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DANIEl. G. KYLE, PH D., CPA, CFE 1 .tsGISLATIVE AUDITOR 

OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR STATE OF LOUISIANA BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9397 
September 23, 1998 

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 NORTII TIIIRD STRI~ET POST OFFICE I~OX 94397 TELEPtIONE: (225) 339-3800 FACSIMILE: (225) 339-3870 

This report gives the results of our performance audit of the Program Authority and Performance Data of the Department of Justice and its related boards and commissions. 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 Department of Justice's response and 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/ss 

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



Office of Legislative Auditor 
September 23, 1998 Executive Summary Perfi~rmance Audit Department of Justice: Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data Article 4, Section 8 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 created the Department of Justice for the assertion and protection of the rights and interests of the state. The department is headed by the attorney general, who is the chief legal officer of the state. The legislature appropriated to the Department of Justice over $20 million for fiscal year 1998 and authorized 405 positions. Our performance audit of the department's program authority and the 1997-98 executive budget performance data found that: ~ All missions and goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with legal authority. ~ The Department of Justice recently changed its organizational structure to facilitate planning and to reflect more closely a programmatic structure for budgetary purposes. ~ We identified various training activities that have the potential for overlap. However, the department has addressed this potential problem. We did not identify any programs, functions, or activities that appear to be duplicative. ~ Eleven statutorily created fimctions did not receive funding for fiscal year 1997- 98 and may be outmoded. If these functions are outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for the Department of Justice's officials and legislators malting programmatic decisions. ~ Over the past three years, there have been some improvements in the performance data reported in the executive budget for the department. ~ The 1997-98 executive budget did not report a mission or goals for the overall department. ~ Program missions meet our established criteria. Goals are consistent with the missions, but do not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflect the destination ~oward which the entity is striving. Most objectives are consistent with the goals and specify an end result. However, few objectives are measurable or timebound, and most are nmlti-tiered. The majority of performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objective. However, most are consistent with the objectives and are easily understood. 

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE, Legislative Auditor Phone No. (225) 339-3800 



Executive Summary 
Audit Initiation and Objectives 

Department Background 

The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit 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: Determine if the department's missions and goals as reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 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 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with established criteria Determine if the department's objectives and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget collectively provide useful information for decision-making purposes Identify any programs, functions, and activities within the department that appear to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded 
Article 4, Section 8 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 created the Department of Justice (DO J) for the assertion and protection of the rights and interests of the state. The department is headed by the attorney general, who is the chief legal officer of the state. He is responsible for the policies of the department and for the administration, control, and operation of the functions, programs, and affairs of the department. For budgetary purposes, DOJ consists of one budget unit (04-141) and five executive budget programs that are comprised of seven statutorily created divisions and the executive office. Although tile five executive budget programs are qot reflected in statute, they are consistent with R.S. 36:701, which creates the seven divisions and the executive office. According to the Supplemental Information to the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR Supplement) for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1997, DOJ expenditures totaled over $23 million. According to the 1997-98 executive budget, 



of ~ustice 

Organizational Structure Improvements 

Boards, Commissions, and Like Entities 

recommended expenditures for fiscal year 1998 totaled over $24 million. According to OPB's 1997-98 Compare Document, legislative appropriations for fiscal year 1998 totaled over $20 million, and there were 405 authorized positions for DOJ. Exhibit 2-2 on page 26 of this report provides additional information related to DOJ's expenditures, budget, funding, and staffing. 
DOJ recently changed its organizational structure, to facilitate planning and to reflect more closely a programmatic structure for budgetary purposes. As a result of the recent organizational changes, users of the executive budget can more easily identify the functions and duties performed by each program, division, and section of the department. In addition, DOJ has moved toward meeting the new operational and strategic planning requirements established by Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. 

Reeommendation 2.1 The department, OPB, and Appropriations staff should continue to work together toward meeting the operational and strategic planning requirements of Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. 
We identified a total of 20 boards, commissions, and like entities on which the attorney general or his designee serves. One of these boards is under "the authority of DO3. We also identified six other boards, commissions, and like entities that reimburse DOJ for its ]egal services. (See Chapter 2 of the report.) 

Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.1 The legislature may wish to consider repealing R.S. 30:2345 (Louisiana School Asbestos Abatement Commission). According to a DEQ official, the commission is no longer active, and DEQ is currently performing this function. 



Executive Sum 
Many Training Activities Provided by DOJ 

Some Statutorily Created Functions May Be Outmoded 

We identified potential overlap in various training activities within the department. Although we did not conduct detailed audit work in this area to determine if overlap was occurring, we found several sections of the department that are responsible for training. However, the department has taken steps to address this potential problem. Training activities and materials will be coordinated through the Office of the Executive Counsel in order to avoid overlap. We: did not identify any areas of potential duplication within DOJ.. (See Chapter 2 of the report.) 
Recommendation 2.2 DOJ officials should continue to work together to coordinate and increase communication regarding the training activities of the department to prevent overlap. 
We identified I I statutorily created functions within DOJ that did not receive funding for fiscal year 1997-98. These unfunded activities may be outmoded. Outmoded functions are those that are outdated or no longer needed. Although the activities we identified did not receive funding, they still have legal authorization. If these functions are outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for DOJ officials and legislators making programmatic decisions. Only one program, Civil Law, reported unfunded activities on the Sunset Review Budget Request forms. If agency officials do not submit these forms, information related to potentially outmoded programs and functions may not be communicated to the legislature. (See Chapter 2 of the report.) 
Recommendation 2.3 As required by R.S. 49:191.1(A), and as part of the annual budget process, DOJ officials should report any statutorily authorized programs or functions for which 



De~artraent of Justice 

Performance Data Improved Over Past Three Years 

Executive Budget Lacks Performance Data for Overall Department 

implementing funds were not appropriated. If there are no unfunded activities, the Sunset Review Budget Request forms should reflect this information. 
Matters for Legislative Consideration 2.2 The legislature may wish to review whether the programs and functions discussed in this chapter arc outmoded. If it determines that any of the programs or functions are no longer needed, the legislature should consider the advantages and disadvantages of leaving their statutory structures in place, lfthere is no advantage to leaving the statutory structures in place, the legislature may wish to repeal the programs or fum:tions. 2.3 The legislature may wish to repeal R.S. 17:7.3-7.4, the Collection of Tuition Refunds from Teachers. According to DOJ officials, this is an outmoded function that the department no longer performs. 
We noted improvements in the department's performance data that arc reported in the executive budgets from 1996-97 through 1998-99. It should be noted, however, that some problems we noted in the 1996-97 executive budget are still found in the 1997-98 executive budget. However, more useful information has been provided in the 1998-99 edition. (See Chapter 3 of the report.) 

The 1997-98 executive budget does not contain an overall department mission or goals. Although the executive budget states that the mission and goals of the department are reflected in the missions and goals of these programs, this does not constitute a true mission or goals. As a result, users of the executive budget do not have a basis for identifying the overall purpose of the department or its principal clients. In addition, with no departmental mission to guide the individual programs, program missions could differ from the department's purpose, llowever, 



 

Performance Data May Not Be Useful for Budgetary Decisions 

the 1998-99 executive budget reports a mission and several goals for the overall department. (See Chapter 3 of the report.) 
Recommendation 3.1 DOJ, OPB, and Appropriations staff should continue to work together to maintain and update the executive budget missions and goals for the overall department. 
Performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget may not collectively provide information to communicate what the department's programs are seeking to accomplish. Although missions and goals generally meet the criteria, most goals do not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. In addition, the: majority of objectives are not measurable nor do they provide a target date for accomplishment. Also, most objectives are multi-tiered. Most performance indicators do not measure progress toward objectives. Finally, there is not a balanced mix of different types of performance indicators reported in the executive budget. As a result, the legislature may not be able to use tile performance data to determine the effectiveness of the department's programs. 
Missions. The program missions meet our established criteria. All identify the overall purpose of the program and its principal clients or customers, and all are organizationally acceptable. 
Goals. All of the department's reported goals are consistent with the missions of the programs. Although all of the goals provide the destination to which the program is striving, only 25% (12 of 48) provide a sense of direction on how the program is to address the mission. Objectives. All objectives are consistent with their corresponding goals and specify desired results. However, only one objective (4%) is measurable and timebound. As a result, legislators may not be able to determine exactly what the program intends to achieve within a stated time frame. 



Page xvi Department of Justice 
Furthermore, the majority of the objectives are multi-tiered A multi-tiered objective consists of multiple objectives listed together as one objective or a single objective that addresses multiple topics. Multi-tiered objectives make it difficult to match corresponding performance indicators with the appropriate part of the objective. In addition, users of the executive budget may dismiss the objectives because of their complexity. Perlbrmance Indicators. Most performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and are easily understood. Although the majority of the indicators have a measurable component, they do not measure progress toward the objectives because the objectives themselves are not measurable. As a result, readers of the executive budget do not know how well the program is performing. Also, the performance data may fail to provide useful information for legislators making budgetary decisions. Finally, there is not a balanced mix of indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. According to GASB and Manageware, there should be a variety or "desirable mix" of performance indicators: input, output, outcome, and efficiency. A balanced mix of indicators communicates more complete information on overall program performance. 

Recommendations 
3.2 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work on creating goals that provide a sense of direction on how the program will address the mission. 
3.3 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work on creating measurable and timebound objectives. In addition, they should work on creating objectives that are not multi-tiered. 
3.4 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work together to create performance indicators that measure progress toward the objective. They should also work together to create sets of performance indicators that contain a balanced mix of indicator types. 



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 Justice in response to certain requirements of Act 1100 of 1995. This 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 Program to identify and plan for the state's long-term needs. This report is one of a series of reports on all executive branch departments addressing the following objectives: ~ Determine if the department's missions and goals as reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with ~egislative intent and legal authority ~ Determine if the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with established criteria Determine if the department's objectives and performance indicators as reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget collectively provide useful information for decision-making purposes Identify any programs, functions, and activities within the department that ~tppear to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded 
Louisiana's Department of Justice (DO J) provides legal services necessary to assert and protect the rights and interests of the state. The attorney general is the chief legal officer of the state and the executive head and chief administrative officer of DOJ 



Department of Justice 
For budgetary purposes, DOJ consists of one budget unit and five executive budget programs, which are comprised of seven divisions and an executive office. DOJ had 405 authorized positions for fiscal year 1998 and appropriations of over $20 million were authorized. DO.~ recently changed its organizational structure to facilitate planning and to reflect more closely a programmatic structure for budgetary purposes. As a result of the recent organizational changes, users of the executive budget can more easily identify the functions and duties performed by the department's programs, divisions, and sections. In addition, DOJ has moved toward meeting the new operational and strategic planning requirements established by Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. All program missions and goals reported for the department: in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with legislative intent and legal authority. As a result, users of the executive budget can be assured that DOJ's programs are grounded in state law and that their operations as defined by these missions and goals are legally authorized. 
To provide the legislature with additional information regarding entities associated with DO J, we identified a total of 20 boards, commissions, and like entities on which a representative of the Attorney General serves. One of these boards is within the department. Finally, we identified 6 boards, commissions, and like entities that reimburse DOJ for legal services. Although we did not identify any areas of potential duplication within DO J, there is potential overlap in various training activities conducted by the department because several sectiions provide training. Itowever, DOJ is in the process of addressing this potential overlap by coordinating all training activities through the Office of the Executive Counsel. Eleven statutorily created programs and functions did not receive funding for fiscal year 1997-98 and may be outmoded. If these programs and functions are outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for DOJ officials and legislators making programmatic decisions. Only the Civil Law Program submitted Sunset Review Budget Request forms for 1997-98. If programs do not submit 
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Accountability Initiatives 

these forms as required by statute, information related to potentially outmoded programs and functions may not be communicated to the legislature. We noted improvements in the department's performance data that is reported in the executive budgets from 1996-97 through 1998-99. It should be noted, however, that some problems we noted in the 1996-97 executive budget are still prevalent in the 1997-98 executive budget. However, more useful information has been provided in the 1998-99 edition. In our analysis of the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget, we found that there was not an overall departmental mission or goals reported. As a result, users of the executive budget do not have a basis for identifying the overall purpose of the department or its principal clients. We note, however, that a departmental mission and goals are included in the 1998-99 executive budget. Performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget may not collectively provide information to communicate what DOJ's programs are seeking to accomplish. Although missions meet the criteria, most goals do not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. In addition, the majority of objectives are not measurable nor do they provide a target date for accomplishment. Also, most objectives are multi-tiered and the majority of performance indicators do not measure progress toward objectives. In addition, there is not a balanced mix of different types of performance indicators reported in the executive budget. As a result, the legislature may not be able to use the performance data to determine the effectiveness of the department's programs or to make funding decisions. 
Article 14, Section 6 of the 1974 Louisiana Constitution reorganized lhe executive branch into 20 departments. State law says that the structure of the executive branch of state government is, in part, to 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 
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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 to evaluate the basic assumptions underlying all state agencies, programs, mid 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 the Legislative Auditor issued a report that examined the performance and progress of Louisiana state government. That report followed up on all recommendations made in performanee 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 government including inadequate oversight and inadequate planning. As part of our continuing efforts to meet the requirements of R.S. 24:522, we have issued this report that examines the legal authority for the department's programs and services. This report also examines the program information contained in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget and builds on the need for better planning. As previously mentioned, similar performance audit reports have been issued on some executive branch departments, with others yet to be issued. Stale law (R.S. 49:190 et seq.) also requires agencies to provide the legislature with certain information to justify their existence in order to continue. This is referred to as the sunset review process. This process allows the legislature an opportunity and mechanism to evaluate the operations of state statutory entities Furthermore, state law requires an annual report by department undersecretaries on their department management and program analysis. These reports, required by the provisions of R.S 36:8, are referred to as Act 160 reports, because Act 160 of 1982 originally enacted this law. This law requires agencies to conduct evaluations and analyses of programs, operations, and policies to 



Chapter 1: Introduction 

Program Budgeting and Strategic Planning Focus on Outcomes 

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 budget request, including Sunset Review Budget Request forms. 
Act 814 of the 1987 Regular Legislative Session, which amended and reenacted R.S. 39:41 and 43, required the state to adopt a program budgeting system beginning in fiscal year 1988-89. Currently, 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 planning 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. Act 1465 of the 1997 Regular Legislative Session enacted R.S. 39:31. This law requires each state department to engage in the strategic planning process, produce a strategic plan, and submit it to the commissioner of administration and the appropriate legislative oversight committees by July 1, 1998. 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 page 6 shows how missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators relate to each other. As can be seen in tiffs 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 the Strategic Planning Process 

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing a similar diagram in Manageware. 
Manageware defines the above terms as follows ~ Mission: a broad, comprehensive statement of the organization's purpose. The mission identifies what the organization does and for whom it does it. ~ Goals: the general end purposes toward which effort is directed. Goals show where the organization 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. Fmlhermore, Manageware categorizes performance indicators into five types: 
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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. Output 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 course, the number of vaccinations given to children, and the number of miles of roads resurfaeed. 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 oul the benefits of program budgeting. According to Manageware, program 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. Because appropriations are made at the program level, program managers can more easily shift funds from one expenditure category to another to cover unanticipated needs, according to Manageware. 
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Executive Budget Is Basis for General Appropriation Act 

The need for accountability in government operations is gaining recognition both domestically and internationally. According to a recent report issued by the United Slates 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 slates including Florida, Oregon, Minnesota, Texas, and Virginia and foreign governments such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom that are also pursuing managemenl reform 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 is presented for informational purposes only. However, in the future, it will serve as a starting point for the full implementation of performance based budgeting. According to Act 1465 of the 1997 Regular Legislative Session, which amended and reenacted R.S. 39:87, key objectives and key performance indicators that are contained in the General Appropriation Act will be included in the agency's appropriation. In addition, 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 11 (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 budget,I must include recommendations for appropriations from the slate general fund, dedicated funds, and self-generated funds. 
Act 1403 of the 1997 Regular Legislative Session amended and reenacted R.S. 39:36 to require the executive budget 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: 
' 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, which should include an itemization of all programs with a clear description of the key objective or objectives of each program; (2) clearly defined indicators of the quantity and quality of performance of the key objective or objectives of each program and a listing of the key indicators of performance in achieving program objectives; and (3) a description of the major programmatic and financial changes by program or budget unit for the ensuing fiscal year. OPB develops the executive budget based on voluminous material eordained 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 program information. 1. Operational plans describe the various programs within state agencies. Act 1403, which also amended and reenacted other portions of Title 39, requires each budget unit to submit operational plans as a part of its budget request. Operational plans also report 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 governor. 3. 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 program informalion. 
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Department of Justice 

4. Technical/other adjustment packages allow for the transfer of programs or fmactions from certain agencies or departments to other agencies or departments. ttowever, total overall revenues and expenditures cannot be increased. The technical/other adjustment packages also contain program information. 5. New or expanded service requests are designed to provide information about the cost of new and/or expanded 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 program 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 nmst be accompanied by the Sunset Review Budget Request forms. These 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 Sunset Review Budget Request forms must be submitted to OPB, the Legislative Fiscal Office, and the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. For the 1997-98 fiscal year, OPB prepared and published several volumes of the executive budget using the deparlments' budget request packages. In this executive budget, the financial information was presented along with the 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. Act 1403 also mnended and reenacted R.S. 39:36 to require OPB to prepare a document knowaa as the supporting document. The supporting document must conform to the executive budget. It must also contain other detailed financial and programmatic information about the programs, budget units, and departments. 
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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 the full House, then to the Senate Finance Committee, and then to the full Senate. Both the House and Senate may amend the bill. 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. After the general appropriation bill passes the legislature, it is forwarded~ to the governor. Once the governor signs the bill, it becomes law in the form 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 the following page illustrates the executive budget and appropriation processes. 
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Executive Bud~,et Avnronriation Process 

*The governor has line-item veto power. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing state law, Manageware, and House Legislative Services" - State and Local Government in Louisiana: An Overview (December 1995). 



Chapter 1: Introduction 
Scope and Methodology Overview. This performance audit of the Department of Justice's program information 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. 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 1997-98 executive budget program information. 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: lts Time Has Come, An Overview published by the Governnlental 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 an understanding of the state's budget process, we reviewed state laws regarding program budgeting. In addition, we interviewed staffofOPB and DOJ regarding their budget processes. 
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Legal Basis for Missions and Goals. We searched state and federal laws to determine whether there was 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 nfthe 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 also interviewed key department personnel about these issues. We included within the scope of our detailed audit work all related boards, commissions, and like entities for which funding was recommended through a specific line item in the executive budget. We also prepared exhibits, which are contained in Chapter 2, of all related boards, commissions, and like entities we identified. 
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 1997-98 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 other documents contain performance data on the department, we only compared the missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators contained in the 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. Potentially Overlapping, Duplicative, or Outmoded Areas. Finally, we reviewed the program descriptions and legal authority figr the department's programs and related boards, 
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Areas for Further Study 

commissions, and like entities to identify areas that appeared to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. We defined these terms as follows: 
Potentially Overlapping: Programs, functions, or activities that appear to perform different activities or functions for the same or similar purposes Potentially Duplicative: Programs, functions, or activities that appear to conduct identical activities or functions for the same or sinfilar purposes Potentially Outmoded: Programs, functions, or activities 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, because 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 potentially 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 
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Report Organization 

performance data is important, in part, because of the increased emphasis the legislature is placing on program information. Therefore, the capabilities of the department's management information system as related to program data should be addressed. 
The remainder of this report is divided into the following chapters and appendixes: 
Chapter 2 describes the Department of Justice. This chapter gives the legal authority for the department and its programs as well as other information that describes the department and related boards and commissions. This chapter also compares the missions and goals of the department as reported in the 1997-98 executive budget to its legal authority. In addition, this chapter discusses programs, functions, and activities within the department that appear to be potentially overlapping or outmoded, if any came to our attention. Chapter 3 gives the results of our comparison of the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the 1997-98 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 is a list of references used for this audit 
Appendix B is our analysis of performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Department of Justice. 
~ Appendix C is the Department of Justice's response to this report. Appendix D is the Division of Administration - Office of Planning and Budget's response to this report. 



Chapter 2: Department Overview 
Chapter Conclusions Louisiana's Department of Justice (DO J) provides legal services necessary to assert and protect the rights and interests of the state. The attorney general is the chief legal officer of the state and the executive head and chief administrative officer of DOJ. 

State law delineates the functions and responsibilities of DO J, which are carried out by the department's seven statutorily created divisions and an executive office. However, for budgetary purposes, DOJ consists of one budget unit and five executive budget programs, which are comprised of the seven divisions and executive office. DOJ has 405 authorized positions for fiscal year 1998 and authorized appropriations of over $20 million. DOJ recently changed its organizational structure to facilitate planning and to reflect more closely a programmatic structure for budgetary purposes. As a result of the recent organizational changes, users of the executive budget can more easily identify the functions and duties performed by the department's programs, divisions and sections. In addition, DOJ has moved toward meeting the new operational and strategic planning requirements established by Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. All program missions and goals reported for the department in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with legal authority. As a result, users of the executive budget can be assured that DOJ's programs are grounded in state law and that their operations as defined by these missions and goals are legally authorized. To provide the legislature with additional information regarding entities associated with DO J, we identified boards, commissions, and like entities (hereafter referred to as "entities") on which the attorney general serves. We identified a total of 20 entities, one of which is located within the department. We also identified six other boards, commissions and like entities that reimburse DOJ for legal services. Finally, it should be noted that R.S. 36:704 authorizes the attorney general to provide legal representation to the state, its officers, agencies, and boards or commissions. 
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Background 

There is potential overlap in various training activities conducted lay DOJ. Several sections within the Administrative and Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Programs provide training. However, DOJ is currently addressing this potential overlap by coordinating all training activities through the Office of the Executive Counsel. Eleven statutorily created functions did not receive funding for fiscal year 1997-98 and may be outmoded. If these programs and functions are outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for DOJ officials and legislators making programmatic decisions. Finally, only the Civil Law Program submitted Sunset Review Budget Request forms for 1997-98. If programs do not submit these forms as required by statute, information related to potentially outmoded programs and functions may not be communicated to the legislature. 
Article 4, Section 8 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 created DOJ for the assertion and protection of the rights and interests of the state. The department is headed by the attorney general, who is the chief legal officer of the state. R.S. 36:701 establishes DOJ as a body corporate with the power to sue and to be sued. The attomey general is the executive head and chief administrative officer of DOJ. Pursuant to R.S. 36:701(B), he is responsible for the policies of the department and for the administration, control, and operation of the functions, programs, and affairs of the department. In the attomey general's absence, the first assistant attorney general serves as acting attorney general The first assistant attorney general is appointed according to Article 4, Section 13 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974. The duties and functions of the first assistant attorney general are determined and assigned by the attorney general. R.S. 36:701 also creates the following office and seven divisions to carry out various functions and responsibilities of the department. 
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~ Executive Office of the Attorney General ~ Administrative Services Division ~ Civil Division ~ Public Protection Division ~ Criminal Division ~ Investigation Division ~ Litigation Division ~ Gaming Division In the 1998-99 executive budget, these divisions are grouped into five broad programs: Administrative, Civil Law, Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud, Risk Litigation, and Gaming. With the exception of the Administrative Program, the programs are headed by a deputy attorney general (also referred to as a program manager) who oversees the operations of one or more divisions that are managed by division directors. Exhibit 2-2 on page 26 provides information on the funding and staffing of each program. The Executive Office of the Attorney General, which is located in the Administrative Program, is responsible for carrying out the functions of the attorney general as the executive head and chief administrative officer of the department. The executive office may be comprised of all personnel and organizational units necessary to complete these duties, including legal services. 
The Administrative Services Division, which is located in the Administrative Program, is responsible for accounting, budget control, procurement, program analysis, data processing, personnel and grants management, automated systems, and governmental relations for the department. However, each division within the department also has one to three individuals who perfornl administrative functions for their respective divisions, with guidance from the Administrative Services Division. The division director is assisted by two deputy directors. One deputy director oversees legislative, management, and planning, including operational and strategic planning. The other deputy director is responsible for management, finance, and budgeting. 
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The Civil Division, which is located in the Civil Law Program, is responsible for providing the full range of civil legal services requested by the officers and agencies of the state. The functions of the division include the protection of any right or interest of the state and the legal representation of governmental officers, agencies, boards, or commissions. The division is also required to collect money owed to the state, litigate claims on public works, and provide legal protection of state lands, water bottoms, and natural resources of the state. 
The Public Protection Division, which is located in the Civil Law Program, is responsible for consumer protection, environmental protection, anti-trust, securities, family violence prevention,~mdinsuraneeprotection. The functions of this division include the protection of Louisiana's environment and consumers through judicial and mediation actions. For example, the division enforces the Louisiana Unfair Trade Practices Act, the Louisiana Open Housing Act, and anti-trust and related laws. It also assists the attorney general in his duties as legal counsel to the Department of Environmental Quality, under the Environmental Quality Act. The Criminal Division, which is located in the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program, serves as the prosecutorial arm of state government. The division also provides assistance to district attorneys in criminal cases. Other functions of the division include handling public corruption cases, institutional and insurance fraud cases, extradition, training for state law enforcement and the investigation and prosecution of Medicaid fraud cases. The Investigation Division (referred to as the "Criminal Investigation Division" in the 1998-99 executive budget and hereafter in this report), which is located in the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program, is responsible for investigating alleged violations of the criminal laws of this state. In addition, it has the authority to conduct civil and special investigations which include investigations of public corruption, institutional and insurance fraud, and executive security. The division provides investigative support in civil and criminal matters to all divisions of DO3. The Litigation Division, which is located in the Risk Litigation Program, is responsible for providing legal representation for the state, its officers, agents, employees, boards, and commi,;sions, in all claims covered by the State Self-lnsurance 
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1998-99 Executive Budget Structure 

Fund. This division also provides legal representation in ton claims that are not covered by the State Self-Insurance Fund. This division provides legal representation for the state in tort claims related to the state's liability in areas such as road hazards, public health care providers, legislative actions, regulatory activity, and illegal acts of elected officials. Suits handled by this division range from relatively minor worker's compensation claims to complex multi-district federal litigation involving hundreds of millions of dollars. The division has five regional offices throughout the state (Alexandria, Lafayette, Lake Charles, New Orleans, and Shreveport). The Gaming Division, which is located in the Gaming Program, is responsible for providing legal representation, services, and staffing to gaming regulatory entities and agencies of the state. The division also drafts and revises legislation and regulations for these entities. 
For budgetary purposes, DOJ consists of one budget unit (04-141) and five executive budget programs, which are comprised of the seven statutorily created divisions and executive office as well as 36 staff sections. Although the five executive budget programs me not reflected in statute, they are consistent with R.S. 36:701(D), which creates the seven divisions and the executive office. We interviewed DOJ officials and reviewed DOJ's 1998-99 executive budget and operational plan to obtain an understanding of the department's executive budget structure. Exhibit 2-1 on the following page illustrates the executive budget structure for the department and lists the sections within each statutorily created division and the executive office. 
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Exhibit 2-1 1998-99 Executive Budget Structure: Department of Justice (Budget Unit: 04-141) Executive Budget Statutorily Created Program Office and Divisions Section Administrative Executive Office of the ~ Attorney General Program Attorney General ~ First Assistant Attorney Generalj ~ Special Assistant to the Attorney General ~ Special Counsel ~ Public Information Office ~ Executive Counsel ~ Office of the General Counsel Administrative Services ~ Finance Section Division ~ Human Resource/Payroll Section ~ Purchasing Section Properly Control and Telecommunications Section ~ Management Information Systems Section ~ Governmental Section ~ Drug Policy and Community Affairs Civil Law Civil Division ~ Collections Section Program ~ Educationflnteragency Transfer Section ~ Governmental Litigation Section ~ Lands and Natural Resources Section ~ Public Finance and Contracts Section Public Protection ~ Consumer/Environmental Protection Section Division ~ Equal Opportunity Section ~ Securities and Insurance Section Criminal Law Criminal Division ~ Prosecution and Technical Assistance Section and Medicaid ~ Violent Crime/Drug Section Fraud Program ~ White Collar Crimes Section ~ Special Services Section ~ Medicaid Fraud Control Unit Criminal Investigation ~ Trial Investigation Section Division2 ~ Special Investigation Section ~ Government Support and General Investigation Support Section Risk Litigation Litigation Division Civil Rights Section Program ~ General Liability Section ~ Medical Malpractice Section ~ Road Hazards Section Workers' Compensation Section Gaming Program Gaming Division ~ No executive budget sections t q he 1998-99 executive budget presents the First Assistant Attorney General as separate from the Executive office of the Attorney Genera Ilowcver, according to a DOJ official, the First Assistant Attorney General is one part of the Executive Office of the Attorney General. 2 Referred to as the Inveshgatlons Division in the 1998-99 operational plan. Source: Prepared bylegislative auditor's staffusinginformation fromthe 1998-99 executivebudgct, DOJ's 1998-99 operational plan, and comments from DOJ officials. 
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Improvements to Organizational Structure 

DOJ recently changed its organizational structure to facilitate planning and to reflect more closely a programmatic structure for budgetary purposes. Overall, the department reorganized the Administrative Services Division in order to include operational and strategic planning, created broad programs which are overseen by deputy attorney generals to manage the department's divisions, and reorganized sections. As a result, users of the executive budget can more easily identify the functions and duties performed by the department's programs, divisions, and sections. In addition, by making improvements to its organizational structure, DOJ is proactively moving toward meeting the new operational and strategic planning requirements established by Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. On January 15, 1998, at the Sunset Review hearings before the House Judiciary and Senate Judiciary C Committees, DOJ officials presented their changes to the organizational structure. During the Sunset Review Hearing, agency officials cited various reasons for the organizational changes. For example, they stated that some changes were made in response to Act 1465 of 1997 and other changes were made as a result of questions we raised related to the budget process dur~txg this audit. Because uo statutorily created offices or divisions were eliminated or merged and no new divisions were created, the department did not have to amend existing statutes. Operational and Strategic Planning. The Administrative Services Division was reorganized to include operational and strategic planning as well as management and finance. Before the organizational change, one director and his deputy oversaw all the functions of the division, which focused primarily on management and finance. Under the current structure however, the division director is assisted by two deputy directors. One deputy director is responsible for management, finance, and budgeting while the other is responsible for legislative, management, and planning, including operational and strategic planning. Department officials, including the First Assistant Attorney General, told us that overall planning has become easier as a result of the organizational changes. For example, the changes have facilitated department-wide problem-solving. One DOJ official also told us that the department has received positive feedback from its OPB planning analyst regarding the new structure. 
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Since: the Sunset Review Hearing, the department has worked with OPB and Appropriations Committee staff to develop its strategic plan. The Deputy Director of Legislative, Management, and Planning has been conducting planning sessions for DOJ staff related to the development of perfomaance data and the development of a strategic plan. In June 1998, DOJ officials presented a draft strategic plan to the House Judiciary Committee. The committee provided the department with very positive feedback, and two members held it up as one of the better strategic plans that have been drafted. In accordance with the requirements of Act 1465 of 1997, DOJ officials submitted the final plan on July 1, 1998. 
Broad Programs Created. The following four programs were created to facilitate coordination and communication among the statutorily created divisions: Civil Law, Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud, Risk Litigation, and Gaming. Each program is headed by a program manager (also referred to as a deputy attomey general) who oversees one or more of the statutorily created divisions. For example, the Civil Division and the Public Protection Division arc: under the manager of the Civil Law Program. Both divisions handle civil cases, but focus on different areas. The Public Protection Division focuses on cases related to consumer protection and environmental law as well as insurance receivership and fair housing laws. The Civil Division's focus is much broader and is responsible for providing full civil legal services for officers and agencies of the state. Similarly, the Criminal Investigation and Criminal Divisions are under the manager of the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program. Although R.S. 36:704(F) gives the Criminal Investigation Division the authority to conduct civil and criminal investigations, most of its investigations are related to criminal cases. According to the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program Manager, all 286 investigations open within the Criminal Investigation Division at the time of our interview in April 1998 were criminal in nature. The Medicaid Fraud Control Unit within the Criminal Division conducts its own Medicaid fraud investigations per federal law. The Director of the Criminal Investigation Division stated that the interaction between the Criminal Investigation and Criminal Divisions is extensive; prosecutors and investigators 
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1997-98 Executive Budget Missions and Goals Are Consistent With Law 

work together on all criminal cases. According to the First Assistanl Attorney General, placing the Criminal Investigation Division within the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program has been very effective and was well-received by the law enforcement community. Also, there are other investigation functions that occur within the Civil Law Program. For example, mediators within the Consumer Protection/Environmental Section of the Public Protection Division investigate consumer complaints and then mediate between the consumer and the seller. However, when evidence of fraud is discovered, cases are referred to the Criminal Division. According to the First Assistant Attorney General, it would not be cost-effective to create a separate investigation division for the few investigations required by the Civil Law Program. Section Level Changes. DOJ created, combined, separated, or re-named various sections or positions within the executive office and divisions. All functions of the department are still being carried out, but within a different framework. As a result, users of the executive budget can more easily identify the functions a~d duties performed by each section of the department. 
Recommendation 2.1 The department, OPB, and Appropriations staff should continue to work together toward meeting the operational and strategic planning requirements of Acts 1403 and 1465 of 1997. 
All program missions and goals reported for DOJ in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with legislative intent. That is, the missions and goals reflect the intent of the legislature as portrayed in law. Therefore, users of the executive budget can be assured that DOJ's programs as reported in the 1997-98 executive budget are grounded in state law. 
We: reviewed state and federal statutes, as well as the Louisiana Constitution of 1974, to identify laws that govern DOJ The purpose of our review was to determine if the missions and 
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Funding, Staffing, and Clientele 

goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with state and federal law. We found that all reported missions and nearly all goals are authorized by R.S. 36:704. As a result, users of the executive budget can be assured that the operations of DOJ as defined by these missions and goals are legally authorized. 
Expenditures, Appropriations, and Staffing. According to the Supplemental Information to the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR Supplement) for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1997, DOJ expenditures totaled over $23 million. According to the 1997-98 executive budget, recommended expenditures for fiscal year 1998 totaled over $24 million. According to OPB's Comparison of Budgeted Fiscal Year 1996-97 to Total Appropriated Fiscal Year 1997-98 (OPB's 1997-98 Compare Document), legislative appropriations for fiscal year 1998 totaled over $20 million. According to OPB's 1997-98 Compare Document, there are 405 authorized positions for DOJ. The following exhibit provides additional information related to DOJ's expenditures, budget, funding, and staffing. 
Exhibit 2-2 Summary of Actual Expenditures for Fiscal Year 1997 and Recommended Amounts, Appropriated Amounts, and Staffing Data for Fiscal Year 1998 Department of Justice Actual Recommended Amounts Authorized Expenditures Expenditures Appropriated Positions Executive Budget Program for FY 1997 for FY ! 998 for FY 1998 for FY 1998 Administrative $2,428,000 $2,772,457 $1,815,020 50 Civil Law 5,545,000 5,928,652 3,630,330 59 Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud 4,015,000 4,127,453 2,781,409 73 Risk Litigation 7,875,000 8,013,262 8,013,262 180 Gaming 3,729,000 3,761,363 3,761,363 43 Total $23,592,000 $24,603,187 $20,001,384 405 Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing data from the 1997 CAFR Supplement, 1997-98 executive budget, and OPB's 1997-98 Compare Document. 
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Boards, Commissions, and Like Entities 

Cliti~lele. DO~ serves ~.he citizens of Louisiana, the state and its departments, and various gaming regulatory entities. The following provides information regarding the clients served by each executive budget program. ~ The Administrative Program, which includes the Executive Office of the Attorney General and the Administrative Services Division, provides administrative services to the DOJ and its employees 
* The Civil Law Program, which includes the Civil Division and the Public Protection Division, provides the citizens of Louisiana with legal services related to civil law. ~ The Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program, which includes the Criminal Division and the Criminal Investigations Division, provides the citizens of Louisiana with legal services related to criminal law. ~ The Risk Litigation Program, which includes the Litigation Division, provides legal representation to the state and its departments, agencies, boards and commissions. ~ The Gaming Program, which includes the Gaming Division, serves the Louisiana Gaming Control Board and other gaming regulatory entities. For additional information on these entities, see Exhibit 2-4 on page 30. 
To provide the legislature with additional information regarding entities associated with DO J, we identified boards, commissions, and like entities, (hereafter referred to as "entities") on which ff~e attorney general serves. We identified a total of 20 entities, one of which is located within the department. We also identified six other entities that reimburse DOJ for legal services. Finally, it should be noted that R.S. 36:704 authorizes the attorney general to provide legal representation to the state, its officers, agencies, and boards or commissions. 
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Entity Within the Department of Justice. We identified one board, tile Law Enforcement Officers and Firemen's Survivor Benefit Review Board, that is within DOJ. This three-member board, which consists of the attorney general, the legislative auditor, and the state risk manager, hears and decides claims for survivor benefits. The review board is an active board within DOJ Entities Related to the Department of Justice. We identified 19 entities on which the attorney general or his designee serves, but that are overseen by offices other than DOJ. Specifically~ we identified seven councils, five commissions, three boards, two committees, one institute and one panel. The boards, commissions, and like entities are listed on the following page. 
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Exhibit 2-3 Boards, Commissions, and Like Entities on Which the Attorney General Serves _00ver?ight Agency I Legal Authc ~rity lnteragency Council on Oil Spill Prevention and Response EO.MJF396-558 Advisory Council on Disability Affairs Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration R.S. 15:1201 of Criminal Justice Louisiana Database Commission R.S. 39:291 Louisiana Geographic Information Systems Council R.S. 49:1053 Indian Gaming Commission1 Act 888 of 1990 and Act 817 of 1993 Drug Policy Board R.S. 49:219.2 
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Entities That Are Clients of the Department of Justice. We also identified six boards, commissions, and like entities that are "client agencies" ofDOJ. A "client agency" is any entity that reimburses the department for legal services. In addition, department staff identified several other state agencies that reimburse DOJ for legal services, which include the departments of Insurance, State, and Public Safety (Division of Charitable Gaming Control.) The six boards, commissions, and like entities are listed below. 

Exhibit 2-4 Boards, Commissions, and Like Entities That Are Clients of the Department of Justice Department of Economic Development ~ Louisiana Racin~ Commission Department of Public Safety and Corrections ~ The Louisiana Gamim~ Control Board Special Corporation ~ The Louisiana Lottery Corporation* Department of Labor ~ Second lniurv Board Department of Health and Hospitals ~ Board of Pharmacy ~ Board of Veterinary Medicine Examiners *Created as 8 "special corporation" to administer the state lottery. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing state law, the 1998-99 Executive Budget, and information furnished by the department. 
In addition, in our legal research, we found two entities that were previously under DOJ authority. However, Act 223 of the 1997 Regular Session removed both from the department: ~ The Board of Commissioners for the Promotion of Uniformity of Legislation in the United States a The Louisiana Commission on Legal Education and Clinical Services Executive Order No. 76-9 of 1976 established the Board of Commissioners for the Promotion of Uniformity of Legislation in the United States. The Board of Commissioners for the Promotion of Uniformity of Legislation in the United States is currently active. This is a national commission consisting of 300 members. 
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Many Training Activities Provided by the Department of Justice 

The purpose of this commission is to serve state government and improve state law. The Louisiana Legislature has oversight over the commission's activities in Louisiana. Executive Order No. 73-35 of 1973 established the Louisiana Commission on Legal Education and Clinical Services We were unable to determine the location or status of the Louisiana Commission on Legal Education and Clinical Services According ~o one DOJ official, this commission was probably abolished after being removed from DOJ by Act 223 of 1997. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.1 The legislature may wish to consider repealing R.S. 30:2345 (Louisiana School Asbestos Abatement Commission). According to a DEQ official, the commission is no longer active, and DEQ is currently perlbrming this function. 
We identified one broad area that the department may wish to study related to the potential for overlap of various training activities. Although we did not conduct detailed audit work to determine if overlap was occurring, we found several sections of the department that are responsible for training. However, the department is addressing this issue. Training activities and materials will be coordinated through the Office of the Executive Counsel. According to department officials, this is intended to avoid any overlap of training activities in the future. 
We reviewed the 1998-99 executive budget and legal aulhorily for the department's programs and related boards and commissions to identify areas that may be overlapping or duplicative. We also reviewed the department's 1998-99 operational plan and conducted interviews with departmental officials and personnel. We defined these terms as follows: ~ Potentially Overlapping: Programs, divisions, sections or entities that appear to perform different activities or functions for the same or similar purposes ~ Potentially Duplicative: Programs, divisions, sections or entities that appear to conduct identical activities or functions for the same or similar purposes 
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We did not identify any areas of potential duplication within DOJ. As stated on page 20, the Criminal Investigation Division of the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program has the authority to conduct civil and criminal investigations, including Medicaid fraud investigations. The Consumer Protection and Environment~fl Section of the Civil Law Program also has investigative responsibilities. We did not consider these functions to be potentially duplicative because the Criminal Investigation Division rarely conducts civil investigations, according to agency officials. However, we did identify one area related to training activities thai may need more formal coordination. We identified this as an area for further review and consideration by the department to prevent overlap from occurring in the future. 
Training Activities. Based on our review of the 1998-99 executive budget, and commems from DOJ offi~cials, we found ~hal the department has various training activities. These training activities may have the potential to overlap if more formal coordination does not occur. The Administrative Program and the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program conduct various training activities. Administrative Services Division 
Human Resources and Payroll Section: According to the 1998-99 executive budget, this section is responsible for processing all new and existing employees which may include initial training or orientation. Management Information Systems Section: According to the 1998-99 executive budget, this section coordinates all information technology services. This includes training departmental employees in the use of computer equipment. 
Governmental Section: According to the 1998-99 executive budget, this section provides assistance to local officials; assists with courses, seminars, and special projects to educate law enforcement, justices of the peace and constables, and retailers; and facilitates effective communication between public entities and DOJ. 
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Some Statutorily Created Functions May Be Outmoded 

Executive Office of the Attorney General 
Executive Counsel: According to DOJ officials, the Executive Counsel provides various training. Its primary mission within DOJ relates to the training of existing and newly hired employees. 
Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program's Criminal Division Prosecution and Technical Assistance Section: According to the 1998-99 executive budget, this section serves as a training agency for law enforcement. According to DOJ officials, overlap among these training activities does not exist. Although they acknowledge that many types of training are provided, they stated that each training section serves a specific purpose. DOJ officials agreed, however, that communication among the sections that provide training should be increased. Therefore, the Office of the Executive Counsel will serve as the coordinator and depository for all training activities in the department in an effort to avoid any overlap. 

Recommendation 2.2 DOJ officials should continue to work together to coordinate and increase communication regarding the training activities of the department to prevent overlap in the future. 
We identified 11 statutorily created functions within DOJ that did not receive funding for fiscal year 1997-98. These unfunded activities may be outmoded. Outmoded functions are those that are outdated or no longer needed. Although the activities we identified did not receive funding, they still have lega authorization. If these activities are outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for DOJ officials and legislators making programmatic decisions. Only one progranl, the Civil Law Program, reported unfunded activities on the Sunset Review Budget Request forms. If agency officials do not submit these forms, information related 
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to potentially outmoded programs and functions may not be communicated to the legislature. Eleven Potentially Outmoded Statutorily Created Functions Identified We identified 11 potentially outmoded statutorily created activities within DOJ through a review of the 1997-98 Sunset Review Budget Request forms which list all legislatively authorized activities for which funds were not appropriated. Because these activities were unfunded, they may be outmoded. We found that the following 11 unfunded functions were reported on the 1997-98 Civil Law Program's Sunset Review Budget Request forms. 
1. Prevention and Removal of Unauthorized Eneroachments: R.S. 41:1714 requires the attorney general to prevent unlawful encroachments on state property created without permit or lease, by reason of abandonment or other reasons. 2. Abatement of Public Nuisances: R.S. 13:4712 gives the attorney general authority to abate public nuisances of all types, including gambling houses, prostitution and nuisances created by property owners and tenants. 3. Wildlife Violations and Penalties: R.S. 56:40.4 authorizes the attorney general to initiate legal action in the name of the State to recover civil penalties for the value of fish, wild birds, wild quadruped and other wildlife and aquatic life unlawfully killed, caught, taken, possessed or injured. According to a department official, the Risk Litigation Division has asserted the civil penalties provision of this section in the defense of the Department of Wildlife and Fisheries. Therefore, the department contends that this statute is not outmoded. Underground Injection - Prosecution of Violations: R.S. 30:4.1 states that the attorney general shall have charge of and prosecute all civil cases rising out of violations from underground injection control activities under the jurisdiction of the Department of Conservation. 
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Civil Actions - Illegal Oil and Gas: R.S. 30:20 directs the commissioner of conservation, through the attorney general, to bring a civil action in the district court of the parish where illegal oil, illegal gas or illegal products are being sold. Surface Mining and Reclamation Act - Interference with State's Rights: R.S. 30:905.4 authorizes the commissioner of conservation to request the attorney general to initiate legal action pertaining to adversely impacted State land or water resources caused by past coal mining practices, including water pollution, mine drainage and related activities. Defense of Civil and Criminal Actions - Members of the National Guard: R.S. 29:24 directs that the attorney general shall be the legal adviser of the governor, the adjutant general and of the organized military forces of the State. This statute further directs the attomey general to assume the defense of the governor, adjutant general or other officer or member of the military forces of the State who is prosecuted by civil or criminal action for injury to personal properly performed while in the active service of the State. According to a department official, the Risk Litigation Division regularly defends cases against the Governor and Military Department and officers and members of the organized military. In addition, the department routinely represents the Military Department and members of the military in non-tort civil matters and occasionally in criminal defense matters. Therefore, the department believes that this statute is not outmoded. Collection of Tuition Refunds from Teachers: R.S. 17:7.3-7.4 provide that certain degreed teachers can continue their education and be exempt from payment of tuition. These laws state that each participating teacher shall render a semester of service as a classroom teacher in any state approved elementary or secondary school for each semester or quarter successfully completed in the prograna for continuing education. Failure to comply obligates a teacher to reimburse the state superintendent of education for all of the tuition costs paid. The attorney general collects all such obligations that are not timely paid. 
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9. Approve Contracts Between Loan Recipients and Louisiana Student Financial Assistance Commission (LSFAC) and Louisiana State University Medical Canter (LSU-MC): ~ R.S. 17:3041.1 et seq. authorize loan guarantees for Louisiana citizens who enroll at an LSU medical or dental school and agree to engage in the general practice of medicine or dentistry in a rural community within the State. The form of the contract between the state and the applicant setting forth the terms and conditions of the loan guarantee is to be prepared and approved by the attorney general. The attorney general is to approve these contracts. 
~ R.S. 17:3042 et seq. authorize the LSFAC to make loans to eligible applicants who will obtain degrees from higher education institutions, which will qualify them to become certified classroom teachers within the state. The form of the contract between the applicant and the LSFAC stating the terms and eond[tiotts of the loan is to be prepared and approved by the attorney general. The contracts providing for the administration of the loans must be approved by the attorney general. ~ R.S. 17:3042.21 et seq. authorize the LSFAC to make loans to eligible applicants who commit to attend a college or university in Louisiana to become qualified law enforcement officers within the state. The LSFAC and the colleges and universities may enter into contracts that shall be approved by the allorney general. Approve Contracts Between Loan Recipients and Charity Hospitals: ~ R.S. 46:770 provides that legal services for the Charity Hospital of Louisiana at New Orleans shall be provided by the legal section of the department and the attorney general's office. ~ R.S. 46:1101 et seq. authorize hospital service districts to administer a medical scholarship program in order to provide physicians to practice family medicine in those areas where a shortage of such 
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physicians exist. The contract between the district and the scholarship recipient shall be prepared and approved by the attorney general. 
R.S. 46:1131 et seq. authorize hospital service districts to administer a nursing scholarship program in order to provide nurses in those areas where a shortage of nurses exist. The contract between the district and the scholarship recipient shall be prepared by the attorney general. 11. Collection of Defaulted Assessors Guaranteed Loans 
R.S. 47:1871 et seq. authorize a loan guarantee program to be administered by the Louisiana Tax Commission. Under the program, if an assessor defaults on a loan guaranteed by the state and the state pays the loan, the attorney general will institute all necessary legal proceedings to insure repayment to the state, with all funds collected to be paid into the state general fund. According to the Civil Law Program Manager and other DOJ officials, 10 of the l 1 functions we identified are not outmoded, and should therefore remain legislatively authorized in case future ftmding is given. However, the Civil Law Program Manager stated that one function, the "collection of tuition refunds for teachers," could be repealed. Even though DOJ officials consider only one function to be no longer necessary, there is a potential that the remaining functions could be outmoded. Therefore, if outmoded, maintaining their statutory structures may cause confusion for DOJ officials and legislators making programmatic decisions. Civil Law Program Provided Required Sunset Review Budget Request Information 
Dep~u'tment officials acknowledged that only the Civil Law Program submitted Sunset Review Budget Request forms to OPB for FY 1997-98. According to R.S. 49:191.1 (A), each budget unit of the state .';hall compile a listing of all legislatively authorized programs and Acts of the legislature directing any activity to he administered by such budget unit for which implementing funds were not appropriated in the prior fiscal year. 
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Department officials stated forms were not submitted for all programs because not all programs had legislatively authorized and unfunded activities. However, according to OPB, even though a program may not have legislatively authorized unfunded activities, statutory and OPB reporting requirements still apply. When there are no unfunded programs and functions, each budget request form should simply state that there are no unfunded activities. 

Recommendation 2.3 As required by R.S. 49:191.1(A), and as part of the annual budget process, DOJ officials should report any statutorily authorized programs or functions for which implementing funds were not appropriated. If there are no unfunded activities, the Sunset Review Budget Request forms should reflect this information. 
Matters for Legislative Consideration 2.2 The legislature may wish to review whether the programs and functions discussed in this chapter are outmoded. If it determines that any of the programs or functions are no longer needed, the legislature should consider the advantages and disadvantages of leaving their statutory structures in place. If there is no advantage to leaving the statutory structures in place, the legislature may wish to repeal the programs or functions. 2.3 The legislature may wish to repeal R.S. 17:7.3- 7.4, the Collection of Tuition Refunds from Teachers. According to DOJ officials, this is an outmoded function that the department no longer performs. 



Chapter 3" Analysis of Performance Data 
Chapter Conclusions Over the past three years, there have been some improvemeuts in the performance data reported in the executive budget for the Department of Justice. For example, in the 1996-97 executive budget, goals are not labeled and objectives are not measurable. In addition, the majority of indicators measure output and do not measure progress toward objectives. In the 1997-98 executive budget, improvements in the performance data include the reporting of labeled goals and more objectives that are consistent with their goals. Additional improvements were made in the 1998-99 executive budget. For example, fewer objectives address multiple topics (hereafter referred to as multi-tiered objectives), and many objectives appear to be measurable and timebound. in our analysis of the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget, we found that there was not an overall departmental mission or goals reported. We note, however, that a departmental mission and goals are included in the 1998-99 executive budget. The program missions reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meet our established criteria. All identify the overall purpose of the program and its principal clients or customers, and all are organizationally acceptable. That is, the missions are included in the department's operational plan. All goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget arc consistent with program missions. Although all of the goals provide the destination toward which the program is striving, only 25% provide a sense of direction on how the program is going to address its mission as well as a destination. Multi-tiered objectives are prevalent in the 1997-98 executive budget performance data. Multi-tiered objectives address multiple topics or contain several objectives presented as components of one sentence. Nearly 90% of the objectives are multi-tiered. This type of data is unclear because performance indicators cannot easily be associated with the corresponding objective. Therefore, objectives written in this fashion are not as useful to legislators in their decision-making as they could be. However, there is improvement in the 
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Scope and Methodology of Analysis Conducted 

1998-99 performance data; we found that fewer objectives are multi-tiered. All of the objectives reported in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with corresponding goals and specify an end result. However, only 4% are measurable or provide a target date tot accomplishment. Objectives that are not measurable or timebound do not provide adequate information for budgetary and decision-making purposes. Although we found that the majority of performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and are easily understood, only 1% measure progress toward an objective. Although the majority of performance indicators have measurable components~ they do not measure progress toward the objectives since the objectives are not measurable. Few outcome indicators are reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. The majority of performance indicators we assessed measure output. Department officials have stated that they are working with OPB and House Appropriations staff to develop outcome oriented performance indicators and more meaningful performance data for all programs. 
For the purposes of this report, we primarily analyzed the department's performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. Specifically, we assessed 6 missions, 48 goals, 26 objectives, and 310 performance indicators. We conducted our assessment to determine if the performance data provides information that would enable legislators to understand the department"s programs and make related budgetary decisions. The results of our assessment are included in this report. In addition, Appendix B shows the 1997-98 executive budget performance data that we assessed, as well as the detailed results of our analysis. We evaluated the missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators for each of the five executive budget programs listed in the 1997-98 executive budget against an established set of criteria. We used OPB's publication, Manageware, and consulted with various experts to develop the criteria. The criteria used are described in Exhibit 3-1 on page 41 
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Exhibit 3-1 Criteria Used to Evaluate the Fiscal Year 1997-98 Executive Budget Performance Data 

MISSION: A broad, comprehensive statement of purpose J" Identifies overall purpose for the existence of the organization, department, office, institution, or program as established by constitution, statute, or executive order ,/ Identifies clients/castomers 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 ,/ Consislent with department, program, and office missions ~ f Provides a sense 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 d" Consistent with goals ~ f Measurable ~ f Timebound ,f Specifies desired end result 
PERFORMANCE INDICATOR: Tool used to measure performance of policies, plans, and programs ~r Measures progress toward objective or comributes 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 Office 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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Performance Data Improved Over Past Three Yea rs 

We also reviewed DOJ's performance data as reported in the 1996-97 andthe 1998-99 executive budgets. We performed a limited review of the performance data reported for these years to determine any trends, note areas of improvement, and note areas where future improvement is needed. We discuss the results of our review throughout this chapter of our report. 
We noted improvements in the department's performance data that are reported in the executive budgets from 1996-97 through 1998-99. It should be noted, however, that some problems we noted in the 1996-97 executive budget are still prevalent in the 1997-98 executive budget. However, more useful information has been provided in the 1998-99 edition. DO.1 staff is working to make continued improvements in the quality and reporting of its performance data. As a result of the department's commitment to working with OPB and Appropriations staffto develop more meaningful performance data, the 1998-99 executive budget provides better budgetary oald programmatic information about the department. 
Development of Performance Data. In our initial meetings, DOJ staff stated that the development of outcome related performance data for certain programs is difficult. For example, the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program staff was resistant to developing projectable outcome indicators, specifically for the number of indictments, convictions, and the length of sentences. However, as our audit progressed, we saw more interest and a desire from DOJ staff to continue working on developing meaningful outcome measures for that program. DOJ officials also held meetings with staff from OPB and the House Appropriations Committee, as well as the committee chairman, to discuss the challenges of creating meaningful performance data. There is a consensus that DOJ should continue to work to improve its performance data. Improvements from 1996-97 to 1998-99. In the 1996-97 executive budget, there is no mission or goals for the overall department or for the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program. In addition, only two of the programs have labeled goals. The majority of the objectives are not measurable and 80% (21 of 26) are multi-tiered. Nearly 75% of the performance indicators (135 of 183) are output indicators; few measure outcome. Finally, the 
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Executive Budge! Lacks Performance Data for Overall Department 

majority of performance indicators do not measure progress toward objectives. In the 1997-98 executive budget, however, there are some improvements. There is at least one labeled goal reported for each program. In addition, a higher percentage of the objectives are consistent with the goals, However, some problems are still prevalent in the 1997-98 executive budget. These problems include muhi-tiered objectives, lack of measurability of objectives and lack of the performance indicators measuring progress toward those objectives. Based on further and more frequent interaction among department and OPB staff, improvements have been made in the 1998-99 executive budget. For example, a mission and goals are reported for the overall department, and objectives are shorter and more concise than in the previous two editions. There are fewer multi-tiered objectives. Though we did not do a full analysis of these data, many objectives appear measurable and most appear to be timebotuad. In addition, the department is continuing to work on the development of performance indicators that measure outcome. A discussion of the results of our detailed analysis of the 1997-98 executive budget performance data follows. The overall results for the department are presented first, followed by the results of tile analysis of specific executive budget programs. 
The 1997-98 executive budget does not contain an overall department mission or goals. Although the executive budget states that the mission and goals of the department are reflected in the program missions and goals, this does not constitute a true mission or goals. As a result, users of the executive budget do not have a basis for identifying the overall purpose of the department or its principal clients. In addition, with no departmental mission to guide the individual programs, program missions could differ from the department's purpose. During our audit, we discussed this issue with department officials. One official stated that DOJ did not include a departmental mission in the 1997-98 operational plan because Manageware does not require one. Although Manageware does not require an overall mission in the executive budget for departmerds, one is required for the strategic plan. In addition, 
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Performance Data May Not Be Useful for Budgetary Decisions 

OPB generally encourages departments to include one in their operational plan. We believe an overall mission is a very important piece of information that should be reported in the operational plan and the executive budget. 
The 1998-99 executive budget reports a mission and several goals for the overall department. We did not conduct a detailed analysis of the 1998-99 executive budget performance data; therefoze, we did not assess the mission and goa|s against our criteria. However, the inclusion of a departmental mission and goals in the executive budget is a significant improvement and should provide legislators with beneficial information. 

Recommendation 3.1 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should continue to work together to maintain and update the executive budget missions and goals for the overall department. 
Perfi)rmance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget may not collectively provide information to communicate what the department's programs are seeking to accomplish. Although missions and goals are labeled and generally meet the criteria, most goals do not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. In addition, the majority of objectives are not measurable nor do they provide a target date for accomplishment. Also, most objectives axe multi-tiered and the majority of performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objectives. There is not a balanced mix of different types &performance indicators reported in the executive budget. As a result, the legislature may not be able to determine the efficiency or effectiveness of the department's programs or use the performance data to make funding decisions. The following is an analysis of the performance data for DOYs five programs. Exhibit 3-2 on page 45 contains a summary of the performance data reported in the executive budget for all of the department's executive budget programs. 
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Exhibit 342 Summary Results of the Comparison of the Department of Justice's Programs' Performance Data to Established Criteria Missions ~ 6 of 6 (100%) identify purpose ~ 6 of 6 (100%) identify clients ~ 6 of 6 (100%) are accepted by agency Goals ~ 48 of 48 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 12 of 48 (25%) provide a direction and reflect the destination Objectives ~ 26 of 26 (100%) are consistent with goals ~ 1 of 26 (4%) is measurable ~ 1 of 26 (4%)is timebound ~ 26 of 26 (100%) specify an end result ~ 23 of 26 (88%) aremulti-tiered Performance ~ 4 of 310 (1%) measure progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 300 of 310 (97%) are consistent with the objective ~ 298 of 310 (96%) are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by the legislative auditor's staff from results of comparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in E~:hibit 3-1. 

Missions. We assessed six missions that are reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. All of the missions are labeled as such and meet the criteria. For example, the missions identify the overall purpose of the programs and the principal clients or customers. They are also organizationally acceptable. That is, they are included in the department's operational plan that was submitted to OPB. Therefore, the missions help legislators understand the purposes and clients of the programs. 
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The 1997-98 executive budget includes a statement for the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program that says "the mission and goals of the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program are reflected in the missions and goals of its two divisions." Although we do not necessarily agree that using divisional missions for the overall program is the best way to report program missions in the executive budget, for purposes of this report we analyzed the missions of the Criminal Division and Criminal Investigation Division as missions for the program. It should be noted, however, that in the 1998-99 executive budget, a separate mission and goals are reported for the program. Goalts. We assessed 48 goals that are reported in the executive budget. All 48 goals are labeled as such, and all are consistent with the missions of the programs. Although all of the goals provide the destination toward which the program is striving, only 25% (12 of 48) provide a sense of direction on how the program is to address the mission. An example of a goal that provides a destination toward which the program is striving but does not provide a sense of direction can be found in the Gaming Program. One goal of the program is "to provide representation and legal advice and counsel to the Louisiana Gaming Control Board." This states the broad goal of the program, but not what steps the program will take to achieve its mission. Incomplete goals may inadequately convey what the programs are trying to accomplish. Objectives. We assessed 26 objectives that are reported in the executive budget. All objectives are consistent with corresponding goals and specify desired end results. However, only one objective (4%) is measurable and specifies a target date for accomplishment. As a result, legislators may not be able to determine exactly what the programs intend to achieve within a stated time frame. In addition, this lack of measurability keeps performance indicators from measuring progress toward the objective. Furthermore, 88% (23 of 26) of the objectives are multi- tiered. That is, multiple objectives are listed together as one objective, or a single objective addresses multiple topics. Multi- tiered objectives make it difficult to match performance indicators with the appropriate part of the objective. In addition, users of the executive budget may dismiss the objectives because of their complexity. 
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Ninety-six percent of the multi-tiered objectives (22 of 23) are reported as single objectives in the department's 1997-98 operational plan. The objectives were grouped together by OPB before the release of the 1997-98 executive budget. The number of components in the objectives we assessed ranges from 2 to 12. The following is one example of a multi-tiered objective reported in the 1997-98 executive budget that was reported as 12 separate objectives in the department's operational plan. The Criminal Division of the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program will: (1) achieve faster charging and prosecution of criminals, longer sentences for convicted criminals, and more aggressive handling of criminal appeals; (2) develop knowledge of case law and statutory law and [sharper trial that is superior to and] (sic) trial skills that are sharper than that of district attorneys, assistant district attorneys and defense attorneys, and make division attorneys dedicated and happy with their work and work environment; (3) seek a totally "computer literate" staff, make better and more effective use of the present computer system, and expand and upgrade the computer system; (4) ensure that all division prosecutors are well prepared at all times when in a courtroom or public environment and anticipate all of the legal issues that might arise during the trial of every case; and (5)prosecute environmental crimes and crimes involving arson. According to OPB and department officials, the process for putting information into the executive budget is improving. There is more communication between OPB staffand DOJ officials responsible for creating the operational plan and organizing the data for submission into the executive budget. In addition, the procedure now allows the department to review the executive budget before its release. This process permits department and OPB staffto discuss and edit data before the executive budget is finalized. Although we did not conduct a detailed analysis of the 1998-99 executive budget, it should be noted that improvements seem to have been made to the objectives reported in the 1998-99 executive budget. Although there are still a number ofmulti-liered objectives reported in the executive budget, most seem to be single objectives with a single strategy. In addition, it appears that many 
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objectives are measurable and timebound. These improvements should help the performance indicators measure progress toward achieving the objectives, thus providing information that is more useful to legislators. Performance Indicators. Only 1% (4 of 310) of the performance indicators measure progress toward the objectives. Although 69% of the indicators have a measurable component (213 of 310), the), do not measure progress toward the objectives. This is because the objectives themselves are not measurable, making it impossible tbr the performance indicators to measure progress toward corresponding objectives. As a result, readers of the executive budget do not know how well, or if, the program's objectives are being accomplished, and the performance data may fail to provide useful information for legislators making budgetary decisions. 
Finally, there is not a balanced mix of performance indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. According to GASB and Manageware, there should be a variety or "desirable mix" of performance indicators: input, output, outcome, and efficiency. A mix of indicators communicates more complete information on overall progranl performance. Exhibit 3-3 on page 49 contains a breakdown of the types of indicators presented in the executive budget. As seen in this exhibit, there are 42 input indicators. We classified 27 of these as demand indicators. Demand indicators provide information on the demand for services provided by the department. In addition to the 310 performance indicators that we analyzed, there are 29 pieces of additional information included in the executive budget, 15 of which are reported as performance indicators. Examples of this additional information include background information on court cases, roles and responsibilities of programs, and context for some of the department's performance indicators. According to the Operational Plan instructions provided to departments from OPB, this type of information can provide a more complete understanding of the performance indicators by establishing a context and providing background information. However, care should be taken not to report too much of this type of infomaation in the executive budget, which could cause confusion for the reader. 
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Exhibit 3-3 Performance Indicator Types Reported in the 1997-98 ExeeutiveBudget: Department of Justice Indicator Type Number Percent Input 42 14% Output 201 65% Outcome 8 3% Efficiency 8 3% Explanatory/Quality 51 16% TOTAL 310 100% *Note: Due to rounding, percentages do not total 100%. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from information contained in the 1997-98 executive budget. 

As Exhibit 3-3 shows, the majority of performance indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget measure output. Very few of the indicators measure outcomes. A more balanced mix of indicator types would provide more useful information to legislators. As a result of the lack of important elements in DOJ's performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget, legislators may not be able to: (1) understand what the programs are trying to accomplish; (2) determine how efficiently and effectively the programs are operating; or (3) be able to use the performance data for budgetary decisions. 



Administrative Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

The 1997-98 performance data for the Administrative Program may not provide legislators or other users of the executive budget with useful information about progress made by the program. Few of the goals provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. None of the objectives are measurable or timebound. Therefore, the performance indicators cannot measure progress toward the objectives. In addition, the performance data as it is reported in the executive budget is incomplete because it provides limited information on the functions of the Executive Office of the Attorney General, which is a component of the Administrative Program. As a result, the data may not provide legislators with adequate intbrmation to make budgetary decisions. It should be noted, however, that the department reported performance data in the 1998-99 operational plan for the Public Information Officer and the Executive Counsel. These entities are located within the Executive Office of the Attorney General. In addition, department officials have stated that they are considering including data on the number of Attorney General Opinion requests and the number of completed Attorney General Opinions reviewed by the Office of the General Counsel, which is also within the Executive Office. The OPB analyst for the department stated it is desirable to report data for elected offices such as the Attorney General. In addition, she stated that it is important for all departments to report performance data for the administrative, policy-making and leadership functions of their respective offices, lfsuch data are included in the executive budget, users of the executive budget will be able to determine the activities of functions within the executive office. 
Exhibit 3-4 on page 51 summarizes the results of the analysis of' the performance data for the Administrative Program The results of our analysis of the prograna's performance are described after the exhibit. 
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Exhibit 3-4 Results of Comparison of the Administrative Program's Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies clients ~ Accepted h3' agency Goals ~ 4 of 4 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 1 of 4 (25%) provides a direction and reflects the destination Objectives * 3 of 3 (100%) are consistent with goals ~ 0 of 3 (0%) is measurable * 0 of 3 (0%) is timebound ~ 3 of 3 (100%) specify an end result ~ 3 of 3 (100%) are multi-tiered Performance ~ 0 of 2 (0%) measures progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 2 of 2 (100%) are consistent with the objective ~ 2 of 2 (I 00%) are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by the legislative auditor's staff from results of comparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Mission. The Administrative Program's mission reported in the executive budget meets all of the criteria shown in Exhibit 3-1, It identifies the purpose, is organizationally acceptable, and identifies its clients. Therefore, legislators can be sure of the purpose and clients of this program. 
Goals. All four goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with the program's mission. Although all of the goals provide the destination to which the program is striving, only one provides a sense of direction on how the program is to address the mission as well as the destination. 
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Civil Law Program's Executive Budget Data Lack Certain Elements 

Goals without a sense of direction do not provide information to legislators on what steps the department will take to meet the mission. In addition, because of this lack of information about the direction of the Administrative Program, legislators may not be provided with adequate information to make budgetary decisions. Objectives. We assessed three objectives reported for the Administrative Program in the 1997-98 executive budget. We found that all of the objectives are consistent with the goals and specify desired end results. However, none are measurable and none are timebound. In addition, all of the objectives are multi- tiered. As a result, legislators may not be able to determine exactly what the program intends to achieve within a stated time frame. In addition, two of this program's three objectives (67%) have no perlbrmance indicators associated with them. Therefore, legislators have no way of determining what steps have been taken to meet the objectives or if the objectives have been met. Performance Indicators. There are only two performance indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Administrative Program. Both are output indicators. In addition, the performance indicators do not measure progress toward the objective. As a result, the indicators may not provide useful information to assess program progress or allow legislators to make informed budgetary decisions. 
The 1997-98 performance data for the Civil Law Program may not provide legislators or other users of the executive budget with useful information about progress made by the program. Most goals do not provide a sense of direction on how the program plans to address the mission. In addition, none of the objectives are measurable or timebound, which makes it impossible for the performance indicators to measure progress toward the objectives. As a result, readers of the executive budget may not be able to determine how well this program is performing. A summary oftbe results of our analysis of the performance data for the Civil Law Program is presented in Exhibit 3-5. This exhibit and the results of our analysis of the program's performance follow on page 53. 
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Exhibit 3-5 Results of Comparison of the Civil Law Program's Performance Data to Established Criteria 

Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies clients ~ Accepted by agency Goals ~ 28 of 28 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 8 of 28 (29%) provide a direction and reflect the destination Objectives ~ 13 of 13 (100%) are consistent with goals ~ 0 of 13 (0%) is measurable ~ 0 of 13 (0%) is timebound ~ 13 of 13 (100%) specify an end result ~ 11 of 13 (85%) are multi-tiered Performance ~ 0 of 198 (0%) measures progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 189 of 198 (95%) are consistent with the objective ~ 190 of 198 (96%) are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 
Mission. The mission for the Civil Law Program identifies its purpose and clients. It is also organizationally acceptable. This information will aid the legislature in determining what the appropriated funds will be used for mad identifying the program recipients. Goals. We assessed 28 goals for the Civil Law Program. All goals are labeled in the executive budget and all are consistent with the program's mission. Although all of the goals provide the destination to which the program is striving, few (29%) provide a sense of direction on how the program is going to address the 
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mission as well as the destination. As a result, the goals inform legislators what the program wants to accomplish, but not what program managers will do to accomplish this. Objectives. We assessed 13 objectives for the Civil Law Program. Although all of the program's objectives are consistent with the goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget and specify desiled results, none are measurable or timebound. In addition, most (11 of 13) of the objectives are multi-tiered. An example of an objective that is not measurable or timebound and is multi-tiered is as follows: The Civil Law Program, through the Consumer Protection Section, will: enforce the Louisiana Unfair Trade Practices Act; regulate charitable organizations, multi-level marketing companies, and telephone sellers; regulate issues involving purchase and financing of new and used automobiles; regulate consumer complaints in various areas of unfair and deceptive trade practices; and develop consumer education and information programs to assist in public awareness. First, this objective does not have a measure to determine how well or to what extent these activities are carried out. Also, this objective contains no target dates for accomplishment of these tasks. In addition, the reporting of objectives in a multi-tiered fashion is less useful than presenting them as separate objectives. According to a GASB official, objectives should cover only one area and be brief. Furthermore, grouping single objectives together into one objective makes it difficult to match the performance indicators with the appropriate part of the multi-tiered objective. Performance Indicators. We assessed 198 performance indicators for the Civil Law Program. The majority of the indicators are consistent with their objectives and are clear and easy to understand. However, none of the indicators measure progress toward objectives. In addition, there is not a sufficient mix of the different types of performance indicators. For example, output indicators account for 66% (131 of 198) of total performance indicators for the program. Less than 5% of the performance indicators are outcome indicators. Because &this lack of a mix &indicator types, the full impact of the Civil Law Program may not be 
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Criminal Law Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

represented to legislators. Exhibit 3-6 is a breakdown of the types of indicators presented in the executive budget for this program. 
Exhibit 3-6 Performance Indicator Types Reported in the 1997-98 Executive Budget: Civil Law Program Indicalor Type Number Percent Input 25 13% Output 131 66% Outcome 7 4% Efficiency 4 2% Explanatory/Quality 31 16% TOTAL 198 100% ~Note: Due to rounding, percentages do not total 100% Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from information contained in the 1997-98 executive budget. 

The 1997-98 performance data for the Criminal Law Program may not provide legislators or other users of the executive budget with useful information about progress made by the program. Although all objectives are consistent with their goals and speci .fy an end result, none are measurable or timebound and all are multi-tiered. Lack of measurability and the multi-tiered objectives prevent the indicators from measuring progress toward their objectives. However, most performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and are clear and easily understood. As a result of these shortcomings, readers of the executive budget may have a difficult time determining how effectively the program is performing based on the reported perfomlance data. 
A summary of the results of our analysis of the performance data for the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program are presented in Exhibit 3-7 on page 56. The results of our analysis of the program's performance data are described after the exhibit. 
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Exhibit 3-7 Results of Comparison of the Criminal Law Program's Performance Data to Established Criteria Missions ~ Identify purpose ~ Identify clients ~ Accepted by agency Goals ~ 9 of 9 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 1 of 9 (11%) provides a direction and reflects the destination Objectives ~ 3 of 3 (100%) are consistent with goals * 0 of 3 (0%) is measurable ~ 0 of 3 (0%) is timebound ~ 3 of 3 (100%) specify an end result I ~ 3 of 3 (100%) are multi-tiered Performance ~ 0 of 60 (0%) measures progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 60 of 60 (100%) are consistent with the objective ~ 56 of 60 (93%) are clear and easily understood Source: P,'epared by legislative auditor's stafffrom results of comparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in Exhibfl 3-.I. 

Mitssion. The executive budget states that the missions and goals for the program are reflected in the missions and goals of its two divisions. As mentioned previously in this chapter, creating a specific mission for each program is preferable to relying on the missions ofprograna divisions. However, for the purposes of our analysis, we analyzed the missions of the two divisions within the program, the Criminal Division and the Criminal Investigation Division, as the missions for the overall program. It is important to note, however, that the 1998-99 executive budget reports a mission for the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program. 
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We assessed the missions reported in the 1997-98 executive budget and found that both missions meet all of the criteria. They identify the overall purpose and clients of the program. In addition, the missions are organizationally accepted. As a result, readers of the executive budget will be able to identify the purposes of the Criminal and Criminal Investigation divisions within the Criminal and Medicaid Fraud program. Goals. We assessed nine goals that are reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. They are all labeled and are consistent with their missions. Although all of the goals provide the destination toward which the program is striving, only 11% provide a sense of direction on how the program is going to address the mission as well as a destination. Therefore, the goals inform legislators what the program wants to accomplish, but not how the program managers will meet their goals. Objectives. We assessed three objectives inthe 1997-98 executive budget and found that all are consistent with their goals and specify a desired end result. However, as with the other programs, none are measurable or timebound. This lack of measurability keeps performance indicators from measuring progress toward the objective. In addition to not meeting two important criteria, all of the objectives for this program are multi-tiered. Multi-tiered objectives can make it difficult to determine which components of the objective performance indicators are addressing. This makes it more difficult for legislators to ascertain what program managers are doing to achieve their objectives. Thus, legislators may have difficulty using this information to make informed budgetary decisions. Pet~'ormance Indicators. We assessed 60 performance indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. Because the objectives for the program are not measurable, none of the performance indicators can measure progress toward those objectives. However, all of the indicators are consistent with the objective, and most are clear and easily understood. However, an example of an indicator that is not easy to understand states the "Number of Prosecutions (Indictments, Bills and Arrests) Instituted," and lists only one number for 1996 (45). Based on this infomlatien, a legislator may not be able to determine if the program had 45 indictments, 45 bills, 45 arrests, or some combination of each in 1996. Including technical jargon in performance indicators makes them less useful. 
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Also, the Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program lacks a desirable n'tix of performance indicators. Sixty percent (36 of 60) of the performance indicators measure output, but none measure outcomes. As a result of the lack of variety in the types of indicators reported, readers of the executive budget are not receiving a complete view of the impact, effectiveness or efficiency of the program. Exhibit 3-8 below shows the breakdown of the type of indicators presented in the executive budget for this program. As noted in this exhibit, this program has no outcome indicators. According to a department official, it is difficult to project outcome oriented performance data for this program because of certain American Bar Association (ABA) standards. According to this department official, the ABA standards are in conflict with the projection of certain statistical information such as the number of indictments, convictions, and the length of sentences. Department officials met with the chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, legislative staff, and OPB staff about creating projectable outcome indicators specifically for this program. Consequently, the chairman said that he understands the difficulty of creating projectable outcome indicators for this program, but this was also something that they should continue working on. Department officials have stated that they will continue to work toward creating these types of indicators for this prograna, as well as for the other DOJ executive budget programs. 

Exhibit 3-8 Performance Indicator Types Reported in the 1997-98 Executive Budget: Criminal Law and Medicaid Fraud Program Indicator Type Number Percent Input 7 12% Output 36 60% Outcome 0 0% Efficiency 0 0% Explanatory/Quality 17 28% TOTAL 60 100% Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from information contained in the 1997-98 executive budget. 
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Risk Litigation Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

In the 1997-98 executive budget, performance data reported for the Risk Litigation Program deal primarily with the percentage of cases handled in-house versus those handled by outside or contract attorneys. One of the department's objectives states "continue handling in-house 90 percent of new cases filed against the state during FY 1997-987' Although this is useful information to provide to legislators, additional information on how the program handles cases in-house may be more interesting to legislators and help them make funding decisions. As a result of the program's focus on providing information that deals only with the percentage of handling cases in-house, the data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget may not provide legislators with adequate information to determine the effectiveness of the overall program. The Risk Litigation Program has regional offices in Alexandria, Lafayette, Lake Charles, New Orleans and Shreveport. Accordingly, at a minimum, the department could track the percentage of cases handled in-house by each of the regional offices. In addition, the program is divided into the following sections: administration, civil rights, general liability, medical malpractice, road hazards, and worker's compensation. The department could develop performance data about these sections. If the department is increasing the percentage of cases handled in- house, legislators or other readers of the executive budget may want to know how effectively the program's sections and regional offices are handling those cases. Without outcome-oriented performance data related to the effectiveness of handling cases, the legislature may be making funding decisions without complete information. In our meetings with department officials regarding the development of performance data for the Risk Litigation Program, we stressed the importance of providing a variety of performance data related to the operations of the program's sections as well as the five regional offices. The Deputy Attorney General who oversees the Risk Litigation Program stated that it is difficult to develop outcome-oriented performance data for programs such as Risk Litigation. However, he and other department officials also understand the importance of working to develop additional performance data to show the effectiveness or impact of the program. 
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A summary of the results of our analysis of the performance data for the Risk Litigation Program is presented in Exhibit 3-9 below. The t~esults of our analysis of the program's performance follows. 

Exhibit 3-9 Results of Comparison of the Risk Litigation Program's Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies clients ~ Accepted by agency GoNs ~ 2 of 2 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 2 of 2 (100%) provide a direction and reflect the destination Objectives ~ 2 of 2 (100%) are consistent with goals ~ 1 of 2 (50% ) is measurable ~ 1 of 2 (50%) is timebound ~ 2 of 2 (100%) specify an end result ~ 2 of 2 (100%) are multi-tiered Performance ~ 4 of 28 (14%) measure progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 27 of 28 (96%) are consistent with the objective ~ 28 of 28 (100%) are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 
Mission. We assessed the mission for the Risk Litigation Program and found that it meets the criteria. It identifies its purpose artd clients and is also organizationally acceptable. Since this mission shows legislators the purpose and clients of the progranl, it enables legislators to understand tile general direction of the program. 
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Goals. We assessed two goals for the Risk Litigation Program and found that they meet the crileria. They are consistent with the mission of the program, provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission, and reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. As a result, users of the executive budget will be able lo determine what the program is striving to accomplish. Objectives. We assessed two objectives for the Risk Litigation Program and found that both objectives are consistent with their goals and specify an end result. Only one objective is measurable and timebound. However, it is also multi-tiered and could be broken out into two separate objectives for clearer reporting. The objective that met all of our core criteria (with the exception of' being multi-tiered) states: The Risk Litigation Program will (1) continue handling in-house 90% of new cases filed against the state during FY 1997-98; and (2) reduce the total percentage of cases handled by private contract attorneys to 14% by July 1, 1997. Performance Indicators. We assessed 28 performance indicators for the Risk Litigation Program. We found that only 14% or 4 indicators measure progress toward one objective. The performance indicators reported for the objective were for different fiscal years than is specifically mentioned in the objective. If the reported performance indicators were for the same fiscal year as the objective, then they would measure progress toward the objective. In addition, we also found that nearly all of the indicators (96%) are consistent with objectives, and all are easily understood Although four of the indicators measure progress toward one objective, legislators or other readers of the executive budget would not be able to use the indicators collectively to determine how well the program is litigating cases. Exhibit 3-I0 on the following page shows a breakdown of the type of indicators presented in the executive budget. 
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Gaming Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

Exhibit 3-10 Performance Indicator Types Reported in the 1997-98 Executive Budget: Risk Litigation Program Indicator Type Number Percent Input 5 18% Output 16 57% Outcome 1 4% Efficiency 4 14% Explanato .ry/Quality 2 7% TOTAL 28 100% Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's stafffrom information contained in flhe 1997-98 executive budget. 
The 1997-98 performance data for the Gaming Program may not provide legislators or other users of the executive budget with useful information about progress made by the program. Although the program's mission fully identifies its purpose and clients and is organizationally acceptable, its goals only meet half of the criteria. As with other programs, none of its objectives are measurable or timebound, and the majority are multi-tiered. However, the objectives are consistent with the goals, and all specify a desired end result. Finally, all performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and are clear and easily understood, but do not measure progress toward objectives. A legislator may have difficulty making an informed budgetary decision related to the Gaming Program based on the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. A summary of the results of our analysis of the performance data for the Gaming Program is presented in Exhibit 3-11 on page 64. The results of our analysis of the performance data of the program follows. 
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Mission. We assessed the mission of the Gaming Program and found that it meets the criteria. As a result, readers of the executive budget should be able to determine the general purpose for the program. Goals. We assessed five goals that are reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. We found that all are labeled and consistent with the program's mission. However, none of the goals provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission, but all reflect a destination toward which the program is striving. As a result, readers of the executive budget may not be able to determine how department officials plan to accomplish the Gaming Program's mission. Objectives. We assessed five objectives that are reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. Although all of the objectives are consistent with the goals and specify a desired end result, none are measurable or timebound. Therefore, none present a specific target date for accomplishment or provide benchmarks for measuring progress. An example of an objective that is not measurable or timebound is as follows: The Gaming Program will represent the Louisiana State Racing Conmaission in administrative enforcement actions and defend the commission in civil litigation. 
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Exhibit 3-11 Results of Comparison of the Gaming Program's Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies elients ~ Accepted by agency Goals ~ 5 of 5 (100%) are consistent with the mission ~ 0 of 5 (0%) provides a direction and reflects the destination Objectives ~ 5 of 5 (100%) are consistent with goals ~ 0 of 5 (0%) is measurable ~ 0 of 5 (0%) is timebotmd ~ 5 of 5 (100%) specify an end result ~ 4 of 5 (80%) are multi-tiered Performance ~ 0 of 22 (0%) measures progress toward the Indicators objective ~ 22 of 22 (100%) are consistent with the objective ~ 22 of 22 (100%) are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of eomparing the 1997-98 executive budget performance data to the criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

This objective is consistent with the goals, since one of the goals is to "provide legal counsel, representation and advice to the Louisiana State Racing Commission." It also specifies an end result, which is to "represent the Louisiana State Racing Commission," in several specific legal actions. However, this objective is very broad and could be reported as a goal rather than as an objective. For example, there is no way to measure accurately the accomplishment of this objective. Also, the objective does not provide a time frame for accomplishment. As a result, legislators or users of the executive budget may not be able 
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to determine exactly what the program intends to achieve within a stated time frame. Performance Indicators. We assessed 22 performance indicators for the Gaming Program. We found that none of the performance indicators reported for this program measure progress toward the objectives. However, all are consistent with the objectives and all are easily understood. More: than 70% (16 of 22) of the indicators measure output. Because most of the indicators are output indicators, many facets of this program's performance may not be measured. Specifically, the program has no outcome or quality indicators. Using only a few types of indicators may not provide useful information to evaluate program progress or allow legislators to make informed budgetary decisions, Exhibit 3-12 below shows a breakdown of the type of indicators presented in the executive budget. During one interview with the Finance and Budget Officer of the Gaming Division, he stated that he has had difficulty creating meaningful performance data since the division works with outside entities, like the State Police. However, he also understands the importance of reporting different types of performance indicators, including outcome measures. He and other deparlment officials stated that they will continue to meel with OPB and Appropriations staff to obtain assistance in developing more meaningful performance data. 

Exhibit 3-12 Performance Indicator Types Reported in the 1997-98 Executive Budget: Gaming Program Indicator Type Number Percent Input 5 23% Output 16 73% Outcome 0 0% Efficiency 0 0% Explanatory/Quality 1 5% TOTAL 22 100%* *Note: Due to rounding,, percenta[~es do not total 100%. Source: Pzepared by legislative auditor's staff from information contained in the 1997-98 executive budget. 
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Recommendations 
3.2 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work on creating goals that provide a sense of direction on how the program will address the mission as well as a destination. 3.3 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work on crealing measurable and timebound objectives. In addition, they should work on creating objectives that are uot multi-tiered. 3.4 DO J, OPB, and Appropriations staff should work together to create performance indicators that measure progress toward the objective. They should also work together to create sets of performance indicators that contain a balanced mix of indicator types. 
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Department of Justice' s Response 



RICHARD P. JEYOUB ATtORNEy GENERAL 

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle Legislative Auditor Post Office Box 94397 Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 
Dear Dr. Kyle 

DEPARTMEN~ OF JUSTICE 70804-9005 
August 19, 1998 

P.O, BOX 94005 TEL: (504) 342-7013 FAX: (504) 342-7335 

This letter is in response to your report Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data for the Department of Justice. "/'he Analysis was based on our Operational Plan and information cited in the Executive Budget from FY 97-98. As your staff points out, our department has made much progress in improving its Operational Plan forFY 98-.99. Since the passage of Act 1465 from the 1997 Regular Session, we have worked very hard to develop an Operational and Strategic Plan for the Department of Justice. My staffhas worked very closely with the Office of Plalming and Budget and the House Appropriations staff, and will continue to do so, to work together towards meeting the operational and strategic planning requirements in Act 1465 from 1997. 
address After reviewing your report, there are several areas which we would like to specifically Recommendation 2.2. Department of Justice Officials should continue to work together to coordinate and increase communication regarding the training activities of the department to prevent overlap. As cited in Chapter 2 of the Analysis, there are several training activities provided by the l)epartmcnt of Justice. Within the Administrative Services Program, the Office of the Executive Counsel conducts an orientation training of all new employees and is responsible for training all existing employees. The lluman Resources and Payroll Section provides an initial training, for a lack of a better term, on employee benefits, insurance options, etc. The Maaagement Information Systems Section is responsihle for all computer training. The Governmental Section coordinates trainings for local officials, organizations and retailers. The Prosecution and Technical Assistance Section, in the Criminal Law Program, provides training for law enforcement. It is critical to have training throughout these areas because it is necessary for lbe area with expertise to actually conduct or coordinate the training. The department recognized that one person, the Training Coordinator, who is in the Office of the Executive Counsel, should 
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serve as the depository for all training activities in the department in an effort to avoid any overlap. Recommendation 2.3. As required by R.S. 49:191. I (A), and as part of the annual budget process, Department o f Justice officials should report any statutorily authorized programs or functions for which implementing funds" were not appropriated lf there are no unfunded activities, the Sunset Review budget Request forms should reflect this' information. In the submission of the FY 97-98 Budget, the Civil Program included a listing of statutorily authorized programs or functions for which funds were not appropriated. However, at that time, the Litigation Program and Criminal Law Program were not aware that if they did not have any that they still had to acknowledge such. At the June 25, 1998 meeting with your staff we provided them with a letter from both deputy attorneys general of these programs acknowledging that they do not have statutorily authorized programs or functions for which funds were not appropriated. Recommendation 3.1. Department of .lustice, Office of Planning and Budget and Appropriations Staff should continue to work together to maintain and update the executive budget misshms and goals for the overall department. Recommendation 3.2. Department of Justice, Office of Planning and Budget, and Appropriations Staff should work on creating goals that provide a sense of direction on how the program will address the mission. Recommendation 3.3. Department of Justice, Office of Planning and Budget, and Appropriations Staff should work on creating measurable and time bound objectives. In addition, they should work on creating objectives that are not multi-tiered Recommendation 3.4. Department of Justice, Office of Planning and Budget, and Appropriations Stafl'should work together to create performance indicators that measure progress toward the objective. They should also work together to create sets of performance indicators that contain a balanced mix of indicator 
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The department acknowledges that the FY 97-98 Executive Budget did not contain an overall department mission or goals. As discussed with your staff at the June 25, 1998 meeting, we did not realize that Manageware required a department mission in our Operational Plan. However, once our staff recognized that this was a requirement, we did submit in the FY 98-99 Operational Plan our Mission, Philosophy, and Goals for the entire department. 
As cited in Chapter 3, page 4, of your Analysis, your staffacknowledges that improvements have been made to performance data from FY 96-97 through FY 98-99. Although, some problems that are noted in the FY 96-97 Executive Budget were still prevalent in the FY 97-98 Executive Budget, more useful information was provided in the FY 98-99 Executive Budget. Your staff further recognizes that we are working to make continued improvements in the quality and reporting of performance data. 
As we prepare our FY 99-2000 Operational Plan we will continue to work with the Office of Planning and Budget and further review your recommendations. 

CK:mcm 

Sincerely, 
First Assistant Attorney General 
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M.J."MIKE"FOSTER, JR. GOVERNOR 
July 16, 1998 

State of Louisiana DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION ' E~,~,fi"~-~CE/Vrrj OFFICE OF PLANNING'.,~ND,BUD'GET; =,,~, T (?,:~ 98JUL 2~ ~l~ 8.-t~3 

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

MARK C. DRENNEN COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION 

Re: Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data for Department of Justice 
Dear Dr. Kyle: Thank you for including members of our staff in the process of your office's performance audit of the Department of Justice. 
Our office generally agrees with audit recommendations regarding ways to enhance planning and performance accountability for the Department of Justice. As your audit noted, many improvements have already been included in the executive budget documents prepared for FY 1998-99. Further improvements are anticipated as a result of the department's recently completed five-year strategic plan. 
We appreciate the role your office contributes to the success of the Louisiana Government Performance and Accountability Act. Among our recommendations to agencies is the suggestion that they consider the information presented in your performance audits during their strategic and operational planning efforts. Sincerely 
Stephen R. Winham State Director of Plauning and Budget SRW/cs 

POST OFFICE BOX 94095 ~ STATE! CAPITOL ANNEX ~ BATON ROUGE, LA 70804-9095 (504) 342-7005 ~ Fax (504) 342-7220 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 


