Budget; and Fiscal Year 1996-9"/ appropriations in the Executive Summary. 
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DEQ's staffsize has increased from 395 in fiscal year 1988 to 996 for fiscal year 1997, or 2.5 times greater. Exhibit 2-3 belo~ shows staff growth by office since fiscal year 1988. 
Exhibit 2-3 DEQ Stair Size by Office From Fiscal Year 1988 to Fiscal Year 1997 Office FY FY FY FY FY FY FY FY 88 89 91 92 93 94 95 970 

Secretal'3t 31 51 59 62 28 28 38 38 38 Air Quality and Radiation Protection 108 121 174 185 234 241 256 255 255 Water Resources 88 125 178 183 251 250 250 250 253 Solid and Hazardous Waste 94 142 214 190 228 227 223 235 235 Legal Affairs and Enforcement 18 57 94 94 104 104 94 91 91 Management and Finance 56 73 105 110 112 116 120 118 124 
Total 395 569 824 824 957 966 981 987 996 Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from information received from file Department of Environmental Quali .ty and from Act 17 of the 1996 Regular Legislative Session. O 11 positions in the Office of Secretary, Administrative Law Section were transferred to the Division of Administrative Law within the Department of State Civil Service. 
DEQ Programs Have Legal Basis State Law Authorizes All DEQ Programs As part of our review of the executive budget program section, we determined whether the department's missions and goals were consistent with legislative authority. In our analysis, we found that all of the missions and goals as presented in the 1996-97 executive budget of the department's progranas are consistent with legislative authority. ']['hat is, the missions and goals reflect the intent of state law. However, some activities, mandated by state law, are not being performed by the department. These activities may need to be re-evaluated to determine whether they should be funded, terminated, or transferred to another agency for their performance. 
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Office of the Secretary In the exeeutlve budget, the Office of the Secretary has only one program, the Administrative Program. The Administrative Program is responsible for the administration of the department. The mission of this program is "to provide administrative services to the programs of the department and to provide a mechanism to resolve environmental disputes in a fair and timely manner." However, not all statutory functions of the Administrative Program are encompassed by the program's mission statement. Some functions within the Administrative Program are not reflected in its mission. For example, the program is responsible for such things as disseminating information to the public on environmental matters [R.S. 30:2011(D)(5)(9)], for emergency response [R.S. 30:291 l(D)(15)], and administrative hearings [R.S. 30:201103)(17)]. 'the emergency response facet of the Administrative Program is not addressed in the program's mission. In addition, R.S. 49:991-999 transferred the administrative hearings function from DEQ to the Department of Civil Service in October 1996. Consequently, the program's mission statement should be amended to reflect these changes. Office of Air Quality and Radiation Protection The mission of the program is "to enhance the air quality." R.S. 30:2054(A) calls for the office to prepare and develop a general plan for the control of the state's air resources. In the executive budget, tile Office of Air Quality and Radiation Protection is divided into two programs, the Air Quality Program and the Radiation Protection Program. R.S. 30:2051 et seq., titled the Louisiana Air Control Law, authorizes the activities of the Air Quality Program. This law also requires this office to investigate any violations of the Louisiana Air Control Law. According to data from DEQ, this program regulated the activities of approximately 5,000 different entities for fiscal year 1996. Potentially Outmoded Function within Air Quality Program. State law provides for one function included in this program that is not being performed and could be considered outmoded. According to R.S. 30:2054(A)(3), the department is also responsible for preparing and developing a general plan for the proper control of noise in the state. The department's sunset budget supplement for June 1996 shows that the noise control function, promulgated in 1980, has not been implemented. Although requested by DEQ, the legislature has not funded this function. 
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The Radiation Protection Program is also within the Office of/0r Quality and Radiation Protection. According to R.S 30:2101 et seq., titled the Louisiana Nuclear Energy and Radiation Control Law, the program performs the legally required functions of the proper control of nuclear energy and ~tll sources of radiation within the state. The mission of the program is "to establish and maintain a comprehensive radiation regulatory program to protect public and occupational safety of citizens and protect the environment." According to data from DEQ, this program regulated the radioactive producing activities of approximately 4,800 entities for fiscal year 1996. Office of Water Resources The functions of the Water Resources Program, within the Office of Water Quality, are authorized by R.S. 30:2071 e/seq., titled the Louisiana Water Control Law. This law directs the secretary of the department to develop a general plan for a system to control and regulate the discharge of waste materials, pollutants, and other substances into the waters of the state. The mission of the program is "to protect the quality of surface and ground water." According to data from DEQ, this program regulated the waste activities of approximately 6,725 entities for fiscal year 1996. R.S. 30:2073(7) defines the waters of'the state to mean both surface and underground waters. This program also operates the Municipal Facilities Revolving Loan Fund program as anthorized by R.S. 30:2011(A)(3). According to R.S. 30:2078(A), this fund is to continue to provide funds to municipalities and other political subdivisions for the planning, design, construction, and rehabilitation ofwastewater treatment facilities. Funding is derived from federal grants and state matching sources. Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste The Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste is comprised of three divisions. These are the Hazardous Waste Division, the Solid Waste Division, and the Underground Storage Tanks Division. R.S. 30:2171 et seq. authorizes the Hazardous Waste Program. The law authorizes DEQ to develop, implement, and enforce a comprehensive state hazardous waste control program. This includes establishing a framework for regulating~ monitoring, and controlling generators and transporters of hazardous waste as well as treatment, storage, and disposal facilities for generators of hazardous wastes. The program's mission is "to protect human health and the enviloltrnent by ensuring the proper management of hazardous waste." According to DEQ, this program regulated the 
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hazardous waste activities of approximately 9,000 entities for fiscal year 1996. Second, the Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste operates the Solid Waste Program. tLS. 30:2151 et seq., titled the Louisiana Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Law, authorizes the functions of this program. This law states that the safety and welfare of the people of Louisiana require efficient and reasonable regulation of solid waste disposal practices as well as a coordinated storewide resource recovery management program. This program administers and regulates such entities as landfills, waste tire processors, and recycling programs. The mission of the program is "to protect public health and the environment by ensuring the effective management of solid waste." According to DEQ, this program regulated the activities of approximately 500 entities for fiscal year 1996. Through the Solid Waste Program, the department administers the Waste Tire Management Fund (R.S. 30:2418), which was created solely to solve the state's waste tire problem. The fund pays for cleaning sites where used tires have been dumped. Fees collected from the sale of new tires are deposited into this fund to defray the cost of cleaning areas where used tires have been illegally disposed. The program also administers the Used Oil Recycling Trust Fund (R.S. 30:2417). This fund is supposed to provide for technical assistance, grants, and loans for programs to encourage collection, reuse, and proper disposal of used oil, and for public education and research. However, we found no statutes that provide for the collection of fees or other funding mechanism for this fund. Department officials stated that this fund has no legal authority to receive funds from fees collected by the department. The third program in the Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste is the Underground Storage Tanks Program. The Hazardous Waste Control Law, specifically R.S. 30:2194(C), requires the DEQ secretary to develop rules and regulations for the registration of underground storage tanks. This law also requires the DEQ secretary to establish requirements for ensuring sound underground storage lank management to prevent, control, remediate, and abate actual or potential ground water or subsurface contamination. The mission of the program is "to protect and preserve the ground waters, surface waters, and air quality of the state from contantination from leaking underground storage tanks." 
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Owners of registered tanks pay $45 per year into the Environmental Trust Fund. At the end of each fiscal year, any unspent monies deposited into the Environmental Trust Fund from the fees assessed by the underground storage tank program are transferred into the Motor Fuels Tank Trust Fund (R.S. 30:2195). The Motor Fuels "l'aiLk Trust Fund pays for the clean-up of underground motor fuel storage tanks that have leaked their contents. According to DEQ, approximately 400 different entities registered underground storage tanks with the department for fisca year 1996. Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement The Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement is comprised of two programs. These are the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program and the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program. The Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program provides legal services to the other offices of the department as pel R.S. 30:2011(C)(1)(d). The mission ofthe program is"to ensure the effectiveness of L~uisiana's environmental laws and regulations through the development, enforcement and prosecution of Louisiana's enviro~mlental laws and regulations. R.S. 30:238(E) and R.S. 30:2037 give the office responsibilities for the enforcement of sial e environmental laws. The office provides legal consultation and representation to the various DEQ offices in regard to permitting, enforcement, grants, contracts, personnel, legislation, and intergovernmental agreements. R.S. 30:2222 authorizes the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program. This law authorizes the program to control, prevent, abate, and clean inactive and abandoned hazardous waste sites through admirfistrative or legal action. The mission of the program is "to proleca the public health and environment through the discovery, identification and remediation of inactive and abandoned hazardous waste sites in Louisiana in a fair and consistent manner." The program, however, has not cleaned hazardous substance spills at pipeline compressor and meter stations, as mandated by R.S. 30:2271 et seq., since fiscal year 1994-95. The funding for this function was eliminated at that time. 
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Office of Management and Finance The Office of Management and Finance contains one program, the Support Program. The Support Program's mission is "to provide resources and services to the Department of Environmental Quality in support of its mission 'to maintain and protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of Louisiana.'" R.S. 36:236(B) gives the undersecretary responsibility for the functions of accounting and budgetary control, procurement and contract management, data processing, managemant and program analysis, personnel management and grants management. The undersecretary may also perform additional duties and functions as assigned by the secretary. According to DEQ, besides the functions specified in state law, the support program also provides laboratory services to the department. There are four laboratories that assist the department in its regulatory and enforcement activities. This program also provides information services to the department by data collection, information management, and decision suppo11. 
Recommendation 2.1 OPB and the department should ensure that the mission statement for the Administrative Program encompasses all functions of the program. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.1 The legislature may wish to consider reviewing ILS. 30:2054(A)(3), relating 1o the regulation of noise pollution by the Air Quality Program, and ILS. 30:2271 et seq., relating to remediatiug of hazardous substances at pipeline compressor and meter stations by the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program, to determine whether these functions should be: (1) funded; (2) abolished; or (3) amended to be discretionary. 
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Potential Duplication Within DEQ 
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DEQ Moving to Restructure Department to Eliminate Potential Duplication Our fourth audit objective was to determine if any potential overlap or duplication exists within the department being audited. Within the Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste and each of its three divisions, there are sections that perform permitting, surveillance, and enforcement functions. Currently, the department is planning to restructure to consolidate these functions. The Ground Water Division, from the Office of Water Resources, and the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Division, from the Office of Legal Affairs and Enforcement, will be restructured and combined with the Office of Solid and Hazardous Waste. With the passage of Act 27 (Senate Bill 951) of the 1997 Regular Legislative Session, the department will combine these entities into a new entity named the Office of Waste Services with one Permits Division, one Enforcement Division, one Remediation Division, and one Customer Service Division. According to department officials, this restructuring will elitninate duplications within the Hazardous Waste, Solid Waste, and Underground Storage Tanks divisions. The restructuring will allow for a "one-stop shop" for those seeking permits from Waste Services, as well as giving consistency to enforcement. Also, with the addition of the Customer Services Division, there will be a more pro-active effort to deal with customers of these programs. Exhibit 2-4 on page 31 shows the proposed organizational structure of the department. However, even though combining of functions may make operations more effective and efficient, it may decrease the accountability of these operations since the regulation of the three media (solid, hazardous, underground storage tanks) will be merged. GASB states that disaggregated data are likely to be more useful than aggregate data. As such, the different regulated functions within the newly created office should be reported separately in the executive budget for accountability purposes. For instance, the department should report the number of inspections for each of these media instead of one aggregate number so that decision makers can determine the level of ow;rsight for each regulated media. 



Note: Functions of the Ground Water Division and the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Di~ision will be performed within the various divisions of the newly created Office of Waste Services. Soul'ce: Organization chart prepared by legislative auditox's staff from information provided by the Departmenl of Environmental Quality. 
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Recommendation 2.2 OPB and the department should work together to ensure that the operations of the newly created Office of Waste Services are reported in the executive budget such that the legislature can determine the office's performance in regulating different media. 
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Overall Strategic Plan Could Benefit DEQ 

The department does not have a comprehensive strategic plan to coordinate the activities of its various programs. Such a plan would help the department develop better goals, objectives, and performance indicators. In our review of the department's performance data, we found instances where OPB changed the wording of performance indicators subsequently changing their meaning. Also, OPB lacks adequate documentation to support these changes. Consequently, some performance indicators reported in the executive budget do not accurately reflect the department's activities. Some program mission statements were not clearly identified in the elecutive budget. Furthermore, some missions do not identify the program's customers. Few program goals provide a sense of direction or reflect the destination toward which the program is striving. Some goals were very close in wording to their mission statements. Most objectives for the department's programs are not measurable and lack time frames for their achievement. Without measurable objectives, decision makers cannot determine what will be achieved. Also, the lack of time frames could allow programs to operate with no time constraints. Finally, some performance indicators do not provide enough information to be useful to decision makers. While most indicators are consistent with their objectives and are easily understood, over three-fourths of the indicators do not measure progress toward their objectives. For these reasons, the department's performance data may not be useful for budgetary decision making. 
Strategic Planning Could Improve the Department's Performance Data DEQ does not have an overall strategic: plan to coordinate the activities of its various programs. According to Manageware, strategic planning provides many benefits for departments in setting and achieving program goals and objectives. Strategic plans lay the foundation for program budgeting. 
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Changes to Performance Data May Not Accurately Reflect DEQ's Performance 

According to department officials, strategic planning is done on an office by office basis, bat no departmentwide strategic planning is done. The department presented us with its strategic plan for 1996. However, this plan did not provide comprehensive strategies for achieving stated objectives. Manageware states that strategic platming enables organizations to make the best use of existing resources to provide quality services to customers. Strategic plans also amplify the governor's vision, policies, priorities and goals. Manageware also states that strategic planning can help organizations to develop and report goals, objectives, and performance measurements. Annual operating plans indicate how the strategic plan will be operationalized. 
Recommendation 3.1 The Department of Environmental Quality should work with the Division of Administration - Offiee of Planning and Budget to develop a comprehensive strategic plan and in the process, improve the quality of its performance data. 
Executive Budget May Misstate Some DEQ Program Information 
OPB has the authority to change or add information to the department's perfomlance data in the executive budget. We found instances where differences exist between performance data in the department's operational plan and that of the executive budget. However, we could not determine the validity of those indicators in the executive budget that are not found in the department's operational plan since OPB could not provide us with adequate documentation to show how these indicators were derived. Differences between performance data presented in the executive budget and that prepared by DEQ has the potential for misinforming the legislature about the activities of the department. According to an OPB official, the potential for differences exist since OPB may change some of the department's performance data 
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to fit the format of the previous year's executive budget to make the executive budget consistent through time. However, OPB could not provide us with adequate documentation to show the source of those indicators that are not found in the department's operational plan. According to the OPB official, most changes are made through phone calls to the agency and consequently no documentation exists. There are instances where performance indicators in the executive budget differ from those in the department's operational plan. For instance, there is one indicator for tile Air Quality Program in the executive budget that shows the number of "permits backlogged." However, the operational plan worded the indicator as "state permits in review process." In discussions with department officials, they said that the meaning between the indicators is different. A permit "in the review process" does not necessarily mean that it is "backlogged." In another instance, the indicator "number of days exceeding standards" in the executive budget fi)r the Air Quality Program is not found in the operational plan. According to DEQ officials, the depa1~ment does not know what information makes it into the executive budget until they receive the final copy. 
Recommendation 3.2 The Office of Planning and Budget and the Department of Environmental Quality should work together to ensure that the performance data in the executive budget are accurate. 
Exhibit 3-1 on the following page shows the criteria we used to analyze the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as they appear in ] 996-97 executive budget The results of our specific program analysis follow this exhibit. 
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Exhibit 3-1 Criteria Used to Evaluate the Fiscal Year 1996-97 Executive Budget Performance Data MISSION: A broad, comprehensive statement of purpose ./ Identifies overall purpose for the existence of the organization, department, office, institution, or program as established by constitution, statute, or executive order ~ / Identifies clients/customers of the organization or external and internal users of the organization's products or services ~ / Organizationally acceptable 

GOAL: The general end purpose toward which effort is directed ./ Consistent with department, program, and office missions ,/ Provides a scnse of direction on how to address the mission reflects the destination toward which the entity is striving OBJECTIVE: A specific and measurable target for accomplishment ~ / Consistent with goals ~ / Measurable ,/ Timebound ,/ Specifies desired end result 
PERFORMANCE INDICATOR: Tool used to measure performance of policies, plans, and programs ./ Measures progress toward objective or contributes toward the overall measurement of progress toward objective ~ / Consistent with objective ~ / Clear, easily understood, and non-technical Note: The criteria were established based on input from Manageware, GASB, the federal Offtce of Management and Budget, and the Urban Institute Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff to show established criteria used to evaluate the department's performance data. 
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The mission statement for the department identifies the overall purpose of the department. The mission of the department is "to maintain a healthful and safe environment for the people of Louisiana." However, the department's mission statement is not clearly presented in the executive budget. It is located within the mission statement of the Support Services Program Having a department mission statement presented in the executive budget provides a point of reference that legislators and others can use when making budgetary decisions. The department's mission statement meets all of the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. It identifies the overall purpose of the department. The mission statement also identifies the department's clients, namely, the people of Louisiana. Furthermore, the mission statement is organizationally acceptable because it can be found in the department's operational plan. 
The Administrative Program's mission meets some of the established criteria. However, the goal does not provide any further sense of direction for the program than what is provided by the mission statement. Also, none of the objectives are measurable and timebound to give program managers specific targets for accomplishment. Lastly, the performance indicators do not measure progress toward achieving the objectives because the objectives have no targets. Consequently, the performance data do not enable execuliw; budget users to determine what the program is attempting to accomplish or to make budgetary decisions about this program. The performance data for the Administrative Program are presented in Exhibit 3-2 on the following page. 
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Exhibit 3-2 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Administrative Program Mission: To provide administrative services to the programs of the department and provide a mechanism to lesolve environmental disnutes in a fair and timely rammer. Objective #l This program will ?erformance Indicators ensure thai'other plograms in the ~ Recycling equipment tax exemption applications reviewed department meet their objectives. ~ Pollution control equipment lax exemption applications reviewe~ ~ Nmnber of requests answered by Ombudsman Objective #2 To continue to resolve ?erformance In diealors administrative hearing requests in a ~ Number of hearing requests received fair, consistent, and timely manner. ~ Cases resolved as a percentage of hearing requested ~ Avelage caseload of each administrative law judge ~ Number of hearings held ~ Numbe1 of cases closed Objective #3 To iespond lo chemical Performance Indicators emergencies and assist ether agencies ~ Number of spill notifications handled in managing the emergency, to a ~ Total number of citizen complaints investigated successful conclusion. ~ Nunlber of citizen complaints handled by program Source: Preparedby legislative auditor's staffusingthe 1996-97 executivebudgel. 
Mission. The Administrative Program's mission excludes some major functions. It identifies the clients of the program. It is also organizationally acceptable to the department. However, there are other functions of the Administrative Program that are not encompassed by the program's mission statement. Some of these functions are disseminating public information and emergency response. Because the program includes such varied functions, the mission needs to be broadened to include thern. This change will give legislators a better understanding of the purpose and functions of this program. Goal. The goal of the Administrative Program is not clearly identified as such in the executive budget. OPB staffassisted us in identifying this program's goal. This goal, although consistent with the program mission, does not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect the destination toward which the progr~un is striving. Without clearly identified goals, legislators may not be able to determine where program managers are concentrating their efforts. 
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Objectives. None of the Administrative Program's objectives meet all of the established criteria. The first objective meets only one of the four criteria. This objective is not consistent with the goal, measurable or timebound. However, it does specify an end result. According to a GASB official, the performance of administrative programs should not be measured by the performance of other programs operated by the department. Instead, administrative programs should measure their performance related to activities for which they are directly responsible. The second objective is consistent with the program's goal but does not specify a desired end result. It is also not measurable. Furthermore, even though timeliness may be defined, the objective does not present a target time period. Though consistent with the program goal, the third objective is not me~surable and timebound. However, it does specify a desired end result. Performance Indicators. The first objective's performance indicators do not measure the program's progress toward achieving it because the indicators are not related to the objective. For example, the first objective says the program will ensure that other programs in the department meet their objectives. However, the performance indicators measure such things as the number of recycling equipment tax exemption applications reviewed and the number of requests answered by the ombudsman. Although the second objective (resolve administrative hearing requests) has input, output, and efficiency performance indicators, there is no indicator that measures the timeliness for resolving hearing requests. The performance indicators for the third objective only measure outputs. An additional performance indicator that shows average response time for emergencies would enhance the quality of the performance data. Also, two performance indicators, "the total number of citizen complaints investigated" and "number of citizen complaints handled by the program," may need further clarification to differentiate between the two. 



3: Anaivsis of Performance Data 
program has good objectives, performance indicators do not measure prog,'ess toward their respective objectives. This deficiency could hinder legislators from making informed decisions about the program. Exhibit 3-4 below shows the performance data for the Air Quality Program. 
Exhibit 3-4 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Air Oualitv Program Mission: To strive to enhance the air Oualitv Goal: To protect and enhance the air quality of Louisiana to promote the health, welfare, and productivity of its Objective #1 The Air Quality Performance Indicators Proglam will achieve and mainhain Calcasieu Parish-numbermofrdaysdexceedingdstandardsards the primary and secondary National Ambient Air Quality Slandards Emission of Ozone Contributing Factors: (NAAQS) by December 31, 1996. ~ Volatile Organic Compounds (man-rtmde)(thousand tons) (The parishes surrounding Baton ~ Nitrogen oxides (man-made)(thousand tons) Rouge and Calcasieu Parish ate the Number of regulated sources only areas currently nol meeting Number of enforcement actions these: standards.) Permits processed Permits ba@dogged Objective #2 This program will ?erformunce Indicators reduce toxic air emissions by 50% Millions of pounds of reported toxic air emissions (Toxic Release from 1987 levels by December 31, Inventory) 1996, and continue reductions Percent reductions from 1987 level of 143 iaillion pounds thereafter. Louisiana's rank among states for the release of toxic air enfissions (Toxic Release Inventory) Millions of pounds of reported toxic air emissions (Toxic Emissions Dala Inventory) Percent reAuction from 1991 level of 123 million pounds Objective #3 This program will ~erformanee Indicators contiuue to manage asbestos Percentage of schools in compliance management aclivities to prolez:t Number of state buildings regulated citizens from unwarranted exposure Number of accredited asbestos handlers to asbestos within our schools and Number of remediation projects in progress public buildings and during Percent of asbes'tos projects which could threaten public health that demolition renovalion. are inspected Objective #4 This prograro will ?erformance Indicators develop regulatior~s to reduce the Regulations promulgated hazard of lead in the environment. Persons certified to perform lead hazard reduction Number of lead abatement laroiects in progress Source: Plvpared by legislative auditor's staffusing the 1996-97 executive budget. 
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Mission. The Air Quality Program's mission does not identify the overall purpose for the program or its clients. Furthermore, the mission is not identified as such in the executive budget. Clearly identifiable missions can help legislators and other executive budget users to know the purpose of programs and their beneficiaries. Furthermore, the mission statement does not include controlling noise pollution as mandated by stale law. However, the omission of this fimction from the mission statement may be attributable to the lack &funding for this function. Although the mission statement found in the executive budget does not identify the overall purpose or customers of the program, it is organizationally acceptable to the department. Goal. The Air Quality Program's goal meets the established criteria. It is consistent with the program's mission, provides a sense &direction on how to address the mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving. Consequently, legislators can readily determine where the program is headed. Objectives. The program's objectives meet most of the established criteria. Only two of the four objectives are timebound Objectives #1 and #2 specify target dates that end midway through the fiscal year. Even though R.S. 30:2060(C) mandates this time period for one of these objectives, the program should establish time frames that include the entire budget period. Performance Indicators. The indicators for these objectives are a combination of input, output, outcome, and explanatory types. Although more than half of the performance indicators are consistent with the objectives, only one-fourth measure progress toward the objectives. In addition, there are two indicators for air toxicity for Objective #2 with no information to clearly indicate which indicator is the basis for measuring progress toward the objective. Consequently, users of the executive budget may find it difficult to determine which indicator is the basis for measuring the success of the objective. It would be beneficial if there was another indicator for Objective #2 (reduction in air toxins) that takes into consideration the weaknesses of the Toxic Release Inventory (TILl). Federal law requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish a Toxic Release Inventory of toxic chemical emissions from certain manufacturing facilities nationwide. This information is to be made accessible to the public. 
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The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment estimates the air releases reported in the national Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) represent just five percent of the total toxins released into the air in the United States. Tiffs fact is not stated in the executive budget. Another problem witl~ using the TRI is the many choices of methods available for determining reportable release amounts that may cause significant variations in reported quantities. Therefore, the amount of releases reported are not definitive. DEQ has taken steps to address the inadequacies of the TR1 by implementing file Toxic Emissions Data Inventory. However, this indicator does not address another weakness in that raw numbers can be deceptive because a large volume of less toxic substance may mistakenly be perceived as more serious than a smaller release of ~ more highly toxic substaJace. Exhibit 3-5 on the following page summarizes the results of comparing the Air Quality Program's performance data to the criteria in Exlfibit 3-1. 
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Radiation Protection Program Objectives Need Improvement 

Exhibit 3-5 Results of Comparing Air Quality Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ~ Does not identify purpose ~ Does not identify customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Provides direction on how to address mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving O~ectives 3 ofo4 arermeasurablent with the goal 2 of 4 are timebound 4 of 4 specify a desired end result Performance 5 of 19 measure progress toward the objective Indicators (9 outcome, 12 of 19 are consistent with the objective 7 explanatory, 2 output, 17 of 19 are clear and easily understood 1 inpu0 Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on peffonrtm~ce data in the 1996-97 executive budget. 
The mission and goal of the Radiation Protection Program meet all of the established criteria. While one objective meets three of the four criteria, the second objective meets only two of the four. The objectives were not measurable, thus only one of the eleven performance indicators measures progress toward the objective. As a result, legislators may not be able to use the objectives and performance indicators to make informed budgetary decisions. Exhibit 3-6 on the following page shows the performance data for the Radiation Protection Program. 
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Exhibit 3-6 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Radiation Protection Proeram Mission: To establish and maintain a comprehensive radiation regulatoly program to protect public and occupational safety of citizens and protect the environment, Goal: To ensure that operations involving the use of radioactive nmterial and radiation-producing machines is o3nducted in the safest possible manner Objective #l This prograru will ensure Performance In dicators that operations involving radioactive * Number of exposures exceeding regulatory limits (calendar year ntaterial and radiation-producing 1994, 1995) ~ License it ~3ections conducted machines are canducted safely. ~ X-ray facilities inspected ~ X-ray machines inspected ~ New installations of X-ray machines inslxcled ~ X-ray insl~,xTtions overdue ~ Facilities requiring eseaiated enforcement actions ~ Ntunlx:r of marnmography facilities/machines ~ Percent of mammography facilities/machines inspected annually ~ Percent of NORM specific licensees ins~.~od Objective #2 This program will Performance Indicators maintain the Louisiana Radiological ~ Rating of preparedness by: Response Plan (LPRRP) and the ~ Fedelal Emergency Management Agency ~ Nuclear Regulatory Commission capability to successfully irnplemem it. 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Mission and Goal. The Radiation Protection Program's mission and goal, as listed in the executive budget, meet all of the criteria in Extdbit 3-1. This mission statement identifies the overall purpose of the program and lists its clients. The mission statement is also organizationally acceptable. Therefore, legislators are informed of tiffs program's purpose and who it serves. The goal is consistent with the program mission and provides direction on how to address the mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving Thus, legislators and program managers know in which direction the program is headed. Objectives, The two objectives meet most ofthe established criteria. However, neither is timebound. The first objective in addition to not being timebound is also not measurable As a result, performance indicators cannot measure progress toward achieving this objective. 
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The second objective is to maintain the Louisiana Peacetime Radiological Response Plan (LPRRP) and the capability to successfully implement it. Besides not being timebound, it is unclear what the benefits of this plan are and how it affects public safety from radiation. Performance Indicators. Five of the eleven performance indicators are output indicators. The remaining indicators are one outcome, two efficiency, one quality, and two explanatory indicators. The performance indicators do not measure progress toward achieving the objectives. Consequently, legislators do not know if objectives are being achieved. Exhibit 3-.7 summarizes the results of comparing the Radiation Protection Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Exhibit 3-7 Results of Comparing Radiation Protection Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria mm Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Provides direction on how to address the nfission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving ~ 2 of 2 are consistent with tile goal Objectives ~ 1 of 2 is measurable ~ 0 of 2 istimebound ~ 2 of 2 specify a desired end result Performance ~ 1 of I 1 measures progress toward the objective Indicators * 11 of 11 are consistent with the objective (5 output, ~ 8 of I 1 are clear and easily understood 2 efficiency, 2 explanatory, ] ouIcome, 1 quality) Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on pertbrmance data in the 1996-97 executive budget. 
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Water Resources Program Performance Data Did Not Meet All Criteria 

The Office of Water Resources administers the Water Resources Program. The performance data for this program are incomplete. First, the Water Resources Program's mission statement does not identify its clients. Second, the program's goal does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect the destination toward which the program is striving. Third, none of the objectives were measurable and timebound. Thus, none of the performance indicators measure progress toward the objective. Although the program's objectives mad performance indicators tell how much work is being done, they do not tell how efficiently or effectively the work is being done. Exhibit 3-8 on the following page shows the performance data tbr the Water Resources Program. 
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Exhibit 3-8 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Water Resources Proeram Mission: To protect the quality of surface and ground water Goal: To maintain and enImnce surface and ground water quality Objective #1 The Water Performance Indicators Resources Program will reduce groundwater ponution and protecl ~ Number of identified facilities with groundwater contamination the groundwater resources of the requiring oversight by this program state. ~ Percent of 2,646,000 people served by public water systems using systems in the wellhead protection program ~ Number of sit~s moved into corrective action Io prevent pollution (within year) ~ Sites with completed corrective actions durinp., year Objective #2 This program will Performance Indicators reduce surface water pollution and plotect the surface waler resources ~ Percent of assessed waterbodies meeting standards for designated uses: ~ Slreams of Louisiana. ~ Lakes ~ Estuaries Major waterbedies assessed (lakes, streams, estuaries) Facility inspections Pollution investigations (spills and complaints) Enforcement ac~ions issued Objective #3 The program will Performance Indicators improve the quality of surface and Cumulative percent of municipalities which have made pre-application groundwaters by mmmging EPA for loan to improve facilities Construction Grants and State Number of loans closed Revolving Fund Loans. Value of loans closed (millions) Source: Prcpared by legislative auditor's staff using the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Mission. The mission for the Water P, esources Program was not clearly identifiable in the executive budget but was identified by OPB statZ The mission of this program meets two of the three criteria. However, the mission statement does not identify the program's clients. As with the Air Quality Program, legislators should know fTom the mission who benefits fi'om the program's activities. It is helpful to have the mission clearly identified in the executive budget to tell users a program's purpose and beneficiaries. 
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Goal. Thil~ goal is consistent with the program's mission statement. Because the goal is very similar in wording to the program mission, it does not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission. However, it reflects the destination toward which the entity is striving. Objectives. As with the other programs, none of the objectives for this program are measurable and timebound. Consequently, legislators do not know when the objectives will be achieved. Furthermore, program managers do not have a target to strive toward. Performance Indicators. The performance indicators as a whole do not provide complete information. Also, none of the performance indicators measure progress toward achieving the objective. For exaraple, there is an indicator for objective #2 that measures the percent of assessed waterbodies meeting standards fo~ designated uses. However, there is no indicator for the total number ofwaterbodies in the state. Consequently, it is possible the department has assessed only a small percent of the state's waterbodies with all of those waterbodies meeting the standards for their designated uses. Two-thirds of the performance indicators are output measures. However, there are some outcome, input, and explanatory indicators. Exhibit 3-9 on the following page summarizes the results of comparing the Water Resources Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 
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mini Exhibit 3-9 Results of Comparing Water Resources Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Does not identify customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Does not provide direction on how to address mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving Objectives 0 ofo3 isameasurableent with the goal 0 of 3 is timebound ~ 3 of 3 specify a desired end result Performance ~ 0 of 12 measures progress toward the objective Indicators ,, 11 of 12 are consistent with the objective (8 output, 2 explanatory, ,, 10 of 12 are clear and easily understood I input, I outcome) Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on performance data in the 1996-97 execaRive budget. 
1 ~ The Hazardous Waste Program's mission meets all the Hazardous Waste established criteria, but the goal does not provide direction on how Program to address mission. It also does not reflect the destination toward Indicators Need which the program is striving. In addition, the objectives are not to Reflect measurable and timehound. Therefore, none of the performance indicators measure progress toward the objectives. Also, some Regulated performance indicators are not segregated by the type of hazardous Activities waste generator. Consequently, the performance data may not provide sufficient data to allow decision makers to make budgetary decisions about the different aspects of the Hazardous Waste Program. Exlfibit 3-]0 on the following page shows the performance budget data for the Hazardous Waste Progranl. 
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Mission: The mission statement that is found in the executive budget for the Hazardous Waste Program identifies the purpose of the program and its clients. The rnission statement is also organizationally acceptable. 
lllnllnl Exhibit 3-10 Executive Budget Pcrlormance Data for the Hazardous Waste Program Mission: To protect hulnan health and the enviroraneot by ensuring the proper management of hazardous waste. Goah To protect the health and wcil being of the citizens of Louisiana and to prevent damage to properly or to the environment by ensuring the proper management of ha2ardous waste. Objective #1 This program will Performance Indicators restricl the diseharge of tmzardous waste into the environment. ~ Number of penuitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities ~ Number of land disposal facilities regulated ~ Number of matdfests managed ~ Number of mmdfest violations detected ~ Number of annual report violations detected Objective 02 This program will Performance Indicators minimize exposure oftbe public to hazardous waste. ~ Number of hazardous waste facilities (active and inactive) ~ Number of hazardous waste transporters ~ Number of facility inspections conducted ~ Number of enforcement actions issued ~ Number of inspections of groundwater detection wells Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's stalYusing the 1996-97 executive budget. i ll 

Goal. The program's goal meets only one of the established criteria. It is consistent with the mission statement. However, it does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving. Objectives. The objectives for the program are consistent with the goal and specify an end result. However, the objectives are not measurable and timebound. Again, legislators and other executive budget users do not know what the program aims to achieve. Also, program managers do not have a target toward which to aim their efforts. 
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Performance Indicators. Although the indicators are consistent with objectives and easily understood, they do not measure progress toward the objectives. Also, some indicators are very general and do not reflect the makeup of the regulated community. For instance, there are indicators for "the number of hazardous waste facilities," "the number of facility inspections," and "the number of enforcement actions issued." However, generators of hazardous waste fall into three categories based on the amount of hazardous waste, produced. The performance indicators do not separate the generators into categories. Thus, legislators may not know where the program is putting most of its effort. Most of the performance indicators are output measures and the others are input measures. Manageware recommends a balanced set of performance indicators that would also include outcome and efficiency type performance indicators. Exhibit 3-11 summarizes the results of comparing the Hazardous Waste Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Exhibit 3-11 Results of Comparing Hazardous ~laste Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ]Identifies purpose Identifies customers Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program nfission Does not provide direction on how to address mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving Objectives 2 of 2 are consistent with the goal 0 of 2 is measurable 0 of 2 is timebound 2 of 2 specify a desired end result Performance 100off100areaconsistentrwithttherobjectiveective Indicators (6 output, ~ 10 of 10 are dear and easily understood 4 inpuO Source: P~pared by legislative auditor's staff based on analysis performed on performance data in the 1996-97 executive budeet. 
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Most Solid Waste Program Objectives Not Measurable 

The Solid Waste Program's mission statement meets all of the established criteria. However, the goal of'the program does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving. Two of the four objectives are not measurable. Furthermore, these two immeasurable objectives relate to 11 of the 14. indicators. As a result, these indicators do not measure progress toward the objectives. In addilion, three of the four objectives are not timebound. A lack of time frames makes it difficult to hold program's accountable for their activities. Exhibit 3-12 shows the performance budget data for the Solid Waste Program. 
Exhibit'3-12 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Solid Waste Program Mission: To protect public health and the environment by ensuring the effective management of solid waste. Goal: To ensure thal the lands and waters of the state are not threatened by improper handling or disposal of solid waste. Objective #1 In order to protect Performance Indicators and improve public heallh, this prugram will ensure the effective ~ Number/percent of municipal landfills meeting standards managemenl of solid wastes in file * Number of etfforcement inspections conducted ~ Number of notice of violalions issued state. ~ Number of open dttmps ~ Orders lo upl,rade issued ~ Orders to close issued ~ Percent in compliance with regulations: , Waste tire collector/processors ~ Tire dealers ~ Tire transporters Objective #2 While continuing to Performance Indicators issue permits and major ~ Days to issue permit modifications witlfin 41 l) days of receipl. Objective #3 This progran~ will Performance lndica~tors implement regulations governing ~ Regulations developed waste oil by 6/30/97. ~ Regulations implemented Objective #4 This program will Performance Indicators work toward cleaning the slate of ~ Tons of waste removed in Beachsweep and Inland Waterway Cleanup litter and misplaced solid waste. ~ Percent of stale Ifighways adopted by service groups to clean up litter ~ Number of beacbes adopted ~ Miles of beaches and waterways cleaned Source: Prepared by legislalive auditor's staff using the 1996-97 executive budget. 
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Mission and Goal. The mission statement identifies the overall purpose of the, program and its clients and is also organizationally acceptable to the department. The goal of the Solid Waste Program is consistent with the program's mission. But it does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect the destination toward which the program is striving. Objectives. There are four objectives for this program. All objectives are consistent with the goal and specify a desired end result. However, only two of the four objectives are measurable. Also, only one objective is timebound. While Objective #3 sets a date for accomplishment, the other objectives do not. Performance Indicators. Of the 14 indicators for this program, only three measure progress toward the objective. As a result, the objectives and performance indicators do not provide useful information to decision makers. All 14 are consistent with the objective, and 11 were clear and understandable. Exhibit 3-.13 on the following page summarizes the results of comparing the Solid Waste Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. It also shows the numbers of each type of performance indicator. 
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Underground Storage Tanks Program Data Could Be Improved 

Exhibit 3-13 Results of Comparing Solid Waste Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Does not provide direction on how to address lnission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving Objectives ~ 4 of 4 are consistent with the goal ~ 2 of 4 are measurable ~ 1 of 4istimebound ~ 4 of 4 specify a desired end result Performance 3 of 14 measure progress toward the objective Indicators 14 of 14 are consistent with the objective (9 output, 3 outcome, 11 of 14 are clear and easily understood I efficiency, I explanatory) Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff'based on analysis performed on peffox~ance data in the 1996-97 executive budget. 
The perfommnce data for the Underground Storage Tanks Program provides its users with adequate information for budgetar3, decision making. However, improvement is needed in these data. Exhibit 3-14 on the following page contains this program's performance data, as it appears in the 1996-97 executive budget. Mission. The stated mission in the executive budget identifies the overall purpose of the program and is organizationally acceptable to the department. However, the mission does not identify its clients. As a result, legislators do not know who benefits from this program's activities. Goal. There is no goal clearly designated in the executive budget. Staffat OPB identified the goal for us. Although consistent with the program mission statement, the goal does not 



 
Pace 56 De0artmcnt of Environmental QuMit~ 

provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving. 
Exhibit 3-14 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Underground Storage Tanks Program Mission: To protect and preserve the ground water, surlace waters and air quality of the state from contamination from leaking underground storage tanks. Goah Prevent the release of hazardous substances contained in underground storage tanks (LISTs) into the waters of the state. Objective #1 This program will reduce the Performance Indicator number of releases from underground storage Estimated number of USTs in slate talfl~s (USTs). Number of active, registered USTs Percent of active USTs not protected from corrosion Percent of registered USTs upgraded (protected) Registered USTs removed/closed properly (cumulative) Percent of registered USTs inspected Objective #2 The program will ensure the Performance Indicators cleanup of contanunation frnm UST releases is complete at no less than 20% of all sites Number of confirmed releases reported Cumulative number of confirmed releases cleaned up or idc:ntified each year. being cleaned up Percent of releases remediated of total reported Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Objectives. As with some other programs, this program has two objectiw:s. Objective #2 meets all of the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. However, Objective #1 only meets half This objective is not measurable and timebound. Therefore, program managers have no target to work toward and no time period for accomplishment. Performance Indicators. There is a mixture of input, output, and outcome indicators among the nine performance indicators. However, two-thirds of the indicators do not measure progress toward their objectives. For example, there is no indicator that measures the decrease in the number of releases from underground storage tanks to address Objective # 1. Exhibit 3-15 on the following page summarizes the results of comparing the Underground Storage Tank Program's performance data to the criteria in exhibit 3-1. 
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Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program Data Do Not Measure Progress 

Page 57 
Exhibit 3-15 Results of Comparing Underground Storage Tanks Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Does not identify customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving Objectives * 2 of 2 are consistent with the goal ~ 1 of 2 is measurable ~ 1 of 2 is timebound ~ 2 of 2 specify a desired end result Performance ~ 3 of 9 measure progress toward the objective Indicators ~ 9 of 9 are consistent with the objective (3 input, 2 output, ~ 6 of 9 are clear and easily understood 2 explanatory, I outcome, I efficiency) Source: Prepmrxl by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on perfonn~n~:e data in the 1996-97 execmive budget. 

The mission for DEQ's Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program does not identify the program's customers. Also, the goal does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving. All the objectives for the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program are not measurable and timebound. Consequently, the performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objectives. As a result, legislators may not be able to determine if the program is achieving its stated objectives. Exhibit 3-16 on the following page shows the performance data for the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program. 
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Mission. The mission of the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program identifies the overall purpose of the program and is organizationally acceptable to the department. However, the mission statement does not identify its clients. 
Exhibit 3-16 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program Mission: To ensure the effezrtiveness of Louisiana's environmental laws and regulations through the development, enforcement, and prosecution of Louisiana's environmental laws and regulations. Goal: To ensure that enforcement response is consistent and fair, and that mlemaking is the product of suund deliberations that produce enforceable regulations. Objective #1 The program will improve the Performance Indicators quMity of permits and regulations to provide for more effective and efficient environmental ~ Percent of permits resolved through negotiations ~ Number of permit hearings management. ~ Number of permits in negotiations ~ Number of rules processed Objective #2 The program will improve Performance Indicators representation of DEQ in enforcement ~ "lqtunber nf enforcement documents reviewed decisions. ~ Nmnber of enforcement hearings requested ~ Nmnber of settlements ~ Amount of venalties collected Objective #3 The program will provide fair Perforl~ance Indicstors and effective enforcement to deter violations of environmental laws and regulations. ~ Nmnber of civil enforcement actions * Criminal cases with support from this program Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff using the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Goal. As with the Underground Storage Tanks Program, the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program does not have a clearly identified goal in the executive budget. Although consistent with the mission, the goal does not provide any sense of direction on how to address mission and does not reflect destination toward which the progrmn is striving. Objectives. Although the objectives are consistent with the goal and specify an end result, they are not timebound and measurable. Thus, the performance indicators do not measure progress towards the objectives. Consequently, it is difficult to hold the program accountable for achieving its objectives. 
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Performance: Indicators. Approximately three-fourths of the indicators are output indicators. Also, the indicators do not measure progress toward the objectives. For example, the indicators for Objective #3 do not measure the program's effect at deterring violations of environmental laws and regulations. An indicator showing the number of repeat violators from previous years by type of violation could measure whether the program is having a deterrent effect. Exhibit 3-17 summarizes the results of comparing the Legal and Regulatory Compliance Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3.-1. 

Exhibit 3-17 Results of Comparing Legal and Regulatory Compliance 
Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Does not identify customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal ~ Consistent with program mission ~ Does not provide direction on how to address the mission and does not reflect destination toward which the program is striving Objectives ~ 3 of 3 are consistent with the goal ~ 0 of 3 is measurable ~ 0 of 3 istimebound ~ 3 of 3 specify a desired end result Performance ~ 0 of 10 measures progress toward the objective Indicators ~ 10 of 10 are consistent with the objective (7 output, 10 of 10 are clear and easily understood 2 explanatory, I outcome) Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on l~erformance data in tb.e 1996-97 executive 
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Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program Data Do Not Measure Progress 

The performance data for the Inactive and Abandoned Sites program may not provide decision makers with useful information to make budgetary decisions. The mission and goal of the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program meet all of the criteria. However, only one of the two objectives for the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program meets the established criteria. The other objective, which contains the majority of the program's performance indicators, meets only one criteria. Consequently, only two of the nine indicators measure progress toward the objective. Exhibit 3-18 shows the performance data for the Inactive ~nd Abandoned Sites Program as it appears in the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Exhibit 3-18 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program Mission: To proteca public health and environment thiough the discovery, identification and remediation of inactive and abandnned hazardous waste sites in Louisiana in a fair and consistent manner. Goah To identify, assess, and remediate all abandoned hazardous waste sites in the slate. Objective #1 Yearly assess 100 of the 500 Performance Indicator (projected) unconfilmed lx~tential inactive Number of sites assessed and abandoned hazardous waste sites for fiarther action~ Nomhel ofunconlirmed (saspcOed) sites Numbel of confirmed sites Objective #2 Continue remedial activities Performance Indicators at confirmed hazardous waste sites. ~ Sites at which cleanup preparation begun (within year) ~ Sites at which cleanup preparation completed (within year) SiSitestathwhichlcleanupaisbongoingithin year) ~ Siles at which cleanup is complete (cumulative) ~ Nmnt,er of closed sites being monitored Source: Prepared by h~gislative auditor's staffusing the 1996-97 executive budget. 
Mission and Goal. The program's mission and goal meet the established criteria. The mission identifies the purpose of the program and its clients. It is also organizationally acceptable. The goal is consistent with the program's mission statement and provides a sense of direction on how to address mission. It also reflects the destination toward which the program is striving. 
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Objectives. Ofthetwo objectives, only Objective #1 meets all of the criteria, in Exhibit 3-1. The second objective only meets the criteria for being consistent with the goal. This objective was not timebound and measurable and did not specify an end result. Performance Indicators. Seven of the nine performance indicators are output indicators. The remaining indicators are input and explanatory indicators. The department should develop indicators that measure the program's efficiency and effectiveness. Only lwo indicators measure progress toward their objectives. Also, one of the indicators is not consistent with the objective. The indicator "number of confirmed sites" does not relate to Objective #1. This indicator is better situated with Objective #2, since it relates to the activity of confirmed sites and not unconfirmed sites. Exhibit 3-19 below summarizes the results of comparing the Inactive and Abandoned Sites Program's performance data to the criteria in Ex~fibit 3-1. 

Exhibit 3-19 Results of'Comparing Inactive and Abandoned Sites 
Mission Identifies purpose Identifies customers Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Provides direction on how to address the mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving Objectives 2 of 2 are consistent with the goal l of 2 is measurable 1 of 2 is timebound 1 of 2 specifies a desired end result Performance 8 ofo9 areeconsistentrwithttherobjectiveective Indicators (7 output, 9 of 9 are clear and easily understood 1 input, I explanatory) source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on analysis performed on perform;race data in the 1996-97 executive budget. 
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Support Services Program Objective Not Measurable 
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The Support Services Program mission and goal meet all the criteria, but the one objective for the program is not measurable and timebound. Consequently, none of the performance indicators measure progress toward achieving the objective. In addition, only 6 of the 14 indicators are consistent with the objective. Exhibit 3-20 below shows the performance data for the Support Services Progran~. 
Exhibit 3-20 Executive Budget Performance Data for the Support Services Program Mission: To provide resources and services to the Department of Environmental Quality in support of its mission 'to maintain and protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of Louisiana.' Goal: To provide resomces and services to the department and its personnel in support of its mission, objective, and goals. Objective: An objective of the Support Services Program will be to continue to provide quality support services Io lhe denarlmenl. 

Source: Prepaled by legislative auditor's staffusingthe 1996-97 executive budget. 
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Mission and Goal. This program's mission and goal meet all the established criteria. The program's mission statement identifies the overall purpose of the program and its clients. The mission statement is also organizationally acceptable. The goal of the program provides direction on how to address the mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving. Thus, users of the executive budget know the purpose of this program and the direction in which it is going. Objective. Similar to other programs, the one objective for this program meets half of the criteria. Although the objective was consistent with the goal and specified an end result, it was not timebound and measurable. As a result, program managers do not have a benchmark against which to measure the program's progress. Performance Indicators. The Support Program has the most varied set of performance indicators. However, it did not have any outcome indicators. The program should have outcome indicators to present more useful information. None of the indicators measured progress toward the objective because it is not measurable. Exhibit 3-21 on the following page summarizes the results of comparing the Support Program's performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3.. 1. 



DcparUncnt of Environmental 
Exhibit 3-21 Results of Comparing Support Services Program Performance Data to the Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Organizationally acceptable Goal Consistent with program mission Provides direction on how to address the mission and reflects destination toward which the program is striving Objectives ~ 1 of 1 is consistent with the goal ~ 0 of I is measurable ~ 0 of 1 is timebound ~ 1 of I specifies a desired end result Performance 0 of 14 measures progress toward the objective Indicators 6 of 14 are consistent with the objective (4 output, 3 efficiency, 14 of 14 are clear and easily understood 3 explanatory, 2 quality, 2 inpuO Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's slaffbased on analysis performed on performance data in the 1996-97 executive budget. 

Recommendations 3.3 Tile Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administratitm - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that the department mission is clearly stated in the executive budget. 3.4 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that all program missions and goals are clearly labeled as such in the executive budget. 3.5 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to 
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ensure that the department's program mission statements in the executive budget reflect the pnrpose and identify its clients. 3.6 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that all programs have goals that provide a sense of direction. 3.7 Tile Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that all objectives are measurable and timebound. 3.8 Tile Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that the performance indicators measure progress toward achieving the related objectives. 3.9 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget should work together to ensure that there are a mixture of different performance indicators to provide decision makers with complete information. 
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Appendix B: Boards and Commissions 
Boards/Commissions Within DEQ Board/Commission Authorization Function Litter Reduction and Public R.S. 30:2523 Advises the litter reduction section within the Action Comnfission department on litter reduction in the state 

Louisiana Resource R.S. 30:2305 Conducts a comprehensive program for solid Recovery and Development waste disposal and resource recovery Authority Board of Directors Louisiana Small Business R.S. 30:2062 Advises the department on the effectiveness of Compliance Advisor), Panel the Small Business Stationary Source Technical and Environmental Compliance Assistance Program Assists small business owners who may not have the financial or technical ability to comply with the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act Louisiana Solid Waste R.S. 37:3152 Certifies solid waste facility operators for the Management System solid waste industry Operators Board of Certification and Training Environment and Natural R,S. 30:2005 DEQ is a member of this council. It is to Resources Council develop an overall environmental and natural resources policy and strategic plan for the state. The council shall serve as an advisory body to the governor to: 
~ Identify issues necessary to preserve and protect the environment of the state ~ Recommend viable solutions to the problems raised by those issues ~ Evaluate the existing and proposed measures designed to preserve and protect the environment and discharge other advisory duties 
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Boards/Commissions Within the Office of the Governor and Related to DEQ Board/Commission Authorization Function Governor's Project Restore Executive Order Researches and analyzes tile use of using non- hazardous waste materials for coastal Task Force MJF 95-56 restoration projects Louisiana Environmental R.S. 30:2503 Advises the governor and the department on Education Commission policies and practices for providing environmental education to the public Task Force on Executive Order Facilitates discussion among environmentalists, Environmental Protection MJF 96-29 conservationists, businesses, and industrialists on environmental concerns and Preservation Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's slaff from le al research and information received from the Departmenl of Environmental Quality. 
Other boards and conmlissions that are related to DEQ: 1. Mississippi River Interstate Pollution Phase-Out Compact (multi-state compact between Louisiana, Mississippi, Arkansas, Tennessee, Missouri, Kentucky, Illinois, Iowa, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and the United States charged with regulating pollution in the Mississippi River) 2. Louisiana Natural (]as Marketing Commission (within the Department of Natural Resources, but abolished by Act 1116 of 1997) Central Interstate Low Level Radioactive Waste Commission Southeast Louisiana Waste Management Authority (abolished by Act 1116 of 1997) Cabinet Advisory Group on Economic Development (supports the Economic Development Council) Red River Development Board of Advisors (within Department of Economic Development, but abolished by Act 1116 of 1997) 
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State of Louisiana Department of En~?ironmental Quality M..I. "MIKE" FOSTER, JR. (iOVI RNOR 
September 24, 1997 
Dr. Daniel Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE Legislative Auditor's Office P.O. Box 94397 Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397 
Dear Dr. Kyle 

J. DALE GIVI N~, SECRI I AR', 

This department has reviewed the report on the performance audit entitled Analysis of Program Authority mad Performance Data for the Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality. Our comment on your findings follows. The DEQ Office of Management and Finance requested in June 1997 the Office of Phmning and Budget (OPB) conduct a workshop on strategic planning, and in particular, the effects of Act 1465 of 1997 (Performance Based Budgeting). OPB conducted a one day workshop on August 24, 1997, and there were approximately 40 attendees representing all of the programs within tile department. In addition, as part of Phase I of our Business Process Re- engineering project, strategic planning was identified as one process that needed to be re- engineered to properly define this department's environmental mission, goals, objectives, and proper performance indicators that measure input, output, outcome, efficiency, and quality, and tie to the budgeting process. This process was selec.ted to begin Phase II. A team has been named which will begin meeting in October, 1997. It must be made clear to the OPB that only the: DEQ can properly do the strategic planning necessary to define and carry out its mission, and that OPB should only offer suggestions regarding clarification when deemed appropriate. 
Sincerely, 
J. Dale Givens Department Secretary 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND FINANCE P O BO~ 82231 BATON ROUGE, ;. OUISIANA 70884-223" AN EQUAL OPPOFI1 UNITY EMPLOYER [~J,~L. 



 



M. J. "MIKE" FOSTER, JR. GOVERNOR 
September 29, 1997 

State of Louisiana DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET 

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE Legislative Auditor Post Office Box 94397 Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397 

MARK C. DRENNEN SSIONER OF ADMINtSTRATION 

Re: Analysi.,; of Program Authority and Performance Data for Department of Environmental Quality Dear Dr. Kyle 
Thank you for including members of our staff in the process of your office's performance audit of the Department of Environmental Quality. The Office of Planning and Budget agrees with your recommendations for the improvement of the department's planning and performance accountability. This analysis showed particular foresight by addressing issues and opportunities which may arise from a recent reorganization of program structure of the Department. The Louisiana Government Performance and Accountability Act greatly increases the need for performance accountability guidance to state agencies. Your analysis will provide the Department of Environmental Quality a valuable resource toward compliance with the Act. 
Sincerely ~~ <::~..~,~ ~ -~ Stephen R. Winham State Director of Planning and Budget 
SRW/GLD 

POST OFFICE BOX 94095 ~ STATE CAPITOL ANNEX ~ BATON ROUGE, I.A 70004-9095 (504) 342-7005 ~ Fax (504) 342-7220 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 


