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

1600 NORTH THIRD STREET POST OFFICE BOX 94397 TELEPHONE: (504) 339-3800 FACSIMILE: (504) 339-3870 

This report gives the results of our performance audit of the Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data of the Department of the Treasury and its related boards and commissions. The report includes information on the State Employees Group Benefits Program, the Interim Emergency Board, and the four state retirement systems, all of which have been legislatively assigned to the department with retention of certain functions. 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 legeslative consideration. Appendix F contains the department's response, Appendix G contains the Interim Emergency Board's response, Appendix H contains the State Employees Group Benefits Program's response, Appendix I contains the four state retirement systems' responses, and Appendix J 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. Sincerely, 

DGK/dl 
Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE Legislative Auditor 



Office of Legislative Auditor 
Executive Summary Performance Audit Department of the Treasury: Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data Performance data reported for the Department of the Treasury and the State Employees Group Benefits Program (SEGBP) in the 1997-98 executive budget may not enable users of the budget to detenmne progress made by the assoeiated programs. They also may not be useful to legislators for making informed budgetary decisions. Some of the deficiencies in the data that cause this lack of usefulness are: ~ The missions and goals reported for the department's budget units and programs are generally consistent with the constitutional provisions and statutes authorizing them. However, there is no departmental mission reported, which would provide a context for the performance data of the individual programs. Also, the mission for the Financial Accountability and Control Program does not address the internal management fimctions of that program. ~ The SEGBP program mission and goal are generally consistent with the underlying legislation that creates the program. However, the mission erroneously omits active employees as customers of the program. The mission is also not consistent with the overall constitutional purpose of the Department of the Treasury, indicating that the program may not belong in the department. ~ The mission for the Interim Emergency Board (IEB) is not consistent with the overall constitutional mandate of the Department of the Treasury, indicating that IEB may not belong in the department. Also, the executive budget does not report any goals, objectives, or performance indicators for the IEB, so its performance cannot be determined. ~ Few of the objectives reported for the department provide specific, measurable target levels of performance. The same is true for the SEGBP. ~ The four state retirement systems have not yet developed performance data as required by R.S. 24:522(D)(2). Although the retirement systems are not included in the executive budget because they submit their budg~t~ to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget, R.S. 24:522(D)(2) does require them to develop performance data. In addition according to a performance audit report this office issued in 1993, the potential for duplication e,asts m the administrative and invesmaent functions of the four state retirement systems. We also identified t~o outmoded provisions in state law pertaining to the State Bond Commission. These areas should be reviewed further. 
Daniel G. Kvle, Ph D., CPA, CFE, Legislative Auditor Phone No. (504) 339-3800 
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Audit Initiation and Objectives 

The Office of Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit in response to certain requirements of Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 24:522. This law requires us to evaluate the basic assumptions underlying all state agencies, programs, and services. The law also requires us to make annual recommendations relative to the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and services provided. To address these directives for the Department of the Treasury and the State Employees Group Benefits Program (SEGBP), whose oversight board is statutorily placed within the department, we analyzed the program authority and performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the department and SEGBP. We also searched for programs, functions, and activities that may be potentially overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. This report is one of a series of reports on all executive branch departments addressing the following objectives: Determine if the department's and SEGBP'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 and SEGBP'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 and SEGBP'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 
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All But Three Missions and All Goals Align With State Law 

The missions reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for budget units and programs of the department and SEGBP are generally consistent with state law, with three exceptions. In addition, all reported goals align with state law. This means that, for the most part, the executive budget reports the programs as they are legally authorized. The three exceptions are discussed below. Financial Accountability and Control Program Mission Is Incomplete The first exception we noted is that the mission for the Financial Accountability and Control Program does not acknowledge the program's internal management functions. According to R.S 36:766(B), these functions are assigned to the Office of Management and Finance, which generally correlates with the Financial Accountability and Control Program Because these functions are not included in the mission, users of the executive budget may not understand the full scope of this program's activities. 
Recommendation 
2.1 With the assistance of the Office of Planning and Budget, the department should broaden the mission of the Financial Accountability and Control Program to address the internal management functions the program performs. This could be accomplished by adding a few words to the mission addressing management functions in general. An expanded mission would give readers of the executive budget more complete information about the program's scope and clientele. 
SGBP Mission Omits Active Employees as Clients and Is Inconsistent With Department's Purpose The second exception deals with the mission for the State Group Benefits Program within the State Employees Group Benefits Program budget unit (SGBP). We identified two problems w,h thts mission. First, the mission says that the program provides health and accident and life insurance benefits for retirees. 
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However, R.S. 42:821 (A)(2)(a)(ii) and R.S. 42:851 (A)(2)(a)(ii) extend these benefits to active employees, as well. Because active employees are excluded from the mission, users of the executive budget may not fully understand which customers this program selves. We also noted that the SGBP mission is inconsistent with the Department of the Treasury's purpose as stated in the state constitution. The constitution provides that the treasurer is responsible for administering all laws relating to the custody, investment, and disbursement of the public funds of the state, except as otherwise provided. This provision makes no mention of providing health, life, and accident benefits. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 
2.1 Because it is inconsistent with the Department of the Treasury's purpose as established in the state constitution, the legislature may wish to transfer the State Employees Group Benefits Program to another agency whose purpose is more consistent with the program's mission. 
IEB Mission Is Inconsistent With Department's Purpose as Constitutionally Stated Finally, we identified an exception dealing with IEB. The mission of the IEB's Administrative Program is supported in law. However, as with SGBP's mission, IEB's mission is not consistent with the department's purpose as set forth in the state constitution. As a result, IEB may not be properly placed within the Department of the Treasury. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 
2.2 Because it is inconsistent with the Department of the Treasury's purpose as established in the state constitution, the legislature may wish to transfer the Interim Emergency Board to another agency whose 
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Retirement Systems May Have Duplicative Functions 

purpose is more consistent with the board's mission. Another possibility is to include it as a separate budget entity within the legislative appropriation bill. 

Based on a performance audit we issued in 1993, potentially duplicative functions in the areas of administration and investment may exist among the four state retirement systems. The four state retirement systems and their boards are as follows; Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System and its Board of Trustees 2, Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana and its Board of Trustees 3. Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System and its Board of Trustees 4. State Police Pension and Retirement System and the State Police Retirement Board If duplication is occurring, the systems may be using more resources than necessary to provide services. In addition, system officials and legislators may be making decisions without full knowledge of the interaction among all programs and entities. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 
2.3 The legislature may wish to consider updating studies to determine whether any state retirement system functions, such as administrative and investment functions, are currently duplicative. Such an updated study should address whether it would be desirable or cost-effective to combine any functions found to be duplicative. 
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Two Statutory Provisions May Be Outmoded 

Analysis Conducted on Performance Data 

We identified two provisions in state law that may be outmoded. They are R.S. 39:465.3 and R.S. 39:466.3. These two provisions set up dedicated sales taxes to retire bonds issued by a commission that has been abolished and an authority that has been repealed. Because these two entities no longer exist, the statutory provisions related to them may be outmoded. If the laws are outmoded, they could be confusing to persons trying to understand the department's activities. 
Recommendation 2.2 The Department of the Treasury should review the statutory provisions related to any abolished or repealed entities to determine if any of these provisions may be outmoded. They should also determine whether they should draft legislation to amend or repeal those provisions that are outdated. Deleting outdated statutory provisions will help avoid confusion for persons trying to understand all activities of the department. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 
2.4 The legislature may wish to consider repealing R.S. 39:465.3 and R.S. 39:466.3 if the provisions are no longer needed. The legislature may also wish to direct a review of other sections of the revised statutes to determine if there are other outdated provisions that should be amended or repealed. Retaining outdated provisions in state law could be confusing to persons trying to understand all activities of the department. 

We evaluated the performance data reported for five programs within two budget units listed under the Department of the Treasury and one program listed under the State Employees Group Benefits Program budget unit in the 1997-98 executive budget against a set of established criteria. 
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No Departmental Mission Reported in 1997-98 Executive Budget 

The 1997-98 executive budget does not report an overall departmental mission for the Department of the Treasury. The executive budget does report a mission for the Office of State Treasurer budget unit. We evaluated that mission and used it as the higher-level mission in assessing the six individual program missions that are included in the executive budget. In total, we assessed seven missions, seven goals, 32 objectives and 102 performance indicators to determine if they provide sufficient information for budgetary decision making. The 1997-98 executive budget does not report performance data for the four state retirement systems. The retirement systems were transferred to the Department of the Treasury by R S 36 769 but operate independently of the department. The state budgetary process does not apply to the retirement systems' operating budgets. Instead, the systems are required by R.S. 39:81(B) to submit their budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. 

As previously stated, the Department of the Treasury does not have a departmental m~sslon reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. Without a departmental mission, users of the executive budget cannot determine the purpose of the department or the customers it is intended to serve. 
Recommendation 3.1 Department of the Treasury and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the overall mission for the department is included in the executive budget. Implementing this recommendation will help executive budget users understand the relevance of the performance data reported for the individual programs as they relate to the department purpose and clientele. 
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Office of State Treasurer Mission Meets Established Criteria 

Objectives and Performance Indicators for Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program Need Improvement 

As previously mentioned, the 1997-~8 executive budget does report a mission for the Office of State Treasurer budget unit This mission meets all of the established criteria and therefore provides useful information. The mission states the primary purpose of the department: the receipt, custody, investment, and disbursement of public funds. The mission also identifies the state as the customer of the department. In addition, the department's operational plan includes language similar to this mission statement. Therefore, we concluded that the mission is organizationally acceptable. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget can tell what the purpose of the department is and whom the department is supposed to serve. 

The mission and goal reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program meet all of the established criteria and therefore provide useful information about the purpose and direction of the program. However, the reported objectives and performance indicators are not useful for budgetary decision making because they provide little information about program progress and achievements. For instance, several of the objectives are not specific, and none are measurable or timebound. In addition, our assessment of the four items reported as outcome indicators shows that only one is directly related to the program's objectives, and it is an output, not an outcome. Therefore, the executive budget does not report a mix of performance indicators for this program. In addition, the sole indicator that relates to the program objectives does not show progress made toward any of the objectives. Also, the reported objectives and performance indicator do not address personnel management, a statutorily established function. For these reasons, the objectives and performance indicators do not give complete and useful mtbrmation about program progress and achievements for use in budgetary decision making. 
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Recommendation 3.2 Department of the Treasury and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies identified for the Adminstrative Program are corrected. Specifically, they should concentrate on developing: Objectives that are specific, measurable, and timebound. Objectives with these characteristics provide dear information about exactly what the program intends to accomplish within a certain time period. Performance indicators that directly relate to and measure progress toward the objectives. This will allow users of the executive budget to see whether desired levels of accomplishment are being achieved. A mix of the various types of performance indicators (i.e., input, output, outcome, efficiency, and quality) to show all aspects of performance, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Performance data for the personnel function, if deemed necessary or useful. They should also d~termiue whether this data should be reported externally in the executive budget and/or supporting document or maintained internally for use as a management tool. Developing performance data for this function would help program managers and others see performance and accomplishments made in this area. 
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Financial Accountability and Control Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

The Financial Accountability and Control Program's mission that is reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meets all the established criteria. However, the remainder of the performance data need improvement. First, the program has no goals reported. Second, none of the reported objectives meet all of the established criteria. In particular, none are measurable or timebound. Third, the program does not have a mix of performance indicators reported. In addition, since the objectives are not measurable, none of the indicators measure progress toward them. Also, two indicators are not consistent with the objectives, and three are unclear and hard to understand. Also, the mission, objectives, and performance indicators do not address any of the program's administrative functions set forth in state law. As a result of these deficiencies, the performance data do not provide sufficient information to enable legislators to make informed decisions about this program's progress or accomplishments. 
Recommendation 3.3 Department of the Treasury and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies identified for the Financial Accountability and Control Program are corrected. Specifically, they should concentrate on: 

b 

Developing goal(s) that relate to the program mission and say how the mission will be addressed. Including goals in the executive budget and/or supporting document will help communicate the direction of the program. Determining for which major administrative functions objectives and performance indicators should be reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document. Some of these objectives and indicators might address accounting and budget control, procurement control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, and/or grants management. The decision on which ones to report in the executive budget and/or supporting document should be 
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Debt Management Program Performance Data Need Improvement 

based on the usefulness of the data to legislators and other users of the documents for budgetary decision making. Making the objectives measurable and timebound. That is, the objectives should state specific levels of desired performance and timetables for accomplishment. Developing performance indicators that measure progress made toward achieving the objectives. If the objectives are made measurable, as discussed in 3.3(c), developing indicators that measure progress toward them should be easier. Making sure that all performance indicators are consistent with the objectives. That is, each indicator should directly correspond to a particular objective. Ensuring that all performance indicators are clear and easily understood. Unusual acronyms should be defined or not used. Developing a mix of performance indicators to be reported in the executive budget, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information to legislators and others for use in budgetary decision making. 

The performance data reported in the 199%98 executive budget for the Debt Management Program provide some useful information for budgetary decision makers. However, the mission and goals are incomplete. In addition, the objectives and performance indicators provide little information about targeted levels of accomplishment and progress made toward those targets. For instance, two objectives are made up of multiple parts, which would be more specific and meaningful if they were split into separate objectives. Also, most of the objectives are not measurable or timebound, and less than 5% of the performance indicators measure progress toward the objectives. There are also no outcome or efficiency indicators reported for tiffs program, and some indicators are unclear and hard to understand. For these 
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reasons, the performance data do not collectively provide enough information to allow an external user to make informed decisions about program performance. 
Recommendation 3.4 Department of the Treasury and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the Debt Management Program are corrected. Specifically, we recommend that they: 
a. 
b. 
Update the mission to dearly identify the program's customers. Add language to the goals that will show a sense of direction on how to address the program mission. Ensure that all objectives are measurable and timebound. They should provide specific levels of desired performance and timetables for accomplishment. Split Objectives #1 and #2 into two and three objectives, respectively. This would make each objective more specific and describe the exact results that are sought. Splitting these objectives will also help ensure that performance indicators relate more directly and easily to the objectives, resulting in better measurement of progress made toward each of the objectives. Ensure that all performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and measure progress made toward the objectives. In particular, each indicator should correspond to a particular objective and should show whether that objective has been accomplished. Ensure that all performance indicators are clear and easily understood. Include a mix of performance indicators in the executive budget and/or supporting document that covers all aspects of the program's 
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Objectives and Performance Indicators for Investment Management Program Need Improvement 

performance, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Implementing this recommendation would help provide clearer and more complete information for legislators and others to use in budgetary decision making. 

The Investment Management Program's mission and goals as reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meet all of the established criteria. However, the objectives do not. None of the objectives are measurable or timebound, and five have no corresponding performance indicators reported. In addition, the program does not have a mix of performance indicators reported. Also, none of the indicators that are reported measure progress toward the objectives. For these reasons, the objectives and performance indicators do not collectively provide sufficient information about program performance to use in budgetary decision making. 
Recommendation 3.5 Department of the Treasury and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the Investment Management Program are corrected. Specifically, we suggest that: All objectives reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document should be measurable and timebound. That is, they should contain specific target levels of desired performance and timetables for accomplishment. This will ensure that the objectives convey exactly what the program plans to achieve by certain dates. The objectives should also be consistent with the program goals. All performance indicators should measure progress made toward achieving the stated objectives. The executive budget and/or 
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Little Performance Data Reported for Interim Emergency Board 

supporting document should also include a mix of performance indicator types to convey all aspects of program performance, including at least one outcome for each objective. Performance indicators reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document should be presented clearly, in a comprehensive table format, with explanatory data included at the end of the table, as suggested by GASB. 
Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information about program performance to legislators for use in budgetary decision making. 

The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the IEB Administrative Program provide little information that is useful for determining program accomplishments. The only piece of performance data reported is a mission. The mission provides useful information because it meets all criteria. However, because no goals, objectives, or performance indicators are reported, the accomplishments of the program cannot be determined. 
Recommendation 
3.6 Interim Emergency Board and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should continue to work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the IEB Administrative Program are corrected. Specifically, we recommend that they develop: 

Goals that relate to the program mission and provide information on how the mission will be achieved. Objectives that relate to the program goals and set specific, measurable, timebound targets for accomplishment. 
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State Group Benefits Program Performance Data Need Improvement 

c. Performance indicators that relate to the program objectives and measure progress toward achieving the objectives. Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information about the IEB's performance for use in budgetary decision making. 

The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the State Group Benefits Program need improvement. The mission meets most of the crftena but does not name all major customers and is not consistent with the mission of the Office of State Treasurer. The goal is incomplete because it does not address life insurance protection. The objective is actually three separate objectives combined into one, and it is not measurable or timebound. Also, the executive budget does not report a mix of performance indicators. Because of these deficiencies, the performance data may not be useful for budgetary decision making. 
Recommendation 3.7 State Group Benefits Program and Office of Planning and Budget staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the State Group Benefits Program are corrected. Specifically, they should ensure that: The mission identifies all of the customers, including current governmental employees, served by the program. The goal addresses life insurance, a major program responsibility, as well as the other mandated coverages. The objective is split into three separate objectives. Each one should be measurable and timebound, and each one should have performance indicators associated with it. The staffs may also wish to develop other objectives, as well. 
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Retirement Systems Need Performance Data 

The performance indicators measure progress made toward achieving the objectives. Each indicator should clearly relate to a particular objective, and there should be a mix of performance indicators reported, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Implementing this recommendation would help provide clearer and more complete information to legislators for use in budgetary decision making. 

The four state retirement systems are required by Act 1100 of 1995 (R.S. 24:522) to develop performance data. The officials of all four systems acknowledged that this provision of Act 1100 does apply to the retirement systems. They said that they do have data available on investment returns, but they have not formally developed performance data that comply with Act 1100. Without goals, objectives, or performance indicators, it is difficult to determine the performance of the retirement systems' operations. The retirement systems are not subject to the same budget process as the department. Instead they are required by R.S. 30 ~I(B) to submit their annual operating budgets to the Joint Legtslative Committee on the Budget. 
Recommendation 
3.8 The staffs of the four state retirement systems should develop performance data (including missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators) that are in conformity with the criteria listed in Exhibit 3-1. They should seek input from their legislative oversight committees as to types of performance data desired. Implementing this recommendation would help ensure compliance with the mandates of R.S. 24:522(D)(2). It would also help ensure the usefulness of the data to those legislators charged with overseeing the systems. 
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Matter for Legislative Consideration 3.1 The legislature may wish to require that the four state retirement systems report performance data to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget as part of their annual budget submission. The legislature may also wish to require that the performance data be reported to the House and Senate Retirement Committees. This would provide the legislative oversight bodies with detailed information on the operational performance of the systems for use in the committees' oversight and budgetary responsibilities. 



Chapter Introduction 
Audit Initiation and Objectives The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit of the executive budget program information for the Department of the Treasury [including the State Employees Group Benefits Program (SEGBP), whose board of trustees was statutorily transferred to the department] 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 and SEGBP'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 and SEGBP's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators at reported in the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget are consistent with established criteria Determine if the department's and SEGBP'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 depamnent that appear to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded 



P~e2 Depa~ment of the Treasury 
Report Conclusions Article IV, Section 9 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 creates the Department of the Treasury. This provision stipulates the state treasurer as head of the department. It also says that the treasurer shall be responsible for the custody, investment, and disbursement of the public funds of the state. State law ]R.S. 36:761(C)(1)] defines four offices for the department. We also identified 19 state boards, commissions, and other entities that are related to the department. Several of these entities [including the Interim Emergency Board (IEB), the Board of Trustees of the State Employees Group Benefits Program, and the four state retirement systems and their oversight boards] have been statntorily transferred to the Department of the Treasury. However, state law allows all of the transferred entities to independently retain certain duties, functions, and responsibilities, with the treasurer serving as a board member in most cases. The 1997-98 executive budget presents the Department of the Treasury as five programs under two budget units. The State Group Benefits Program (SGBP) is shown in the executive budget under a separate budget unit called Ancillary Appropriations. According to the Office of Planning and Budget within the Division of Administration, the Department of the Treasury's 1997-98 appropriation for its two budget units is approximately $5.2 million with 49 staff positions, The department's total expenditures for 1996-97 were approximately $3.3 million. SGBP was appropriated more than $448 million and authorized 358 positions for 1997-98. The missions and goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Department of the Treasury are generally consistent with the constitutional provisions and statutes authorizing them. However, the mission for the Office of Financial Accountability and Control Program does not address the internal management functions of the office. 

The SGBP mission and goal are generally consistent with the underlying legislation that creates the program. However, the mission does not name all of its major client groups and is not consistent with the overall constitutional purpose of the Department of the Treasury. Also, the mission for the IEB is not consistent with the overall constitutional mandate of the department. 
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Accountability Initiatives 

According to a performance audit report this office issued in 1993, the potential for duplication exists in the administrative and investment functions of the four state retirement systems. We also identified two outmoded provisions in state law pertaining to the State Bond Commission. These areas should be further reviewed. Overall, we found that the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the department could be improved. Most of the missions and goals provide some useful information about the purpose and clientele of the department's programs and how their missions will be addressed. However, the objectives and performance indicators generally do not provide information on program progress. Specifically, few of the objectives provide specific, measurable target levels of performance, and few of the performance indicators show progress made toward those targets. We found the same to be true of the performance data reported for SGBP. The report includes recommendations for improving the quality of the performance data. The four state retirement systems are not subject to the executive budget process. Instead they are statutorily required to submit their operating budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. Although required to do so by R.S. 24:522(D)(2), the systems have not yet developed performance data. 

Article XIV, Section 6 of the 1974 Louisiana Constitution reorganized the executive branch into 20 departments. State law says that the structure of the executive branch of state government is, 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 efforts require internal reviews of programs, policies, and services of state agencies while others provide for external reviews. R S. 24:522 requires the legislative auditor to annually make recommendations to the legislature relative, in part, to the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and services that the various state agencies provide. In particular, it directs the auditor 
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to evaluate the basic assumptions underlying all state agencies, programs, and services to assist the legislature in identifying those that are vital to the best interests of the people of Louisiana and those that no longer meet that goal. The act also requires state agencies to produce certain information during the budgetary process In July 1996, the Office of Legislative Auditor issued a report that examined the performance and progress of Louisiana state government. That report followed up on all recommendations made in performance audits and staff studies issued by the legislative auditor during the previous three years. In that report, we tracked the progress of agencies in implementing recommendations contained in the performance studies and identified related legislation. We also identified a number of problem areas in state 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 of the Treasury'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. State 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, since Act 160 of 1982 originally enacted this law. This law requires agencies to conduct evaluations and analyses of programs, operations, and policies to improve the efficiency, economy, and effectiveness of the departments. Other performance legislation includes an accountability act for colleges and universities Also, various agency performance related reports are required to be submitted with the agency budget 
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Program Budgeting and Strategic Planning Focus on Outcomes 

request. One of these reports is referred to as the "Sunset Review Budget Request Supplement." 

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 stale government. According to Manageware, a publication of the Dl~ LSlOn 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 this exhibit, the mission ~s 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. 
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Furthermore, Manageware categorizes performance indicators into five types: 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Input indicators measure resource allocation and demand for services. Examples of input indicators are budget allocations and number of full-time equivalent employees. 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 nunaber of vaccinations given to children, and the number of miles of roads resurfaced. 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 m the highway death rate. Outcome indicators are the most important performance measures because they show whether or not expected results are being achieved. 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. Quality indicators measure effectiveness in meeting the expectations of customers, stakeholders, and other groups. Examples of quality indicators include the number of defect-free reports compared to the number of reports produced, the accreditation of institutions or programs, and the number of customer complaints filed. Manageware also points out the benefits of program budgeting. According 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. Since appropriations are made at the program level, program managers can more easily 
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Executive Budget Is Basis for General Appropriation Act 

shift funds from one expenditure category to another to cover unanticipated needs, according to Manageware. The need for accountability in government operations is gaining recognition both domestically and internationally. According to a recent report issued by the United States General Accounting Office, the federal government is currently implementing the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. This act requires agencies to set goals, measure performance, and report on their accomplishments. The report also cites several states including Florida, Oregon, Minnesota, Texas, and Virginia and foreign governments such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom that are also pursuing management 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 enacted R.S. 39:87.1 through 87.4, 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 1 I(A) of the Louisiana Constitution requires the governor to submit a budget estimate to the legislature lhat sets forth the state expenditures for the next fiscal year. This budget estimate, the executive budget~, must include reconunendations for appropriations from the state general fund, dedicated funds, and self-generated funds. 
The governor also submits a capital outlay budget. However, the scope of this audit includes only the executive budget. 
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Act 1403 of the 1997 Regular LegJslalive 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: (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 pwgranunatic and financial changes by program or budget unit for the ensuing fiscal year. OPB develops the executive budget based on voluminous material contained in various documents prepared by the departments as part of their budget requests. The budget request packages are made up of six separate components, which are listed below. These packages contain both financial and program information. 

2 

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 oftts budget request. Operational plans also report program missions, goals, objectives, and performanc e 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. 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. Continuation budgets describe the level of funding for each budget unit that reflects the resources necessary to carry on all existing programs and 
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4 

5 

6 

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 information. Technical/other adjustment packages allow for the transfer of programs or functions from certain agencies or departments to other agencies or departments. However, total overall revenues and expenditures cannot be increased. The technical/other adjustment packages also contain program information. 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 pl ocedural 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. 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 budgel request must be accompanied by the Sunset Review Budget Request Supplement (i.e., BRS forms). The BRS forms list all activities that a budget unit has been directed to administer (through legislatively authorized programs and acts of the legislature) for which no implementing funds were appropriated in the existing operating budget. The BRS forms must be submitted to OPB, the Legislative Fiscal Office, and the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. For the 1997-98 fiscal year, OPB prepared and published several volumes of the executive budget using the departments' 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 
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and products of each department resulting from spending state revenues. Act 1403 also amended and reenacted R.S. 39:36 to require OPB to prepare a document known 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. 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 and then it moves to the Senate Finance Committee, 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 &the General Appropriation Act. After the governor signs the bill, OPB reports to the state departments any amendments made by the legislature. The state constitution allows the governor to veto any line item in the appropriation bill. A veto can be overridden by a two-thirds vote of the legislature. Exhibit 1-2 on page 12 illustrates the executive budget and appropriation processes. 
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Exhibit 1-2 Executive Budget and Appropriation Processes Executive Bu 

* The governor has line-item veto power. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffusing state law, Manageware and House Legtslative Services - State and Local Government in Louistana: An Overview (December 1995). 
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Scope and Methodology Overview. This performance audit of the Department of the Treasury's and SEGBP'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 of the Department of the Treasury. This information included the Interim Emergency Board (1EB), which was transferred to the department by R.S. 36:769(C). The board is presented as a budget unit of the department. We also included the State Group Benefits Program (SGBP), for which performance data is reported under "Ancillary Appropriations" in the executive budget. The Board of Trustees for this program was transferred to the department by R.S. 36:769(G). References Used. To familiarize ourselves with performance measurement, program budgeting, and accountability concepts, we reviewed various publications including the following Manageware published by the Office of Planning and Budget (1991 and 1996 editions) Research Report - Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting." Its Time Has Come An Overview published by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) (1990) Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and Results Act published by the U.S. General Accounting Office (June 1996) Various reports by the Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation Reports from various states related to program budgeting and strategic planning These publications are listed in detail in Appendix A. We also conducted interviews with personnel of the Urban Institute, the federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and GASB. These individuals represent both the theoretical and practical sides of current performance measurement and accountability efforts. 
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To gain an understanding of the state's budget process, we reviewed state laws regarding program budgeting. In addition, we interviewed staff of OPB, the Department of the Treasury, SEGBP IEB, and the four state retirement systems regarding their budget processes. Legal Basis for Missions and Goals. We searched the state constitution and state and federal laws to determine whether there is legal authority for the missions and goals of the department's and SEGBP's programs We also reviewed constitutional provisions and applicable laws to determine legislative intent related to the creation of the department and SEGBP and the functions that the department, its programs, and SEGBP are intended to perform. In addition, we reviewed and orgamzed data obtained from the department and SEGBP on their structure, functions, and programs, We also interviewed key personnel about these issues, We included within the scope of our detailed audit work two related boards, commissions, and like entities for which performance data was reported in the executive budget (IEB and the State Bond Commission). We also prepared a listing, which is contained in Appendix B, of all related boards, commissions, and like entities we identified, regardless of whether funding was recommended through a specific line item. Comparison of Performance Data to Criteria. We developed criteria against which to compare the department's missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators as reported in the 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, related entities, 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 reported in the executive budget to the criteria. This decision was made because the executive budget is 
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Areas for Further Study 

the culmination of OPB's review and refinement of the budget request components. It also represents the governor's official recommendation to the legislature for appropriations for the next fiscal year. 
Potential Overlapping, Duplicative, or Outmoded Areas. Finally, we reviewed the program descriptions and legal authority for the department's and SEGBP's programs and related boards, commissions, and like entities to identify areas that appeared to be overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. We also discussed areas of potential overlap, duplication, and outmodedness with agency officials. We defined these terms as follows: Overlapping: instances where two or more programs appear to perform different activities or functions for the same or similar purposes Duplicative: instances where two or more programs appear to conduct identical activities or functions for the same or similar purposes Outmoded: those programs, activities, or functions that appear to be outdated or are no longer needed We did not conduct detailed audit work on the areas we identified as potentially overlapping, duplicative, or outmoded. We only identified them for further review at another time. 

During this audit, we identified the following areas that require further study: 
As previously mentioned, assessing the validity and reliability of performance indicators was not within the scope of this audit. However, 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 duplicative or outmoded should be assessed in 
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more detail to determine whether they are truly duplicative or outmoded. Once these assessments are completed, the legislature may decide whether any of these programs, functions, or activities should be altered, expanded, or eliminated. The availability of management information systems that can readily integrate data from a variety of sources is essential to a successful program budgeting system. Capturing accurate and meaningful performance data is important, tn 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. Officials at all four state retirement systems, as well as the department, expressed concern that the treasurer's oversight responsibilities with respect to the systems are not well defined. In particular, they said that one statute outlining the treasurer's relationship to the state systems, R.S. 36:801.3, is unclear. The four systems include the Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System, the Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana, the Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System, and the State Police Pension and Retirement System. As a political subdivision, the Louisiana Housing Finance Authority and its associated board of commissioners do not fall within the scope the Louisiana Performance Audit Program as defined by R.S. 24:522(B). Furthermore, they are not subject to executive budget reporting requirements outlined in Chapter 39 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes. The legislature may wish to determine whether this entJl3, and Its board is, or should be, reporting performance data to the legislature or a state agency through another means. Performance data would include missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators. We identified 37 currently authorized special funds with zero balances as of December 1, 1997. No revenues or expenditures were reported for these funds in fiscal year 1996-97. A Treasury official said that many of these funds have had no activity for 
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Report Organ~afion 

several years. We list these funds in Appendix E The legislature may wish to review this appendix and determine if these funds are still needed. 
The remainder of this report is divided into the following chapters and appendixes: Chapter 2 describes the Department of the Treasury (including the IEB) and SEGBP. This chapter also gives the legal authontv for the department and its programs and for SEGBP, as well as other information that describes the department and related boards, commissions, and other entities. This chapter also compares the missions and goals reported for the department and SEGBP in the 1997-98 executive budget to their legal authority. In addition, this chapter discusses programs, functions, and activities that appear to be duplicative or outmoded. We did not identify any programs that appear to be overlapping. Chapter 3 gives the resuks of our comparison of the department's and SEGBP'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 a listing of related state boards, commissions, and other entities that we identified Appendix C compares the missions and goals of the department and SEGBP to their legal authority. Appendix D is the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Department of the Treasury and State Employees Group Benefits Program. 
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Appendix E is a listing of 37 currently authorized funds with zero balances as of December 1, 1997, that we identified as a matter for further study. Appendix F the Department of the Treasury's response to this report. Appendix G is the Interim Emergency Board's response to this report. Appendix H is the State Employees Group Benefits Program's response to this report. Appendix I contains the four state retirement systems' responses to this report. ~ppendix J is the Division of Administration, Office of Planning and Budget's response to this report 
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Chapter Conclusions Article IV, Section 9 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 creates the Department of the Treasury. This provision names the state treasurer as head of the department. It also says that the treasurer shall be responsible for the custody, investment, and disbursement of the public funds of the state. State law [R.S. 36:761(C)(1)] defines four offices for the department. They are the Executive Office of the State Treasurer, the Office of Management and Finance, the Office of the State Bond Commission, and the Office of State Depository Control and Investment. In addition to these statutory offices, we identified 19 boards, commissions, and other entities that are related to the department. Several of these entities ]including the Interim Emergency Board (IEB), the Board of Trustees of the State Employees Group Benefits Program, and the four state retirement systems and their oversight boards] have been statutorily transferred to the Department of the Treasury. However, state law allows these entities to independently retain certain duties, functions, and responsibilities, with the state treasurer serving as a board member in most cases. 

The 1997-98 executive budget presents the Department of the Treasury as two budget units. The Office of State Treasurer budget unit contains four programs including one covering the functions of the State Bond Commission. The IEB budget unit contains one program. In addition to the Treasury's two budget units, the State Group Benefits Program (SGBP) is shown in the executive budget under a separate budget unit called Ancillary Appropriations. 
According to the Office of Planning and Budget within the Division of Administration, the Department of the Treasury's appropriation for its two budget units for fiscal year 1997-98 is approximately $5.2 million with 49 staff positions. The department's total expenditures for 1996-97 were approximately $3.3 million. SGBP was appropriated more than $448 million and authorized for 358 positions for 1997-98. 
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Executive Budget Organization 

The missions and goals reported for budget units and programs of the Department of the Treasury in the 1997-98 executive budget are generally consistent with the constitutional provisions and statutes authorizing them. However, we identified one exception. The mission for the Office of Financial Accountability and Control does not address the internal management functions of the office. The SGBP mission and goal are consistent with the underlying legislation that creates the program. However, the mission does not name all major client groups and is not consistent with the overall constitutional purpose of the Department of the Treasury. Also, the mission for the IEB is consistent with its legal authority, but it is not consistent with the overall constitutional mandate of the department. According to a performance audit report this office issued in 1993, the potential for duplication exists in some functions of the four state retirement systems. We also identified two outmoded provisions in the law pertaining to the State Bond Commission. These areas should be further reviewed. 

In the 1997-98 executive budget, the Department of the Treasury is divided into five programs. Four of these programs (Administrative, Financial Accountabdtty and Control, Debt Management, and Investment Management) are under the Office of the State Treasurer budget unit (04-147) These four programs generally correspond to the four offices of the Department of the Treasury that are defined in R.S. 36:761(C)(1). The fifth program is the Administrative Program under the Interim Emergency Board budget unit (04-152). According totheir missions in the 1997-98 executive budget, these programs do the following: Office of the State Treasurer Budget Unit (04-147) The Administrative Program provides the leadership and support to manage, direct, and ensure the efficient operation of the other programs under the Office of the State Treasurer. The Financial Accountability and Control Program maintains custody and safety ofta~payers 



Chapter 2: Department Overview Page 21 
monies. The program also assures that the monies are disbursed in accordance with constitutional and statutory law. The Debt Management Program encompasses the Office of the State Bond Commission. The program monitors, regulates, and coordinates state and local debt and other related functions. ~ The Investment Management Program invests state funds deposited in the Treasury, consistent with the cash needs of the state, the directives of the constitution and the legislature, and the guidelines and requirements of the various funds under management. Interim Emergency Board Budget Unit (04-152) The Administrative Program enables the board to provide funds for emergencies not reasonably anticipated by the legislature. The board's membership consists of the governor, the lieutenant governor, the treasurer, and legislative leadership. The Board of Trustees of the State Employees Group Benefits Program is transferred to the department by R.S. 36:769(G). The executive budget does not include the SGBP under the Department of the Treasury. Instead, the program is reported in another section of the budget called Ancillary Appropriations - Internal Service Fund. The program appears in the executive budget as follows: Ancillary Appropriations - Internal Service Fund, State Employees Group Benefits Program (21-800): ~ The State Group Benefits Program (SGBP) provides group health and accident benefits and life insurance to state, school board, and participating political subdivision retirees~ and their dependents, and administers a cafeteria plan. Exhibit 2-1 on page 24 shows how the department (including 1EB) and SGBP are organized in the executive budget. 

This mission erroneously omits active employees as program customers. See f'mdmgs on page 32 of this chapter and page 66 of Chapter 3. 
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Department Is Constitutionally Created 

Article IV, Section 9 of the Louisiana Constitution of 1974 creates the Department of the Treasury and names the state treasurer as its executive head. This provision makes the treasurer responsible for administering all laws relating to the custody, investment, and disbursement of the public funds of the state, except as otherwise provided. State law [R.S. 36:761(C)(1)] defines the department's structure. This law says the department shall be composed of the following four offices: Executive Office of the State Treasurer Office of Management and Finance Office of the State Bond Commission Office of State Depository Control and Investment These four offices generally correspond to the four programs under the Office of the State Treasurer budget unit in the executive budget. The statute also says that the department shall be composed of such other offices as shall be created by law. Exhibit 2-1 on page 24 includes a description of the legal structure of the department. The four statutorily created offices are described below: The Executive Office of the State Treasurer is created by R.S. 36:761(C)(1). The treasurer serves as executive head and chief administrative officer of the Department of the Treasury, according to R.S. 36:763. In this capacity, the treasurer is responsible for the departmental policies and the administration, control, and operation of the functions, programs, and affairs of the department. According to R.S. 36:766, a deputy state treasurer for management and finance is responsible for the functions of the Office of Management and Finance. These functions include accounting and budget control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, personnel management, grants management, and any additional duties assigned by the treasurer. R.S. 36:768(B) says that the Office of the State Bond Commission shall perform the functions of the state relating to the management, analysis, and control of state debt; functions relating to the issuance of state bonds; and other functions performed by the State Bond Commission. Article VII, Section 8 of the Louisiana 
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Interim Emergency Board Is Constitutionally Created 

State Employees Group Benefits Program Is Created in Statute 

Constitution of 1974 creates the State Bond Commission. The constitution says that the State Bond Commission must approve in writing any bonds or other obligations issued or sold by the state, directly or through any state board, agency, or commission, or by any political subdivision of the state. R.S. 36:768(C) says that the Office of State Depository Control and Investment shall perform the functions of the state treasurer relating to accounting and fiscal control and depository control of all funds deposited in the state treasury or otherwise received by the state treasurer. This statute also says that this office shall administer the state's cash flow management program, invest state funds, and assist the retirement systems transferred to the department with their investment programs. 

Article VII, Section 7(A) creates the Interim Emergency Board (IEB). The board is composed of the state's top executive and legislative officials. According to the constitution, the IEB may appropriate from the state general fund or borrow on the full faith and credit of the state amounts to meet emergencies that occur between legislative sessions. These emergency appropriations and borrowings can only be made with the written consent of two-thirds of the members of the legislature. 

R.S. 42:871 (A) creates the Board of Trustees of the State Employees Group Benefits Program. State laws provide that the board may either operate or procure private contracts for certain types of insurance for state and school board employees, officials, and retirees. R.S. 42:821 (A)(1)(a)(i) gives the board the authority for group life and group accidental death and dismemberment insurance. R.S. 42:85 l(A)(1)(a)(i) gives the board the authority for group health, accident, accidental death and dismemberment, and hospital, surgical, or medical expense insurance. R.S. 42:874(A)(11) empowers the board to administer a cafeteria plan. 
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Exhibit 2-1 Executive Budget Organization as Supported by Legal Structure Department of the Treasury and State Employees Group Benefits Program Executive Budget Legal Structure Organization Office of State Treasurer Department of the Treasury Budget Unit (04-147) A: Program A: Administrative * Executive Office of the State Treasurer (R.S. 36:761) B: Program B" Financial * Office of Management & Finance Accountability and Control* (R.S. 36:761) C: Program C: Debt ~ Office of the State Bond Management Commission (R.S. 36:761) D: Program D: Investment ~ Office of Stale Depository Management Control & Investment (R.S. 36:761) Interim Emergency Board Budget Unit (04-152) A: Program A: Administrative ~ Interim Emergency Board (CONST. Art. VII Sec 7) Ancillary Appropriations - State Employees Group Benefits Program (21-800) A: Program A State Group ~ Board of Trustees of the State Benefits Program Employees Group Benefits Program [R.S. 42:871(A)] *Note: All statutory'Office of Man,lgcment and Finance (OMF) functions except for personnel are nn the Fro,racial Accountability and Control Program. Some accounting fanct~ons for state funds that are assigned to the Office of State Depository Control and Investment are handled by OMF Source: Created by legislative auditor's stalt from Louisiana Revised Statutes, the 1997-98 executive budget, and discussions with department officials. 

The four state retirement systems and several other boards, commissions, and like entities are statutorily created in the department or transferred to it by R.S. 36:769(D). They are not presented in Exhibit 2-1 because they do not have any performance data reported in the executive budget. The four state retirement systems are statutorily exempted from the state budgetary process 
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Department Lists Five Non- Appropriated Activities 

by R.S. 39:81 (A) and are therefore not required to furnish such data for the executive budget. Instead they are required by lk.S. 39:81 (B) to submit their annual budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. The lack of performance data for the four state retirement systems is discussed in detail beginning on page 70 of Chapter 3. 

In addition to its major functions and programs, the Department of the Treasury lists five non-appropriated activities or programs in its organizational chart. These are: 
Bank-at-School. According to a Treasury official, this program forms a partnership between banks and schools. Another official said that the Young Bankers' Association provides the funds for this program. The department assists only in providing contacls with banks for schools who want to join the program and developing a lesson plan for the children. Linked Deposit Program for Low-Interest Agricultural Production and Processing Loans and Linked Deposit Program for Small Businesses. According to a Treasury official, these two legislatively authorized programs are designed to stimulate economic development in Louisiana as well as preserve and create jobs for Louisiana citizens. The agricultural program is established in R S 49 327.1 and 49:327.2. The small business program is a duty of the Louisiana Economic Development Corporation [R.S. 51:2312(A)(7)], under the Department of Economic Development. The Treasury official said that these departments review and approve loan applications, then forward them to the Department of the Treasury. Banks then provide loans to qualifying participants at a reduced interest rate. The department deposits funds with the participating banks in the amount of the loan with a corresponding interest rate reduction. According to another Treasury official, the functions are not appropriated to the Treasury 
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19 State Boards, Commissions, and Other Entities Are Related to the Department 

because they represent only an opportunity cost (foregone interest). Louisiana Asset Management Pool, Int. (LAMP). According to a Treasury official, LAMP is a private non-profit corporation established to perform an investment and financial function on behalf of local governments. The funds invested by this pool belong to local governments. A Treasury official said that the treasurer chairs LAMP's board and that outside contractors perform the pool's financial administration and investment management This entity is not established in statute, and we did not include its board in our list of state boards, commissions, and like entities that are related to the department. Louisiana Student Tuition Assistance and Revenue Trust Program (START). This program is created by R.S 17:3091 to help make education affordable and accessible to all citizens of Louisiana. The program is under the Louisiana Tuition Trust Authority, which is associated with the Department of Education. The treasurer is a member of the authority and is responsible for the custody and investment of the program's fund assets. 
We identified 19 state boards, commissions, and other entities that are related to the Department of the Treasury. The treasurer is a board member of 18 of these entities. The Medical Disability Board is the only entity for which the treasurer is not a board member. The first 10 entities listed on the following page are transferred to the department by R.S. 36:769. Although they are transferred to the department, they statutorily retain certain functions, duties, and responsibilities exercised independently of the department. The next four entities are either created within or overseen by the department. The last five entities are not legislatively assigned to the department but are related to it. The legal authority and purposes of all these related entities are described in Appendix B. 
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Entities Transferred to the Department by R.S. 36:769, With Certain Functions Retained Independently (10) 
2 
State Bond Commission (included in the Debt Management Program under the Office of State Treasurer budget unit in the executive budget) Interim Emergency Board (listed in the executive budget as a budget unit under the department with one program, Administrative) Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System (LASERS) and its Board of Trustees Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana (TRSLA) and its Board of Trustees Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System (LSERS) and its Board of Trustees State Police Pension and Retirement System and the State Police Retirement Board Medical Disability Board 2 (serves retirement systems) Board of Trustees &the State Employees Group Benefits Program Louisiana Deferred Compensation Commission 10. Louisiana Housing Finance Agency (LHFA) and its Board of Commissioners (As a political subdivision &the state, LHFA does not fall within the scope of our Act 1100 work.) Entities Created Within or Overseen by the Department (4) 11. Public Retirement Systems' Actuarial Committee 12. Cash Management Review Board 13. Fiscal Review Committee 14. Deputy Sheriff's Supplemental Pay Board 

2 The Medical Dlsabxhty Board is the only entity of the 19 we identified where the treasurer is not a board member. 
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Depa rtment Appropriated Over $5 Million, SEGBP Over $448 Million for 1997-98 

Entities Not Legislatively Assigned to the Department (5) 15. Louisiana Worker's Compensation Second Injury Board (located in the Department of Labor) 16. Louisiana Tax-Free Shopping Commission (located in the Department of Revenue) 17. Governor's Advisory Council on Disability Affairs (located in the Office of the Governor) 18. Louisiana Tuition Trust Authority (associated with the Department of Education) 19. Louisiana Lottery Corporation 

The five programs listed under the Department of the Treasury in the executive budget were appropriated more than $5 million for fiscal year 1997-98, with 49 authorized positions. Exhibit 2-2 on page 29 shows unaudited actual expenditures for the department's programs for fiscal year 1996-97. It also displays the recommended funding, appropriated funding, and authorized positions for fiscal year 1997-98. 



Chalater 2: Dcparlmcn! O~erview P~e29 
Exhibit 2-2 Actual Expenditures, Recommended Amounts, Appropriations, and Staffing Data Fiscal Years 1996-97 and 1997-98 Department of the Treasury Fiscal Year 1996-97 Fiscal Year 1997-98 Authorized Actual Recommended AppAmountsed Positions Budget Unit~Program Expenditures Amounts (Unaudited) (Appropriated) Office of State Treasurer Budget Unit (04.147) Administrative Program $417,199 $585,844 $738,608 13 Financial Accountability and Control Program $1,486,847 $1,887,714 $2,005,074 19 Debt Management Program $853,770 $1,516,889 $1,401,089 9 Investment Management Program $560,398 $1,031,316 $1,031,316 8 Subtotal for Office of State Treasurer $3,318,214 $5,021,763 $5,176,087 49 Interim Emergency Board Budget Umt (04-152) Administrative Program $19,801 $30,001 $30 001 0* Subtotal for IEB $19,801 $30,001 $30,001 0* TOTAL, DEPARTMENT $3,338,015 $5,051,764 $5,206,088 49 *The IEB staff'person told us that she is a legislative employee whose salary is supplemented by the board. Therefore, her position is not authorized through the department Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's slaffusmg information provided by the Department of the Treasury for 1996-97 actual expenditures, the fiscal year 1997-98 executive budget for recommended amounts, and information provided by OPB for fiscal year 1997-98 appropriations. 
SEGBP's appropriation for 1997-98 was over $448 million, according to OPB. The program was authorized for 358 positions, as Exhibit 2-3 on the next page shows. 
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Exhibit 2-3 Actual Expenditures, Recommended Amounts, Appropriations, and Staffing Data Fiscal Years 1996-97 and 1997-98 State Employees Group Benefits Program Fiscal Year 1996-97 Fiscal Year 1997-98 Budget Unit/Program Expenditures RAmountsded / AmountsiatedPositionsized (Unaudited) (Appropriated) State Employees Group Benefits Program Budget Unit (Ancillary Appropriations - 21-800) State Group Benefits Program I $454,741,504 $448,431,197 $448,431,197 I 358 TOTAL, SEGBP $454,741,504 $448,431,197 I $448,431,197 358 Source: Prepared hv legislative auditor's ~ffush~.g LnI'~rqati~n provided hy OPB for 1996-97 actual expenditures, the fi~c,~l ~ear 1997-9S e\etlJtl ~e b~Jdget for r~commended an~ounts, and ir~/brmation provided by OPB and the cxe~ultve badger for fi~al ~eat 1997.98 aooroortauon, 

All But Three Missions and All Goals Align With State Law 
The missions reported for budget units and programs of the department and SEGBP in the 1997-98 executive budget are generally consistent with state law, with three exceptions. In addition, all reported goals align with state law. This means that, for the most part, the executive budget reports the programs as they are legally authorized. Those missions and goals that closely reflect legal intent accurately communicate the programs' purposes and client groups. However, the missions of two programs may not fully describe what those programs are supposed to be doing. Also, one of these missions and the mission of a third program indicate that those programs may not belong in the Department of the Treasury. We compared the missions and goals reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the department's budget units and programs to state law. In addition, we assessed the mission and goal of SGBP, which, as previously noted, are reported under the Ancdlarv Appropriations - State Employees Group Benefits Pl ogram budget unit of the executive budget. We considered ~hethe~ tke~e n~ssions and goals are consistent with their statutory and constitutional authority. Appendix C presenls the missions and goals as reported in the 1997-98 executive budgel along with their legal authority. The three exceptions we identttled are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Financial Accountability and Control Program Mission Is Incomplete The mission for the Financial Accountability and Control Program does not acknowledge the program's internal management functions. According to R.S. 36:76603), these functions are assigned to the Office of Management and Finance, which generally correlates with the Financial Accountability and Control Program (see Exhibit 2-1 on page 24). Because these functions are not included in the mission, users of the executive budget may not understand the full scope of this program's activities. The functions include accounting and budget control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, personnel management, and grants management for the department and all agencies transferred to it. According to a Treasury official, the Financial Accountability and Control Program perform all of these functions except personnel management. The mission for the Financial Accountability and ControI Program that is reported in the executive budget is "to perform tasks to accomplish constitutional requirements that the treasurer maintain custody and the safety of taxpayers' monies and to assure that those monies are disbursed out of the State Treasury in accordance with constitutional and statutory law." This mission makes no mention of the internal management functions that appear in state law. Therefore, the mission does not fully communicate all major statutory functions and customers of the program. 
Recommendation 2.1 With the assistance of OPB, the department should broaden the mission of the Financial Accountability and Control Program to address the internal management functions the program performs. This could be accomplished by adding a few words to the mission addressing management functions in general. An expanded mission would give readers of the executive budget more complete information about the program's scope and customers. 
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SGBP Mission Omits Active Employees as Clients and Is Inconsistent With Department's Purpose Another exception we identified deals with the mission for SGBP. We identified two problems with this mission. First, the mission says that the program provides health and accident and life insurance benefits for retirees. However, R.S. 42:821(A)(2)(a)(ii) and R.S. 42:851 (A)(2)(a)(ii) extend these benefits to active employees, as well. Because active employees are excluded from the mission, users of the executive budget may not fully understand which customers this program serves. We discussed this situation with officials of SGBP and OPB. An SGBP official indicated that the omission of actwe employees is an error in the 1997-98 operational plan. An OPB official confirmed the mission was worded this way in SGBP's 1997-98 and 1998-99 operational plan as submitted to OPB. The OPB official gave us evidence that the error was subsequently corrected in the operational plan and said the mission will be changed for the 1998-99 version of the executive budget. 
The second problem we noted with the SGBP mission is that it is inconsistent with the department's purpose as stated in the state constitution. The constitution provides that the treasurer is responsible for administering all laws relating to the custody, investment, and disbursement of the public funds of the state, except as otherwise provided. This provision makes no mention of providing health, life, and accident benefits. Therefore, it appears that the SGBP mission may not be consistent with the constitutional purpose of the department. We discussed this issue with officials from the Department of the Treasury and SGBP. A Treasury official said that this type of relationship is not unusual considering similar situations in other departments. He also offered his opinion that it may not be necessary for the treasurer to sit on the board of the State Employees Group Benefits Program, but the board should include one or more members with extensive knowledge of state government operattons and finance. The SGBP official had no comments concerning this issue. 
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Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.1 Because it is inconsistent with the Department of the Treasury's purpose as established in the state constitution, the legislature may wish to transfer the State Employees Group Benefits Program to another agency whose purpose is more consistent with the SGBP's mission. IEB Mission Is Inconsistent With Department's Purpose as Constitutionally Stated Finally, we identified an exception dealing with IEB. The mission of the IEB's Administrative Program is supported in law. However, as with SGBP's mission, IEB's mission is not consistent with the department's purpose as set forth in the state constitution. As a result, IEB may not be properly placed within the Department of the Treasury. The IEB Administrative Program mission is to provide funds for emergency events or occurrences not reasonably anticipated by the legislature. According to the Constitution Article VII, Section 7 (B), IEB does so by appropriating state funds or borrowing on the full faith and credit of the state. However, as previously mentioned, Article IV, Section 9 of the state constitution charges the department with the custody, investment, and disbursement of funds. These functions do not include appropriating or borrowing funds. Therefore, it appears that the IEB's function is inconsistent with the constitutional purpose of the department. A department official with whom we discussed this issue said that, for this reason, IEB might be better placed in another state agency. Another department official added that IEB might not fit the mission of any executive branch department, including the Office of the Governor. IEB's staffperson said that IEB is an appropriating body, which is a function of the legislature. This person also said that although there is no place in state government where IEB really fits, it might possibly be included as a separate budget entity within the legislative appropriation bill or within the Division of Administration. Because IEB is currently placed within the Department of the Treasury, users of the executive budget may not understand its true purpose. 
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Retirement Systems May Have Duplicative Functions 

Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.2 Because it is inconsistent with the Department of the Treasury's purpose as established in the state constitution, the legislature may wish to transfer the IEB to another agency whose purpose is more consistent with IEB's mission. Another possibility is to include it as a separate budget entity within the legislative appropriation bill. 

We identified potentially duplicative functions among the four state retirement systems. If duplication exists, the systems may be using more resources than necessary to provide services. In addition, system officials and legislators may be making decisions without full knowledge of the interaction among all programs and entrees As mentioned in Chapter 1, we defined duplication as instances where two or more entities appear to conduct the same activities or functions for the same or similar purposes. Since we interpreted these criteria broadly, areas identified as potentially duplicative should be further reviewed. To identify potential duplication, we examined the missions, goals, and statutory authorizations of the department's programs and its related boards, commissions, and like entities. We then compared these provisions lo each other. We also considered a previous report issued by our ollice The department's related boards, commissions, and other entities are explained in detail in Appendix B. The appendix shows each entity's legal authority and purpose We found that the potential for duplication may exist among the four state retirement systems and their boards. The four systems potentially duplicate one another's administrative efforts. In addition, the four boards potentially duplicate one another's investment and administrative policymaking efforts. If duplication of effort is occurring, the systems may be using more resources than necessary to provide and coordinate related services. 
As previously mentioned, the four state retirement systems and their boards are as follows: 
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2 
3 
4 

Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System (LASERS) and the Board of Trustees of the Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana (TRSLA) and the Board of Trustees of the Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System (LSERS) and the Board of Trustees of the Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System State Police Pension and Retirement System and the State Police Retirement Board The Office of Legislative Auditor issued a performance audit titled Consolidation of the Administration of Louisiana's State Retirement Systems in December 1993. The audit found that the boards generally have the same powers and the systems perform essentially the same services for their members. Thus, these entities fit our defimtlon of potential duplication. The audit also found that consohdatmg the staffofthese systems might save about $1.5 to $1.8 million in salaries and related benefits. We discussed this audit with officials of the four state retirement systems. Several of them cautioned that merging these functions might be expensive. One official said reviewing legal provisions would be costly, particularly with regard to federal laws. Another said that combining some of the systems' computer operations would be a difficult and costly process, which might eliminate any potential near-term savings. Therefore, any studies in this area should be updated and specific savings identified before reconsidering the consolidation of any retirement system functions. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.3 The legislature may wish to consider updating studies to determine whether any state retirement system functions, such as administrative and investment functions, are currently duplicative. Such an updated study should address whether it would be desirable or cost-effective to combine any functions found to be duplicative. 
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Two Statutory Provisions May Be Outmoded 

We identified two provisions in state law that may be outmoded. These two provisions set up dedicated sales taxes to retire bonds issued by a commission and an authority. The dedicated sales tax is established in R.S. 47:302. If the laws are outmoded, they could be confusing to persons trying to understand the department's activities. As mentioned in Chapter 1, we defined outmoded to mean those programs, activities, or functions that appear to be outdated or no longer needed. Since we interpreted these criteria broadly, areas identified as potentially outmoded should be further reviewed 
To identify whether any programs, functions, or activities appear to be outmoded, we searched applicable constitutional provisions and statutes and reviewed performance data in the 1997-98 executive budget. We also inquired if department officials knew of any programs, functions, and activities that appeared to be outmoded. Finally, we asked Treasury and OPB officials whether unfunded entities were reported on budget forms required by OPB or through any other means for fiscal year 1997-98. We found that R.S. 39:465.3 says that a tax shall be pledged and dedicated to retire bonds issued by the Louisiana Fiscal Authority, R.S. 39:466.3 dedicates and pledges the same tax to school construction bonds issued by the authority and the Capital Construction and Improvement Commission. Both statutes have provisions stating that they will remain in effect until bonds issued by these entities are retired. Legislation pertaining to the authority was repealed in 1989 by Act 662, Section 8. The commission was abolished in 1977 by R.S. 36.769(F)(1). We asked a Treasury official who works with the State Bond Commission if any bonds issued by these two bodies are outstanding. The official confirmed that all bonds issued by these entities have been retired. Because the bonds have been retired, the statutory provisions setting up the dedicated sales taxes may no longer be needed. The Treasury official also said that there might be similar provisions in Title 39 that are outmoded. We identified several provisions mentioning these entities, as well as two other entities that have been abolished3, in our legal research for this audit. Retaining outdated provisions in state law could be confusing to persons trying to understand all activities of the department. 

3 The two abolished entitles are the State Bond and Tax Board and the State Bond and Building Conumssion Theywere abolished by R.S. 36:769(F). 
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Recommendation 
2.2 The Department of the Treasury should review the statutory provisions related to any abolished or repealed entities to determine if any of these provisions may be outmoded. They should also determine whether they should draft legislation to amend or repeal those provisions that are outdated. Deleting outdated statutory provisions will help avoid confusion for persons trying to understand all activities of the department. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 2.4 The legislature may wish to consider repealing R.S. 39:465.3 and R.S. 39:466.3 if the provisions are no longer needed. The legislature may also wish to direct a review of other sections of the revised statutes to determine if there are other outdated provisions that should be amended or repealed. Retaining outdated provisions in state law could be confusing to persons trying to understand all activities of the department. 
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Chapter Conclusions There is no departmental mission reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Department of the Treasury. However, the five missions that are reported under the department meet most of the established criteria and therefore convey useful information about program purpose and clientele. In addition, the six reported goals provide some useful information, but half of them could be improved by providing a sense of direction on how to address the missions. Also, although most of the reported objectives are consistent with program goals, overall they do not communicate specific, targeted levels of performance to be accomplished within certain time frames. This means that most of the performance indicators do not communicate progress made by the programs toward those targets. 

The problems above are compounded by the fact that some programs have little or no performance data reported. The Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program has only one performance indicator reported, and the Financial Accountability and Control Program does not have any goals reported. In addition, the IEB Administrative Program does not have any goals, objectives, or performance indicators reported. The lack of performance data in these instances means that users of the executive budget cannot determine if, how, or how well program missions are being accomplished. The mission reported for SGBP dearly states the purpose of the program. However, it does not identify all customers served by the program. It erroneously omits active employees as program customers. In addition, the goal reported for SGBP could be expanded to address life insurance. Furthermore, the objective and performance indicators reported for SGBP do not collectively provide meaningful information about program progress and accomplishments. 
As a result of these deficiencies in the performance data reported in the executive budget, an external user may not have sufficient information to evaluate the performance of the department's programs or of SGBP. 
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Analysis Conducted 

The four state retirement systems are not subject to the executive budget process. Instead they are required to submit their operating budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. Although required to do so by 1LS. 24:522(D)(2), the systems have not yet developed performance data. 

We evaluated the performance data reported for five programs within two budget units listed under the Department of the Treasury and one program listed under the State Employees Group Benefits Program budget unit in the 1997-98 executive budget against a set of established criteria. The established criteria are shown in Exhibit 3-1 on page 42. The 1997-98 executive budget does not report an overall departmental mission for the Department of the Treasury. The executive budget does, however, report a mission for the Office of State Treasurer budget unit. We evaluated that mission and used it as the higher-level mission in assessing the six individual program missions that are included in the executive budget. In total, we assessed seven missions, seven goals, 32 objectives and 102 performance indicators to determine if they provide sufficient information for budgetary decision making. The 1997-98 executive budget does not report performance data for the four state retirement systems. The four rel~rement systems and their boards are listed in Chapter 2 on page 35. The retirement systems were transferred to the Depanmem of the Treasury by R.S. 36:769 but operate independently of the department. The state budgetary process does not apply to the retirement systems' operating budgets. Instead, the systems are required by R.S. 39:81(B) to submit their budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. Therefore, the operating budgets and any related performance data of the retirement systems are not reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. We discussed the findings related to the department (excluding IEB) with Department of the Treasury officials. They said they have worked very bard to improve the 1998-99 operational plan. They also said that they included a departmental mission in the new operational plan. The state treasury fiscal officer said that they are going through a learning phase and that the performance data would be better in future years. He also said 
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that the department's 1998-99 operational plan will have better performance data, although some objectives may still not be measurable. We discussed the finding related to IEB with the IEB staff person. Her comments are included on page 64 of the report. We discussed the findings pertaining to SGBP with that program's fiscal officer. He also said that they are in a learning phase. He further said the 1998-99 operational plan for the program would have objectives that relate to the goals, objectives that are measurable and timebound, and performance indicators that relate to the objectives. He stated that the revised 1998-99 operational plan would be completed by July 1, 1998. 
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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 ~/ Identifies overall purpose for the existence of the organization, department, office, institution, or program as established by constitution, statute, or executive order ~/ Identifies clients/customers of the organization or external and internal users of the organization's products or services ~/ Organizationally acceptable GOAL: The general end purpose toward which effort is directed ~/ Consistent with department, program, and office missions Provides a 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 ~/ Consistent with goals ~/ Measurable ~/ Timebound ~/ Specifies desired end result PERFORMANCE INDICATOR: Tool used to measure performance of policies, plans, and programs "~ Measures progress toward objective or contributes toward the overall measurement of progress toward objective Consistent with objective ~/ Clear, easily understood, and non-technical Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staffbased on input from 3/lanageware, GASB, the federal Office of Management and Budget, and the Urban Institute to show criteria used to evaluate the department's performance data. 
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No Departmental Mission Reported in 199%98 Executive Budget 

Office of State Treasurer Mission Meets Established Criteria 

The Department of the Treasury does not have a departmental mission reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. Without a departmental mission, users of the executive budget cannot determine the purpose of the department or the customers it is intended to serve. We did find a departmental mission on the department's Internet homepage and in its FY 1998-99 operational plan. We discussed the lack of mission in the executive budget with department officials. The state treasury fiscal officer said that a department mission will be reported in the FY 1998-99 executive budget. 
Recommendation 
3.1 Department of the Treasury and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the overall mission for the department is included in the executive budget. Implementing this recommendation will help executive budget users understand the relevance of the performance data reported for the individual programs as they relate to the department purpose and clientele. 

As previously mentioned, the Department of the Treasury does not have a departmental mission reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. However, a mission is reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Office of State Treasurer budget unit. This is the mission we used as the higher-level mission in our assessment of individual program missions. This mission is shown below: Office of State Treasurer Mission 
The Department of Treasury is responsible for the receipt, custody, investment and disbursement of public funds for the state. This mission states the primary purpose of the department: the receipt, custody, investment, and disbursement of public funds 
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Objectives and Performance Indicators for Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program Need Improvement 

The mission also identifies the state as the customer of the department. In addition, the department's operational plan includes language similar to this mission statement. Therefore, we concluded that the mission is organizationally acceptable. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget ~an tell what the purpose of the department is and whom the department is supposed to serve. 

The mission and goal reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program meet all of the established criteria and therefore provide useful information about the purpose and direction of the program. However, the reported objectives and performance indicators are not useful for budgetary decision making because they provide little information about program progress and achievements. For instance, several of the objectives are not specific, and none are measurable or timebound In addition, our assessment &the four items reported as outcome indicators shows that only one is directly related to the program's objectives, and it is an output, not an outcome. Therefore, the executive budget does not report a mix of performance indicators for this program. In addition, the sole indicator that relates to the program objectives does not show progress made toward any of the objectives. For these reasons, the objectives and performance indicators do not give complete and useful information about program progress and achievements for use in budgetary decision making. The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Administrative Program are presented in Appendix D. An explanation of our assessment of these data are described in the paragraphs below, including specific problems identified with the objectives and performance indicators. As discussed in detail under the Financial Accountability and Control Program on page 50, R.S. 36:766(B) identifies administrative functions for which the deputy state treasurer for management and finance shall be responsible. The state treasury fiscal officer said that the personnel management function is carried out in the Administrative Program. However, the mission, goal, objectives, and performance indicator reported in the execative budget for the Administrative Program do not address this function We discussed this issue with a Treasury official. He said that there 
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is only about one-third of a full-time equivalent position that handles the personnel function for the Administrative Program. Therefore, he said, including performance data for this function in the executive budget may not be warranted. According to a GASB official, agency personnel need to determine which performance data need to be reported externally in documents such as the executive budget and which should be maintained internally for use as a management tool. Also according to this GASB official, support and administrative functions should be separated for the purpose of developing performance data. Support services provide purchasing, payroll, legal, and other services such as personnel management to the rest of the department. Administration deals with the general management and oversight of a program or department. If the department developed performance data for these distinct areas, program managers and others would be able to determine the department's performance related to these functions. Mission. The mission statement reported for the Administrative Program meets the established criteria. The mission is consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission dealing with the receipt, custody, investment, and disbursement of public funds. The mission also identifies the overall purpose of the program, identifies customers served by the program, and is organizationally acceptable. Thus, legislators and other users of the executive budget can tell the purpose of the program and whom the program is supposed to serve Goal. The goal that is reported for this program also meets the established criteria. The goal is consistent with the Office of State Treasurer and program missions. The goal also provides a sense of direction on how to address the mission (i.e., through policy development, communications, and dissemination of information, the provision of legal services and support, and overall coordination of all programs in the department) and reflects the destination toward which the program is striving (i.e., effective management of the department). Therefore, the goal provides useful information about how the program plans to meet its 
Objectives. The Administrative Program has six objectives reported in the 1997-98 executive budget. M1 of the objectives are consistent with the goal, and five (83.3%) provide desired end results. However, several of the objectives are not specific. Instead, they tend to provide broad, general information about 
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desired end results. In addition, none of the objectives are measurable or timebound. Mso, because of the way it is worded, objective #2 may fit better under the Investment Management Program. According to Manageware, one of the typical procedures in strategic planning involves reviewing the organization's mission and goals and setting objectives. Objectives should contain specific and measurable milestones toward realizing a program's goals. The objectives should also set time frames for achieving the results. Because the objectives in the executive budget do not have these charactetist~cs, they do not communicate target levels of performance against which to measure the program's progress. For example, the fifth objective is to ensure that the appropriate reports are presented to the legislature, governor, and public Allhough this objective provides a general desired end result, ~t does not provide a specific target level of performance. This objective would be more specific if it defined "appropriate," gave a target number of reports, and gave a specific time frame for achievement. Likewise, the second objective says, "Implement a more active management of the equity, or stock, portion of the Louisiana Education Quality Trust Fund's investments, focusing on a safe, balanced portfolio of consistent publicly traded stocks." This objective is not specific enough to be measurable. It does not define or give a dollar amount or target for either "more active management" or "safe, balanced portfolio." In addition, the objective, as worded, appears to be better suited to the Inveqtment Management Program, as it does not involve general management or oversight of the department as a whole. Performance Indicators. Department of the Treasury officials said that they have had trouble developing administrative performance indicators. The OPB planning analyst noted that she has had problems obtaining administrative indicators from the agencies. She also stated that she has had problems obtaining the indicators in tabular format as opposed to narrative format. 
The 1997-98 executive budget reports as outcome indicators for the Administrative Program four items presented in narrative text. However, three of the four items are actually more directly related to other programs and may be better placed in those programs instead of the Administrative Program. A detailed discussion of these four items is shown as follows: 
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The first two items appear to relate more directly to the Debt Management Program instead of the Administrative Program. In fact, they are also included under the Debt Management Program in the executive budget. Because these two items are addressed under that program, we did not include them in our assessment of performance indicators for the Administrative Program. The third item appears to more directly relate to the Financial Accountability and Control Program than the Administrative Program. The same item is listed under the Financial Accountability and Control Program in the executive budget, and we classified it as an explanatory note there. Because we assessed this item in the Financial Accountability and Control Program, we did not include it as a performance indicator for the Administrative Program. The fourth item does relate to the Administrative Program more than any of the other programs. This indicator is as follows: Working with the Office of Student Financial Assistance, the State Treasury is preparing to help launch the Student Tuition Assistance and Revenue Trust (START Saving) Program in July 1997; this program is aimed at encouraging families to save for college or other post- secondary education costs, rather than incurring student loans. Although this item is listed as an outcome indicator in the executive budget, it is actually an output because it measures the amount of product or services provided. It does not measure the effectiveness of the Administrative Program in meeting its mandates. Also, it does not relate to or show progress toward any of the Administrative Program objectives. For these reasons, the items reported as performance indicators for this program do not provide useful information about program progress for budgetary decision making. Exhibit 3-2 on the following page shows the results of our analysis of the Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program's performance data. 
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Exhibit 3-2 Results of Comparing Office of State Treasurer Administrative Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goal ~ Is consistent with program and Office of State Treasurer mission ~ Provides direction/reflects destination Objectives ~ 6 of 6 are consistent with goal ~ 0 of 6 is measurable ~ 0 of 6 is timebound ~ 5 of 6 specify desired end results Performance Indicator* ~ 0 of 1 measures progress toward objective ~ 0 of 1 is consistent with objective ~ 1 of 1 is clear and easily understood * Four items are reported in the executive budget as outcome indicators for this program. Three are more directly related to other programs, thus we only analyzed file remaining one for tltis program. Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Recommendation 3.2 Department of the Treasury and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies identified for the Adminstrative Program are corrected. Specifically, they should concentrate on developing: Objectives that are specific, measurable, and timebound. Objectives with these characteristics provide clear information about exactly what the program intends to accomplish within a certain time period. 
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Financial Accountability and Control Program's Performance Data Need Improvement 

b 

d 

Performance indicators that directly relate to and measure progress toward the objectives. This will allow users of the executive budget to see whether desired levels of accomplishment are being achieved. A mix of the various types of performance indicators (i.e., input, output, outcome, efficiency, and quality) to show all aspects of performance, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Performance data for the personnel function, if deemed necessary or useful. They should also determine whether this data should be reported externally in the executive budget and/or supporting document or maintained internally for use as a management tool. Developing performance data for this function would help program managers and others see performance and accomplishments made in this area. 
The Financial Accountability and Control Program's mission that is reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meets all the established criteria. However, the remainder of the performance data need improvement. First, the program has no goals reported. Second, none of the reported objectives meet all of the established criteria. In particular, none are measurable or timebound. Third, the program does not have a mix of performance indicators reported. In addition, since the objectives are not measurable, none of the indicators measure progress toward them. As a result of these deficiencies, the performance data do not provide sufficient information to enable legislators to make informed decisions about this program's progress or accomplishments. The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Financial Accountability and Control Program are presented in Appendix D. Our assessment of the performance data is summarized in the following paragraphs. The discussion includes specific problems that we identified with the program's performance data. 
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The Financial Accountability and Control Program's functions are diverse. This program contains administrative, support, and non-administrative functions. Objectives and performance indicators are reported for the support and non- administrative functions. However, none are reported for the administrative functions. As specifically identified by R.S. 36:766(B), the deputy state treasurer for management and finance shall be responsible for accounting and budget control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, personnel management, and grants management for the department and all of its offices. The state treasury fiscal officer said that all of these functions are carried out in the Financial Accountability and Control Program except personnel management, which is carded out in the Administrative Program (see page 44). However, the mission, objectives, and performance indicators reported for the Financial Accountability and Control Program do not address any of these program responsibilities. As discussed on page 45, a GASB official said that support and administrative functions should be separated for the purpose of developing performance data. Support services provide purchasing, payroll, legal, and other services to the rest of the department. Administration deals with the general management and oversight of a program or department. If the department developed performance data for these distinct areas, program managers and others would be able to determine the department's performance related to each function. We discussed the lack of performance data for the administrative functions with a Treasury official. He said that there are only about three full-time equivalent positions performing the administrative functions, and that these functions are not the primary focus of the program. Therefore, he questioned whether reporting performance data for these functions was warranted. We also spoke with the OPB planning analyst for the department. As previously mentioned, she stated that she has had trouble obtaining administrative type performance data from agencies. We discussed the problems the agency has experienced in developing performance data for administrative functions with two Treasury officials. During our discussions, we provided the officials with suggestions on how to develop the data. We also provided them with a list of contacts in other states who have experience in developing this type of performance data. We also 
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discussed the need to determine whether such data should be reported externally or maintained internally for use as a management tool. Mission. The mission reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meets all established criteria. That is, it identifies the overall purpose of the program, identifies the customers served by the program, and is organizationally acceptable. In addition, it is consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget can easily determine the purpose of this program and whom it is supposed to 
Goals. The 1997-98 executive budget reports no goals for the Financial Accountability and Control Program. Manageware says that goals provide a framework for more detailed levels of planning. Manageware also says that goals establish the direction in which a program is heading objectives identify milestones along the court. Without any goals to establish program direction, objectives may not identify milestones along the course. Furthermore, without progrsm goals, legislators and other users of the executive budget cannot tell how the program will meet its mission. Objectives. None of the three objectives reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Financial Accountability and Control Program meet all of the established criteria. Since there are no program goals reported, we could not assess whether the objectives are consistent with the goals. However, we did find that the three objectives specify desired end results, but none of them are measurable or timebound. Without measurable or timebound objectives, legislators and other users of the performance data cannot tell what the desired levels of accomplishment are or when they are to be achieved. Performance Indicators. The 27 performance indicators reported for the Financial Accountability and Control Program do not provide information for legislators and other external decision- makers about progress made by the program. Performance indicators should measure progress toward objectives. However, none of the reported indicators measure progress toward the objectives primarily because none of the objectives are measurable. However, 37% (10 of 27) of the reported performance indicators are outcome indicators. Outcome indicators are the most important type of indicator because they measure results and assess 
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program impact and effectiveness. We commend the agency for developing several outcome indicators. Another 55.6% (15 of 27) of the performance indicators are output indicators, and 7.4% (2 of 27) are input indicators. No efficiency or quality indicators are reported. Manageware stresses the need for a balanced mix of indicators. Without a mix of all types of performance indicators, users of these data will not have complete information on program performance. We also found that none of the indicators measure progress toward achieving the stated objectives. This is primarily because the objectives do not provide specific levels of desired accomplishment. However, 25 of the indicators (92.6%) are consistent with the objective, and 24 (88.9%) are clear and easily understood. Performance indicators #13, 14, and 15 for objective #1 are the three indicators that are not clear and easily understood. These indicators include "SRS" in the indicator but do not state what this acronym means. The state treasury fiscal officer said it means "state revenue sharing," but an uninformed reader may not know this. Because of the above deficiencies, we concluded that the performance indicators reported for the Financial Accountability and Control Program do not provide information about program progress. Exhibit 3-3 on the following page shows the results of our comparison of the Financial Accountability and Control Program's performance data to the established criteria. 
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Exhibit 3-3 Results of Comparing Financial Accountability and Control Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goals ~ None reported Objectives ~ Could not determine consistency with goals ~ 0 of 3 is measurable ~ 0 of 3 is timebound 3 of 3 specify desired end results Performance Indicators ' ~ 0 of 27 measures progress toward objective ~ 25 of 27 are consistent with objective ~ 24 of 27 are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Recommendation 3.3 Department of the Treasury and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies identified for the Financial Accountability and Control Program are corrected. Specifically, they should concentrate on: Developing goal(s) that relate to the program mission and say how the mission will be addressed. Including goals in the executive budget and/or supporting document will help communicate the direction of the program. Determining for which major administrative functions objectives and performance indicators should be reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document. Some of these 
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objectives and indicators might address accounting and budget control, procurement control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, and/or grants management. The decision on which ones to report in the executive budget and/or supporting document should be based on the usefulness of the data to legislators and other users of the documents for budgetary decision making. Making the objectives measurable and timebound. That is, the objectives should state specific levels of desired performance and time tables for accomplishment. Developing performance indicators that measure progress made toward achieving the objectives. If the objectives are made measurable, as discussed in 3.3(c), developing indicators that measure progress toward them should be easier. Making sure that all performance indicators are consistent with the objectives. That is, each indicator should directly correspond to a particular objective. Ensuring that all performance indicators are clear and easily understood. Unusual acronyms should be defined or not used. Developing a mix of performance indicators to be reported in the executive budget, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information to legislators and others for use in budgetary decision making. 
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Debt Management Program Performance Data Need Improvement 

The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the Debt Management Program provide some useful information for budgetary decision makers. However, the mission and goals do not provide complete information. In addition, the objectives and performance indicators provide little information about targeted levels of accomplishment and progress made toward those targets. Most of the objectives are not measurable or timebound, and less than 5% of the performance indicators measure progress toward the objectives. There are also no outcome or efficiency indicators reported for this program. For lhe~e reasons, the performance data do not collectively provide enough information to allow an external user to make informed decisions about program performance The program's performance data that is reported in the 1997-98 executive budget is shown in Appendix D. A summary of our assessment of the performance data is in the following paragraphs. Mission. The mission reported for this program identifies the purpose of the program and is acceptable to program officials as its mission. It is also consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission. However, the mission does not clearly identify the program's customers. The mission is to monitor, regulate, and coordinate state and local debt and other related functions, as mandated by the state constitution and state laws. It does not include language such as "to serve state and local governmental entities" or "the taxpayers of the state" that would identify its customers. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget may not understand whom the program is supposed to serve. Goals. The three goals reported for the Debt Management Program are consistent with the program mission. They are also consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission. Furthermore, the goals reflect a destination toward which the program is striving, but they do not provide a sense of direction on how to address the mission. Goal #1 says the program will "manage state debt in an orderly and efficient manner." Including wording such as "by momtoring state debt balances monthly," for example, would help give a sense of direction. Manageware says that goals provide a framework for more detailed levels of planning. Manageware also says that goals should establish the direction in which a program is heading. Without program goals that provide a sense of direction, legislators and other users of the performance data may not understand how the program plans to meet its mission. 
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Objectives. The 11 objectives reported for the Debt Management Program are generally not useful for budgetary decision making. Although all of the objectives are consistent with the goals and most (72.7%) specify desired end results, few are measurable and timebound. More specifically, only two objectives (18.2%) are fully measurable (Objectives #4 and #5); one objective (9.1%) is partially measurable (Objective #2); and only one objective (9.1%) is timebound (Objective #2). Objectives are more useful for decision making if they are specific, measurable, and timebound. Measurable and timebound objectives tell exactly what results should be achieved and when. Also, Objective #1 has two parts and Objective #2 has three parts. Each of these objectives could be split into more than one objective. This would help make the objectives more spectfic, as suggested byManageware, and therefore, more meaningful It would also make it easier to determine which performance indicators are associated with each part. Performance Indicators. Overall, the 4"~ performance indicators reported for the Debt Management Program do not communicate progress made by the program. Although the majority of indicators (97.7%) are consistent with the objectives, less than 5% measure progress toward the stated objectives. This is primarily because the objectives do not provide specific targeted levels of accomplishment. If the objectives were improved, the indicators might measure progress toward them. Also, over one- third of the indicators (37,2%) are unclear and difficult to understand. In addition, there is not a balanced mix of indicators that would measure all aspects of performance. For these reasons, the program's performance indicators are not useful for budgetary decision making. An example of an indicator that is not clear is the fourth indicator for the second objective. This indicator is "number of projects in priority five granted non-cash LOC." Although "LOC" is defined in the previous indicator as "lines of credit," it is unclear what "priority five" means. According to a Treasury official, priority five is a term for future bonds in the long-term capital outlay program that do not require a cash outlay because they are in the early stages of planning. Including this explanation with the performance indicator would make the indicator easier to understand. 
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The 43 performance indicators consist of 5 input, 36 output, and 2 quality indicators. There are also several explanatory notes reported, which provide a context for several of the indicators. The executive budget does not report any outcome or efficiency indicators for this program. Outcome indicators are the most important type of indicator, according to Manageware, because they show program results, effectiveness, and impact. Efficiency indicators are important because they measure productivity. Without a mix of performance indicators in the executive budget, an external user does not ha~e sufficient information to judge the overall performance of the program. In addition to the 43 indicators (which are all reported in tabular form), the executive budget includes some narrative text that ts labeled as "outcome indicators." This information is about savings achieved by refinancing bonds in fiscal year 1995-96. We did not include this information in our assessment of indicators because the work effort upon which the performance is based occurred in the past, with the benefits derived from that work effort extending for several years into the future. In another context, this type of information might provide useful performance indicators. However, in its current context, it does not. Exhibit 3-4 on page 58 summarizes the results of comparing the Debt Management Program's performance data to the established criteria. 
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Exhibit 3-4 Results of Comparing Debt Management Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Does not clearly identify customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goals ~ 3 of 3 are consistent with program and Office of State Treasurer mission ~ 0 of 3 provides direction ~ 3 of 3 reflect destination Objectives ~ 11 of 11 are consistent with goals ~ 2 of 11 are fully measurable ~ 1 of 11 is partially measurable ~ 1 of 11 is timebound ~ 8 of 11 specify desired end results Performance Indicators ~ 2 of 43 measure progress toward objectives ~ 42 of 43 are consistent with objectives ~ 27 of 43 are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Recommendation 3.2 Department of the Treasury and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the Debt Management Program are corrected. Specifically, we recommend that they: 
a. 
b. 
Update the mission to clearly identify the program's customers. Add language to the goals that will show a sense of direction on how to address the program mission. 
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Objectives and Performance Indicators for Investment Management Program Need Improvement 

d 
Ensure that all objectives are measurable and timebound. They should provide specific levels of desired performance and time tables for accomplishment. Split Objectives #1 and #2 into two and three objectives, respectively. This would make each objective more specific and describe the exact results that are sought. Splitting these objectives will also help ensure that performance indicators relate more directly and easily to the objectives, resulting in better measurement of progress made toward each of the objectives. Ensure that all performance indicators are consistent with the objectives and measure progress made toward the objectives. In particular, each indicator should correspond to a particular objective and should show whether that objective has been accomplished. Ensure that all performance indicators are clear and easily understood. Include a mix of performance indicators in the executive budget and/or supporting document that covers all aspects of the program's performance, including at least one outcome for each objective. Implementing this recommendation would help provide clearer and more complete information for legislators and others to use in budgetary decision making. 

The Investment Management Program's mission and goals as reported in the 1997-98 executive budget meet all of the established criteria. However, the objectives do not. None of the objectives are measurable or timebound, and five have no corresponding performance indicators reported. In addition, the program does not have a mix of performance indicators reported. For these reasons, the objectives and performance indicators do not collectively provide sufficient information about program performance to use in budgetary decision making. 
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The performance data for the Investment Management Program are presented in Appendix D. A summary of our analysis of the performance data is presented in the following paragraphs. Mission. As previously stated, the mission reported for the Investment Management Program meets all of the established criteria. That is, it identifies the overall purpose of the program, identifies the customers served by the program, and is organizationally acceptable. It is also consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget can determine the purpose of this program and whom it is supposed to serve. 
Goals. The two goals reported for this program meet all of the established criteria. The goals are consistent with the program and Office of State Treasurer missions, they provide a sense of direction on how to address the missions, and they reflect the destination toward which the program is striving. Therefore, these goals provide useful information to legislators and other users of the executive budget on how the program mission will be addressed. Objectives. The nine objectives reported for the Investment Management Program do not meet all of the established criteria. All nine objectives specify desired end results, and seven (77.8%) are consistent with the goals of the program. However, none of the objectives are measurable or timebound. As a result, they are not useful for tracking specific program accomplishments. The two objectives that are not consistent with the program goals are #7 and #8. Objective #7 deals with economic development, which has nothing to do with the program's goals of maximizing investment returns on Treasury funds or minimizing tax payments for state citizens. Objective #8, which deals with giving investment and asset management assistance to state and local governmental units, is also not entirely consistent with the program goals, which deal strictly with investment of state funds. An example of an objective that is not measurable or time- bound is Objective #3. This objective says that the Investment Management Program will enhance investment returns and reduce investment risk to the state general fund. This objective is not measurable because it doe~ nol include a target level of desired performance for investment returns or reduced investment risks. It is not timebound because it does not have a target date for completion. The objective could be improved, for instance, by 
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saying that the program will increase investment returns by "X" percent during fiscal year 1997-98. Without specific targets and time frames for accomplishment, program managers have no clear benchmarks against which to measure progress made by the program. In addition, legislators and other users of the executive budget may not be able to tell what the program intends to achieve within a given time frame. Finally, the executive budget presents the nine objectives in a long list with each objective separated by a semicolon. Performance indicators follow this list of objectives, but each indicator does not clearly correspond to the appropriate objective. For the purposes of our analysis, we tried to link the indicators to specific objectives. We found that only Objectives #I, 5, 7, and 8 have performance indicators that relate to them. In addition, four indicators (#9a, 9b, 9c and 90 appear to simultaneously relate to two objectives. Without a clear relation between objectives and indicators, users of the executive budget may become confused about which of the target areas are being addressed. Performance Indicators. Overs11, the 22 performance indicators reported for the Investment Management Program do not provide useful information for budgetary decision making. All 22 indicators are consistent with the objectives, and all are clear and easy to understand. However, performance indicators should measure progress made toward objectives, and none do so because none of the objectives are measurable. That is, the objectives contain no specific targets for accomplishment. As a result, this program's indicators do not measure progress toward achieving the stated objectives. Furthermore, there is not a balanced mix of indicator types reported. Therefore, overall, the reported indicators provide little information that describes overall program performance. Of the 22 indicators reported, 9 are inputs, 1 is output, 10 are outcomes, and 2 are quality indicators. The program has no efficiency indicators reported. Efficiency indicators are important because they measure cost-effectiveness and productivity. Manageware stresses the need for a balanced mix of indicators. Without a mix of performance indicators in the executive budget, an external user does not have sufficient information to judge the overall performance of this program in meeting ~ts objectives. We do commend the agency, however, on developing 10 outcome measures for this program because outcome md~calors are the most important type of indicator. 
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Nine of the performance indicators are reported in narrative format as opposed to table format. Also, four of these narrative indicators duplicate indicators presented in a table. The narrative indicators are reported along with additional explanatory information. Although explanatory data are helpful for putting indicators in proper context, it is difficult to distinguish between the indicators and the explanatory dala because it is all presented together in narrative format. GASB recommends including explanatory data because they help explain variations in performance. However, GASB also suggests that indicators be presented clearly, in a comprehensive table format, with explanatory data included at the end of the table. Exhibit 3-5 below summarizes the resuks of comparing the performance data of the Investment Management Program to the established criteria. 

Exhibit 3-5 Results of Comparing Investment Management Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goais ~ 2 of 2 are consistent with program and Office of State Treasurer mission ~ 2 of 2 provide direction/reflect destination Objectives ~ 7 of 9 are consistent with goals ~ 0 of 9 is measurable ~ 0 of 9 is timebound ~ 9 of 9 specify desired end results Performance Indicators ~ 0 of 22 measures progress toward objective ~ 22 of 22 are consistent with the objective ~ 22 of 22 are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff'from results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 
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Little Performance Data Reported for Interim Emergency Board 

Recommendation 
3.5 Department of the Treasury and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the Investment Management Program are corrected. Specifically, we suggest that: a. All objectives reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document should be measurable and timebonnd. That is, they should contain specific target levels of desired performance and time tables for accomplishment. This will ensure that the objectives convey exactly what the program plans to achieve by certain dates. The objectives should also be consistent with the program goals. b. All performance indicators should measure progress made toward achieving the stated objectives. The executive budget and/or supporting document should also include a mix of performance indicator types to convey all aspects of program performance, including at least one outcome for each objective. c. Performance indicators reported in the executive budget and/or supporting document should he presented clearly, in a comprehensive table format, with explanatory data included at the end of the table, as suggested by GASB. Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information about program performance to legislators for use in budgetary decision making. 

The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the IEB Administrative Program provide little information that is useful for determining program accomplishments. The only piece of performance data reported is a mission. The mission provides useful information because it meets all criteria. However, because no goals, objectives, or performance indicators are reported, the accomplishments of the program cannot be determined. 
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The mission for the IEB Administrative Program is presented in Appendix D. A summary of our analysis is in the following paragraphs. Mission. The mission of the 1EB Administrative Program is to provide funds for emergencies not anticipated by the legislature. This mission is consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission regarding the receipt, custody, investment, and disbursement of state funds. It also identifies the overall purpose of the program, identifies the customers served by the program, and is organizationally acceptable. As a result, legislators and other users of the executive budget can tell the purpose of this program and whom it is supposed to serve. Goals, Objectives, and Performance Indicators. As previously mentioned, the executive budget reports no goals, objectives, or performance indicators for the IEB Administrative Program. Without goals, legislators and other decision-makers cannot determine how the program intends to address its mission. The mission exists as a general statement of intention, with no explanation of how it will be put into practice. Also, when a progran~ has no goals, it lacks information that would help develop objectwes that function with the goals as part of a coordinated system of performance measurement. The executive budget expressly states that no objectives were provided for the IEB Administrative Program. When a program lacks objectives, legislators and other users of the program's performance data have no basis for knowing the measurable ends that are to be achieved by the program, when the program expects to accomplish those ends, and what the results of accomplishing those ends are to be. The executive budget also expressly states that no performance indicators were provided for the IEB Administrative Program. When a program has no performance indicators, there is no way to tell if the program is accomplishing its objectives. We discussed the lack of performance data with the IEB staffperson. She agreed that there are no goals, objectives, and indicators. She also said that the IEB has no operational plan, and that the IEB, by its very nature and mission, cannot predict when or how often emergencies will occur. She also said that she has no staff, knowledge, or skills to develop these data. 
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We also spoke with the OPB planning analyst for the Department of the Treasury. She said that she has discussed formulating goals, objectives, and performance indicators with IEB and has requested certain information from IEB. However, she said that no progress has been made to date in developing the performance data. According to the analyst, this is primarily because of the nature oflEB in dealing with emergencies, which are unpredictable. She also said that OPB expects no change in the performance data reported for the 1EB in the 1998-99 executive budget. The lack of goals, objectives, and performance indicators reported in the 1997-98 executive budget means that there is not enough information to enable an external user to make informed decisions about this program's performance. Exhibit 3-6 below summarizes our assessment of the IEB Administrative Program. 

Exhibit 3-6 Results of Comparing Interim Emergency Board Administrative Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Identifies customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goals ~ None reported Objectives ~ None reported Performance Indicators ~ None reported Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's stafffrom results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Recommendation 3.7 IEB and OPB staffs should continue to work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the IEB Administrative Program are corrected. Specifically, we recommend that they develop: 
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State Group Benefits Program Performance Data Need Improvement 

a 
b 
Goals that relate to the program mission and provide information on how the mission will be achieved. Objectives that relate to the program goals and set specific, measurable, timebound targets for accomplishment. Performance indicators that relate to the program objectives and measure progress toward achieving the objectives. Implementing this recommendation will help provide clearer and more complete information about the IEB's performance for use in budgetary decision making. 

The performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget for the SGBP need improvement. The mission meets most of the criteria but is not consistent with the mission of the Office of State Treasurer. The goal meets some of the criteria but is incomplete. The objective is not measurable or timebound, and the executive budget does not report a mix of performance indicators. Because of these deficiencies, the performance data may not be useful for budgetary decision making. The performance data for this program are presented in Appendix D. A summary of our analysis of this performance data is in the following paragraphs. Mission. As mentioned above, the mission reported for SGBP Js not consistent with the Office of State Treasurer mission. The SGBP mission is to provide group health and accident benefits and life insurance to state, school board, and participating political subdivision retirees and their dependents, and to administer a Section 125 Cafeteria Plan. This mission is not consistent with the Office of State Treasurer's mission of receipt, custody, investment, and disbursement of public funds for the state. The Office of State Treasurer mission does not include anything about providing group health and accident benefits and life insurance benefits. ]'he SGBP mission does identify the overall purpose of the program, and it is orgamzationally acceptable. However, it does not identify all customers served by the program. That is, it does 
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not identify current governmental employees as customers, although R.S. 42 821 and R.S. 42:851 do include current employees as customers. Instead the mission only says that the program provides life, accident, and health benefits to retirees and their dependents. The incomplete nature of the mission tn identifying all clients could lead to misunderstanding among legislators as to whom the program serves. It could also cause legislators to believe the program is not meeting the express intent of the law with regard to those served by the program. Goal. The goal reported for this program is consistent with the program mission. The goal also provides a sense of direction on how to address the mission and reflects the destination toward which the program is striving. However, the goal is incomplete because it does not address life insurance, which is a major program responsibility. The omission ofhfe insurance in the goal may cause legislators to believe that the program does not consider this responsibility to be important or that the program is not pursuing that part of its mission. Objective. The sole objective reported in the executive budget for SGBP does not provide useful information about the targeted accomplishments of the program. First, the objective is made up of three distinct issues or parts. It is difficult to tell which part is addressed by which performance indicator. These issues would be better addressed as three separate objectives. In addition, none of the three parts are measurable or timebound. There is nothing in the objective that contains a specific, targeted level of performance to be achieved within a certain time frame, and key terms such as "timely" and "accurate" are not defined. Measurable and timebound objectives tell legislators and other users of the executive budget what results x~ll be achieved and when. Finally, only one of the parts of the objecuve has performance indicators associated with it. Without performance indicators, legislators and other users of the executive budget cannot tell whether the objective is being achieved. Performance Indicators. The performance indicators reported for this program collectively do not provide useful information about program performance for legislators and other external decision-makers. Although the indicators are easy to understand, none of them measure progress toward the objective because the objective is not measurable. If the objective were improved, the indicators might measure progress made toward the improved objective In addition, only one of nine performance indicators (11.1%) is directly related to the objective. This is 



Page 68 Department of the Treasury 
indicator #5, the average turnaround time for claim payment. For the other eight indicators, there is no clear relationship between the indicators and the objective. Finally, the performance indicators do not communicate the program's impact because there are no outcome indicators reported. There are four inputs, four outputs, and one efficiency indicator. Outcome indicators are the most important because they measure results and assess program impact and effectiveness. For these reasons, the performance data reported in the 1997-98 executive budget collectively do not provide enough information to enable an external user to make informed decisions about SGBP's performance. Exhibit 3-7 on the following page shows the results of comparing SGBP's performance data to the established criteria. For purposes of our analysis, we split the objective into three parts. 
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Exhibit 3-7 Results of Comparing State Group Benefits Program Performance Data to Established Criteria Mission ~ Is not consistent with Office of State Treasurer mission ~ Identifies purpose ~ Does not identify all customers ~ Is organizationally acceptable Goal ~ Is consistent with mission, although could be expanded to include economic impact due to loss of life (life insurance) ~ Provides direction/reflects destination O~e~we ~ 3 of 3 parts are consistent with goal ~ 0 of 3 parts is measurable ~ 0 of 3 parts is timebound ~ 1 of 3 parts specifies desired end result ~ 1 of 3 partshas corresponding performance indicators Performance Indicators ~ 0 of 9 measures progress toward objective ~ 1 of 9 is consistent with objective ~ 9 of 9 are clear and easily understood Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff from results of comparison of 1997-98 executive budget performance data to criteria in Exhibit 3-1. 

Recommendation 
3.7 SGBP and OPB staffs should work together to ensure that the specific deficiencies we identified for the SGBP are corrected. Specifically, they should ensure that: 



Page 70 Department of the TreastuT 

Retirement Systems Need Performance Data 

The mission identifies all of the customers, including current governmental employees, served by the program. The goal addresses life insurance, a major program responsibility, as well as the other mandated coverages. The objective is split into three separate objectives. Each one should be measurable and timebound, and each one should have performance indicators associated with it. The staffs may also wish to develop other objectives, as well. The performance indicators measure progress made toward achieving the objectives. Each indicator should dearly relate to a particular objective, and there should he a mix of performance indicators reported, including at least one outcome indicator for each objective. Implementing this recommendation would help provide clearer and more complete information to legislators for use in budgetary decision making. 

The 1997-98 executive budget does not contain any missions, goals, objectives, or performance indicators for the four state retirement systems listed on page 35 in Chapter 2. The retirement systems are not subject to the same budget process as the department. Instead they are required by R.S. 39:81(B) to submit their annual operating budgets to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget. Therefore, their operating budgets are not included in the executive budget. However, the retirement systems are required by Act 1100 of 1995 (R.S. 24:522) to develop performance data. Act 1100 says, in part, that all state agencies shall develop specific goals and objectives for each of their programs to include measures of performance. Attorney General Opinion 93-676 says that the state retirement systems are considered to be state agencies. Therefore, the retirement systems are required to follow the provision of Act 1100 requiring that performance data be developed. 
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We interviewed officials of the four retirement systems concerning this issue. The officials of all four systems acknowledged that this provision of Act 1100 does apply to the retirement systems. They said that they do have some data available on investment returns, but they have not formally developed performance data that comply with Act 1100. The School Employees' Retirement System stated that it plans to draft goals, objectives, and performance indicators this year. Without goals, objectives, or performance indicators, it is difficult to determine the performance of the retirement systems' operations. 

Recommendation 
3.7 The staffs of the four state retirement systems should develop performance data (including missions, goals, objectives, and performance indicators) that are in conformity with the criteria listed in Exhibit 3-1. They should seek input from their legislative oversight committees as to types of performance data desired. Implementing this recommendation would help ensure compliance with the mandates of R.S. 24:522(D)(2). It would also help ensure the usefulness of the data to those legislators charged with overseeing the systems. 
Matter for Legislative Consideration 
3.1 The legislature may wish to require that the four state retirement systems report performance data to the Joint Legislative Committee on the Budget as part of their annual budget submission. The legislature may also wish to require that the performance data be reported to the House and Senate Retirement Committees. This would provide the legislative oversight bodies with detailed information on the operational performance of the systems for use in the committees' oversight and budgetary responsibilities. 
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California, State of--California State Auditor. California Conservation Corps." Further Revisions WouM Improve Its Performance-Based Budgeting Plan. October 1996. Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation. Effectiveness: Reporting and Auditing in the Pubhc 5'c~tor. 1987. Canadian Comprehensive Auditing Foundation. Effectiveness: Putting Theory Into Practice 1993. Craymer, Dale K. and Albert Hawkins. Texas Tomorrow: Strategic Planning and Performance Budgeting. October 1993. Government Accounting Standards Board Service Efforts and Accomplishments Reporting: its" Time Has Come--An Overview. September 1990. Louisiana, State of-Office of Legislative Auditor. lom~*ana'sPlanning, Budgeting, and Program E~ ahmnon System. February 1995 Louisiana, State of--Office of Legislative Auditor. Boards, Commissions, andLike Entities Report to the Legislature. April 1997. Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs/The University of Texas at Austin. Managing for Results: Performance Measures in Government. Conference Proceedings. March 1994 Minnesota State of--Office of the Legislative Auditor A series of reports that comment on state agencies' 1994 annual performance reports. 1995. Office of Planning and Budget, Division of Administration. Mata#,,e~Jare: A Practical Guide to Managing for Results. January 1996. Office of Planning and Budget, Division &Administration. Manageware: Strategic Management Manual for the State of Louisiana. November 1991. Oregon, State of--Secretary of S~ate Audits Division. Service Efforts and Accomplishments. (Report No. 95-33) August ]l, 1995. Portland-Multnomah County Progress Board. Portland-Multnomah County Benchmarks" - Standards for Measuring ( "ommumty Progress and Government Performance. January 1994. Texas, State of--Governor's Office of Budget and Planning. Instructions for Preparing and Submitting Agenc) So ateglc Plans for the 1992-1998 Period. January 1992. 
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Texas, State of--Governor's ONce of Budget and Plannmg Detailedlnstructionsfor Preparing and Submitting Requests for Legislative Appw~prtatlom [or the Biennium Beginning September 1, 1993 -Executive, Administrative, Human .~ervtce and Selected Public Education Agencies. June 1992. Texas, State of--State Auditor's ONce. Accurate andAppropriate Performance Measures Are the Foundation of Tomorrow's Texas. February 1992. Texas, State of--State Auditor's ONce. Accurate and Appropriate Performance Measures Are the Foundation of Tomorrow's Texas. June 1992. United States General Accounting ONce, Comptroller General of the United States. Executive Guide." Effectively lmplementing the Government Performance and Results Act. June 1996. 
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Appendix C 
Comparison of Missions and Goals Reported for Department of the Treasury and State Employees Group Benefits Program 
to Their Legal Authority 



Appendix C: Comparison of Missions and Goals Reported for Department of the Treasury and State Employees Group Benefits Program to Their Legal Authority 
Budget Unit/Pro~am Mission and Goal(s) Legal AuthoriW Office of State Mission: The Department of Treasury is CONST. Art. IV, See.. 9: The treasurer shall Treasurer Budget responsible for the receipt, custody, be responsible for the custody, investment, Un~ mvestmenl, and disbursement of public funds and disbursement of the public funds of the for the state slate, except as otherwise provided by the constitution. 1LS. 49:307(1)" The slate treasurer shall... receive and safcl~ keep all the monies of this slate, not exprcssl~ required by law to be received and kept bv some other person. Ofice of State Mission: To provide the leadership, support, ILS. 36:763: The slate treasurer is the Treasurer Budget and oversight necessary to manage, direct, executive head and chief administmtive Unit: and ensure the effective and efficient officer of the Depamnent of the Treasury and Administrative operation of the Financial Accountability and shall have the responsibility for the policies Program Control Program, the Debt Management of the departrnenl .. and for the Program, and the Investment Management administrallon control, and operation of the Program. functions progr,ans, and affairs of the Goal: To ensure the effective management department of the Treasury Department through policy R.S, 36:764(4); The state treasurer is development, communication, and empowered to organize, plan, supervise, dissemination of information, provision of administer, execute, and be responsible for legal services and support, and the overall the functions and programs vested in the coordination of all programs in the department. Department of Treasury. ILS. 36:761(C)(1): The Department of Treasury shall be composed of the executive office of the slate treasurer, the office of management and finance, the office of the Slate Bond Commission, the office of depository control and investment, and such other offices as shall be created by law. R,S, 36:764(B)(1)(a)(i): Empowers the state treasurer to employ, appoint, remove, assign, and promote such personnel as is necessary for the efficient administration of the executive office of the slate treasurer and the performance of its powers, duties, functions, and responsibilities, and other such personnel ! who are not assigned to an office, as may be necessary for the efficient administration of the department and for the performance of the responsibilities, powers, duties, and functions of the agencies transferred to it. 



Department of the Treasury 
Budget Unit/Program Mission anti Goal(s) Legal Aodiont~ Office of State Mission: qo perform tasks to accomplish CONST Art. IV Sec. 9" The treasurer... Treasurer Budget constitutional requirements thai the treasurer shall be respunsablc for the custody, Unit: Financial maintain custody and the safety of taxpayers' investment, and disbursement of the public Accountability monies and to assure that those monies are funds of the state (except as otherwise and Control disbursed out of the slate treasury in provided). Program accordance with constitutional and statutory ILS. 36:766 gives the deputy state treasurer, law. who directs and manages this office, Goals: None. responsibility for accounting and other internal functions, as well as additional duties assigned to him by the treasurer. These functions include accounting and budget control, procurement and contract management, management and program analysis, data processing, personnel management, and grants management for the department and all agencies transferred to it. Office of State Mission: To monitor, regulate, and CONST. Art. VII, Sec. 8 01): No bonds or Treasurer Budget coordinate state and local debt and other obligations shall be issued or sold by the Unit: Debt related fimctions, as mandated by the state, directly or through any stated board, Management constitution and laws oflhe Slate of agency or commission, or by any political Program Louisiana. subdivision of the state, unless prior written Goals: approval of the bond commission is obtained. (1) To mur~ge slate debt in an orderly and R.S. 36:768: The Office of the State Bond efficient manner. Commission shall perform the functions of (2) To improve the process for local debt the state relating to the management, analysis, oversight and control of state debt. (3) To provide quality service to state and ILS. 39:1404: "The state treasurer shall local governments. advise the State Bond Commission, the governor, the legislature and other public officials with respect to the issuance ofbunds and all other related matters; and shall provide information to rating services, financial institutions and other prospective bond buyers, other interested persons and the general public on all matters relating to the issuance and sale of bunds, the debt structure and the management of the debt of the State of Louisiana and all of its boards, departmetus, commissions, authorities and agencies. The state treasurer shall organize and administer, within the office of the state treasurer a State Debt M,magcmetu Section and shall select such ~tsslsl.mls as are considered necessary by runt to carry out the responsibilities imposed on him hereby." ILS. 39:1405 provides that no agency shall incur debt exempt from federal taxation to finance a project without the bond commission's approval. 



Appendix C: Missions Contrasted With Lcg, d ~uthority C.3 
Budget Umt/Prozs,on Mission and Goal(s) Legal AuthorLty Office of State Mission: To invest state funds deposited in CONST. Art VII Sec. 13 provides that all Treasurer Budget the State Treasury in a prudent manner money in the custod5 of the state treasurer Unit: Investment consistent with the eash needs of the s~31e, the which is available for investment shall be Management directives of the constitution and state invested as provided by law. Program legislature, and the guidelines and R.S. 36:768(C): The office of state requirements of various funds under depository control and investment shall management. perform the functions of the state treasurer Goals: relating to acennnting and fiscal control and (1) To maximize returns while investing in depository control of all funds deposited in permissible investments and within prudent the state Ireasury or otherwise received by the constraints. state treasurer, administering the state's cash (2) To minimize the amount of tax dollars flow management program, investment of necessary to provide benefits to Lonisianians state funds, and assisting the retirement by increasing the amount of funds earned systems transferred to the department with from investments. their investment programs. R.S. 49:327(A) states that it is in the best interest of the state of Loinsiena to maximize the return on the investments made by the state treasurer. R.S. 49:327(B)(5)Co) says investment goals are sMelx of principal first, liquidity second, and ~teld third. Interim Mission: To provide funds for emergency CONST. Art VII See.. 7(B): Between Emergency events or occurrences not reasonably sess,orts of the legislature, when the board by Board Budget anticipated by the legislature. majority vote determines that an emergency Unit: exists, it tnay appropriate from the state Administrative general fund or borrow on the full faith and Program credit of the state an amount to meet the emergency.., an emergency is an event or occurrence not reasonably anticipated by the legislature. R.S. 39:46Ll(A)(1): Whenever, in accordance with the provisions of Article VII, Section 7 of the Constitation of 1974, the interim emergency board is of the opinion that an emergcucy exists which justifies the appropriation of funds from the state general fund orthe borrowing of funds on the full faith and credit of the stale in order to meet the emergency, it shall request by letter the written consent of two-thirds of the elected members of each hoarse of the legislature. (2) An "emergency" is an event or occurrence not reasonably anticipated by the legislature. 



Page C.4 Department of the Treasury 
Budget Unit/Prod-am Mt,,sJon and Goal(s) Legal Authority Ancillary Mission: To prox idc group health and ILS. 42:821(A)(1)(a): "The Slate of Appropriations - accident benefits and life ,nsarance to slate, Louisiana, through the Board of Trustees of Internal Service school board, and participating political the State Employees Group Benefits Fund, State subdivision retirees and their dependents, and Program, and each of its governmental and Employees to administer a Section 125 Cafeteria Plan. administrative subdivisions, departments, or Group Benefits Goal: To provide affordable benefits to agencies of the executive, legislative, or Program Budget indemnify its plan members against the udicial branches, and the governing boards Unit: State economic impact of long-term illnesses and and authorities of each state university, Group Benefits hospitalization. college, or each public elementary and Program secondary school system in this slate are authorized to: (i) Procure private contracts of group life and group accidental death and dismemberment insurance covering their respective employees, officials, and department heads or any class or classes thereof, and the dependents of such employees, officials, or department heads or; (ii) Adopt, administer, or operate or contract for all or a portion of the administration. operation, or both, of a self-funded program for that purpose." ILS. 42:851(A)(1)(a) has identical provisions except for (i): "... group health, accident, accidental death and dismemberment, and hospital, surgical, or medical expense benefits;" Both statutes above define "employee" as: (i) A classified or unclassified slate civil service employee; (ii) A retiree as defined by the rules and regulations of the Board of Trustees of the State Employees Group Benefits Program; (iii) Aperson who is eligible to receive fifty percent of the insurance premium and receive at least fifty percent of his salary from slate or federal funds; (iv) A full-time employee of a school board whose salary is paid entirely from local school board funds, if the school board elects to pay one-half of the insurance premium for the employee; (v) Any other state or school system employee who is not otherwise eligible and who works at least thirty hours per week on a regular basis; (vi) A district supervisor or a district employee or a retired district supervisor or a retired district employee of a soil and water conservation district. (vii) Any parish judge paid in part or in full by the state. ILS. 42:874(A)(11) provides that SEGBP's board is empowered "To administer or provide for the administration of an Internal Revenue Service qualified cafeteria plan;" ILS. 874 (A)(10)(a) empowers the board to "To negotiate contracts under the provisions 
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Analysis of Performance Data Reported in 1997-98 Executive Budget for Department of the Treasury 

and State Employees Group Benefits Program 
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Appendix E 
Currently Authorized Special Funds With Zero Balances and No Revenue or Expenditures for Fiscal Year 1996-97 



Appendix E: Currently Authorized Special Funds With Zero Balances and No Revenue or Expenditures for Fiscal Year 1996-97 
Legal Description Purpose Authority Created 1. Board of Commissioners of To regulate the commerce and traffic of the R.S. 34:215 11/4/30 the Lake Charles Harbor Lake Charles Harbor and Terminal District in R.S. 34:202 and Terminal District Fund the best interest of the public, to dredge and R.S. 34:203 maintain shipways, channels, and turning basins, to establish and maintain navigable waterway systems, to acquire and purchase land that might be necessary for the business of the district, to lease or sublease for processing and manufacturing purposes lands or buildings owned or acquired by the dislrict, to borrow from any person or corporation using or renting land, enough money to make improvements. 2. General Highway Fund To be used for the construction, maintenance, R.S. 48:161-163 11/4/52 and repair of public highways; to pay Department of Transportation and Development expenses, including compensation of its olTlcers and employees, and the performance of its duties and functions 3. Louisiana Board of To provide for the operating expenses of the R.S. 37:2804 7/31/74 Chiropractic Examiners board and other expenses incurred in R.S. 37:2809 Fund administering the Chapter governing the chiropractic profession 4. Louisiana State Wildlife To defray the expense of maintaining, policing R.S.56:799 10/1/76 Refuge and Game Preserve and improving the Lomslana State Wildlife Fund Refuge and Game Preserve. Half the moneys in the fund go into a trust. When the trust reaches a self-sustaining amount of $5 million, interest from the trust is used to maintain, police, and improve the preserve. All revenues generated from the preserve are then credited to the general fund. 5. Tax Surplus Fund To be used for the purpose of making tax R.S. 47:5008 7/18/79 refunds. R.S. 47:5009 6. Louisiana Soybean and To promote the growth and development of the R.S. 3:551.31- 6/9/80 Grain Research and soybean, wheat, corn, and grain sorghum 3:551.36 Promotion Board Fund industries in Louisiana by research and advertisement, thereby promoting the general welfare of the people of this state. 7. Louisiana Auctioneers' To be composed of fees paid to the board, which R.S. 37:3119 9/3/84 Licensing Board Fund performs various duties related to the licensure R.S. 37:3112 of auctioneers and auction houses. R.S. 37:3101 



Page E 2 Department ofthe Treasury 
Legal Description Purpose Authority Created 8. Louisiana State Board of To be used for the programs and purposes of the R.S. 37:3295 1/1/85 Private Security Examiners board. The board performs various activities to R.S. 37:3274 Fund regulate the profession. 9. Stewardship Account To provide for the proper management of lands R.S. 56:1922 7/9/88 acquired by the Department of Wildlife and R.S 56:1924 Fisheries for the state's portfolio of natural lands, state parks, state forests, and wildlife and fishery management areas. 10. MinorityHealthPro~ssions To provide scholarships and loans to students R.S. 17:3044.5 9/9/88 E~c~unFund from underrepresented minority groups who are accepted to or enrolled in schools of medicine, dentistry, and nursing and only in the amounts appropriated by the legislature. 11. Homeless Relief Fund To match funds from local communities on a 50 R.S. 46:585 9/9/88 percent state and 50 percent local ratio basis to assist local entities in funding relief programs for the homeless. 12. Small Contract Bond Fund To offset future defaults which may arise under R.S. 38:2216(E) 9/3/89 the program, subject to legislative appropriation. 13. Louisiana University To provide for salaries or salary supplements or R.S. 17:3129.5 9/3/89 Faculty Incentive Fund other expenses directly related to scholarly work for eligible faculty members at the university. 14. Louisiana Indigent Health To expand Medicaid eligibility for the indigent, R.S. 40:2193.2 9/3/89 Care Trust Fund to promote alternative health care delivery R.S. 40:2193.5 systems, to supplement and enhance the scope of Medicaid coverage, to increase reimbursement to providers to assure access to care, to provide for nonrecurring expenditures necessary when existing programs do not cover the health needs of the indigent. 15. Louisiana Indigent Health I To create a permanent fund to serve the above R.S. 40:2193 5(2) 9/3/89 Care Trust Fund-- theuLouisianawIndigentcHealth CaremTrustffund is Permanent Fund set aside to form the permanent fund. 16. Transportation I To be used solely to fund the Transportation R.S. 47:820.2 111190 Infrastructure Model for Infrastructure Model for Economic Economic Development i Development program through the Department Account of Transportation and Development. 17. Louisiana Rice Promolion To promote the growth and development of the R.S. 3:551.62 7/1/91 Board Fund rice industry in Louisiana by promotion of rice, R.S. 3.551.64 thereby promoting the general welfare of the people of this state. 
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Legal Description Purpose Authority Created 18. Coastal Environment To provide for coastal environmental protection R.S. 30:313-316 7/17/91 Protection Trust Fund through the following activities: development and implementation of the annual coastal environmental protection plan, pilot projects for protection and restoration of coastal features or habitats and research into coastal environmental problems. To match monies for federal, local, or private funds for programs or projects. 19. Louisiana Opportumty Loan To provide low-interest educational loans to R.S 17'3045 2(A) 7/22/91 Fund middle-income students. R.S 17:3045 20. Health Professional To meet the emergency resulting from a R.S. 40:1300.1 9/6/91 Development Fund shortage of medical doctors and nurses in health R.S. 40:1300.6 manpower areas in the state, to increase the number of primary practitioners in shortage areas lhrough loan repayment and scholarship programs, and a physician retention and recruilment program. 21 Used Oil Recycling Trust To provide technical assistance, grants, R.S. 30:2417 9/6/91 Fund subsidies and loans to local government, as well as technical assistance and incentives to nongovernment collection or recycling facilities, to encourage the collection, reuse, and proper disposal of used oil; to provide for public education and research. 22. Higher Education Louisiana To endow professorships or facilities Const. Art. VII 10/19/91 Partnership Fund construction of renovation totaling $100,000 or Sect. 10.4 more; to endow undergraduate scholarships, library acquisitions, laboratory enhancement or research and equipment acquisitions totaling $50,000 or more. 23. Fund for the Louisiana State To be used for the programs and purposes of the R.S. 37:3523(A) 8/21/92 Board of Private board. The board performs various activities to R.S. 37:3505 Investigator Examiners regulate the profession. 24. Quality Science and To provide a permanent basis for the acquisition R.S 17:373(A)(1) 8/21/92 Mathematics Trust Fund of science and mathematics supplies and equipment. 25. Quality Science and To provide a mechanism by which a continuous R.S. 17:373(BX1) 8/21/92 Mathematics Equipping supply of appropriate supplies and materials can R S. 17.371(B) Fund be obtained, maintained and made available to those teachers ready and able to provide their students with appropriate and challenging instruction in science and mathematics. 26. Louisiana Endowment Fund To provide challenge grants which shall be R.S. 17:3384 8/21/92 for Eminent Scholars administered by the Board of Regents. Each university shall establish its own Eminent Scholars Fund for each challenge grant as a depository for private contributions and state matching funds. 
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Legal Description Purpose Authority Created 27. Community Based & Rural To provide services to indigent or low-income R.S. 40:2195.2 8/21/92 Health Care Fund citizens in local communities and rural areas. 28. Louisiana Board of To be used for the programs and purposes of the R.S. 37:3562(F) 9/1/92 Massage Therapy Fund board. The board performs various activities to R.S. 37:3555 regulate the profession. 29. Louisiana Welcome Center To finance capital improvements at welcome R.S. 51:1262.1 8/15/93 Improvement Fund centers in the state, subject to appropriation by the legislature. 30. Office of Motur Vehicles To fundtheopemfiouofthe office ofmotur R.S. 32:412(H) 8/15/93 Testing Fund vehicles. 31. Lead Hazard Reduction To provide for programs and activities designed R.S. 30:2351 8115193 Fund to protect the health and welfare of Louisiana R.S. 30:2351.4l citizens through reduction of lead in the environment. 32. Louisiana Education To provide for the payment of obligations of the R.S. 17:3129.4 6/18/95 Tuition and Savings Fund Louisiana Tuifiun Trust Authority pursuant to R.S. 17:3099 tuition payment contracts; specifically, to make payments to beneficiaries, or to institutions of higher education on behalf of beneficiaries, and to make refunds. 33. Medicaid Access Trust To facilitate the slate purchase of private health R.S. 46:160.7 6/29/95 Fund insurance, benefit payment schedule plans, or managed care plans for participants and other individuals who are eligible for participation in the demonstration project. Monies may be designated as a source for state matching funds for federal monies. 34. St. Helena Parish Tourist To be used exclusively by the $1. Helena Parish R.S. 47:332.15 7/1/95 Commission Fund Tourist Commission. 35. Louisiana Inmate Arts Trust To provide Louisiana citizens who have been R.S. 46:2640 8/15/95 Fund the victims of crime an additional source of monies to assist them in recovery from the pecuniary loss suffered as the consequence of crime, and help defray expenses of the department in promoting and conducting such sales. 36. Louisiana SmallBusiness To provide financial resources for qualified R.S. 51:2321 8/15/95 Incubator Fund local entities, both private nonprofit and public, R.S. 51:2323 to establish, operate, or expand a small business incubator. 37. St. James Parish Enterprise To be used exclusively for the acquisition of R.S. 47:332.23 7/1/96 Fund land and the acquisition and/or construction of buildings for use as the St. James Convention Facility and other multipurpose buildings, including an agricultural arena and farmer's market. Source: Created by legislative auditor's staff from inlbrmation supplied by the De ,artment of the Treasury, Louisiana Revised Statutes, and the slate constitution. 
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KEN DUNCAN ~REASURE~ 
TREASURER OF THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

Daniel G. Kyle, PH.D Legislative Auditor Ottice of the Legislative Auditor Pint Office Box 94397 Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804 
RE: ACT 1100 OF 1995 Dear Dr.Kyle 

March 30. 1998 
P 0 ~0~44154 BAI'ON ROUOE, LA 70B04 (504) 34~ O0 I 0 

In connection with the audit of the Office of the Treasury ( Treasury ) pursuant lx~ Act 1100 of 1995 for fiscal year 1997-98, the tbllowing is the response of the Office ot! the Treasury to the audit report. First, I would like to reiterate to readers of this report that the State Group Benefits Program and the Interim Emergency Board are placed in the Treasury under the Executive Reorganization Act; however, these two entities were transferred pursuant to Section 801. l, with retention of all functions and 802, with retention of policy making and rulemaking tunctions, respectively. Thus, these entities are not induded in the mission statement of the Treasury. The management staff has worked m improve Office of the Treasury's missions, goals and objectives to provide its' clients and other responsible parties with a more meaningful operational plan each fiscal year. As a result, our operational plan tot fiscal year 1998-99 has addressed a majority of the recommendations pertaining to goals, objectives arul performance indicators. We appreciate the assistance provided by the Office of Planning and Budget to Treasury staff in the on-going process to improve each year's operational plan and to the legislative atldit team for their COltsideratiou of our heavy workload during this time of the year and in the professional manner in which the audit was conducted. Sincerely, d)~u Carl V. Berthelot First Assistant 
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~tate of ~oui~iana BOARD OF TRUSTEES STATE EMPLOYEES GROUP BENEFITS PROGRAM P O BOX 44036, CAPITOL STATION BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804 

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle, Legislative Auditor Office of the Legislative Auditor P. O. Box 94397 Baton Rouge, LA 70804 
Dear Dr. Kyle 

March 27, 1998 

RE: Au&l Response Program Authority and Performance Data 
I have reviewed the preliminary draft of the audit to the Program Authority and Performance Data that was performed on the Department of Treasury, including the State Employees Group Benefits Program. It appears that there were some concerns in the following areas: 

CONCERN' The mission statement does not identify all customers served by the program 
RESPONSE The mission statement for years prior to 1997/98 did include a listing of all the major client groups that are served by this Program. This was due to the words "active employees" being omitted from this statement and the error was not caught during the edit and review of the final Budget Request being submitted to the Office of Planning and Budget (OPB). This error has been brought to the attention of the staff at OPB and the correction will be incorporated into the 1998/99 Executive Budget 
CONCERN The mission of the Program is not consistent with the overall constitutional purpose of the Department of Treasury. 
RESPONSE The mission statement for the Program has been prepared separate from that prepared by the Department of the Treasury. This is a matter of legislative concern is in currently being addressed in the Special Legislative Session. 

An Eclual Opportunity Employer BATON ROUGE OFFICES-CLAIM SERVICE 504/925-6525 ~ T C D [ ER , )nly) 504/925-6770 ~ EXECUTIVE 504/925 6668 AREA OFFICES ALEXANDRIA 318/487-5731 ~ LAKE CH-'RLE~ ~18/475-8052 ~ MONROE 318/362-3435 NEW ORLEANS 504/626-2485 * '~HKE ErORT 318/676-7026 ] 0D Toil Free ~LA Ontyl 1 /800)-259-677 * i , ~3 1-(800) 272 8451 (LA Only) 



Dr. Daniel G. Kyle Page 2 CONCERN 
The goal reported for SGBP could be expanded to address life RESPONSE The Board of Trustees of the Program has addressed the Strategic Planning process and has adopted a new mission statement that will be incorporated into the Operational Plan for 1998/99 

CONCERN The objective and perfotmance mdtcators reported for SEGP do not collectively provide meanmghll information about pl ogram progress and accomplishments. RESPONSE 
The Board of Trustees has directed and aided the Program in starting into a more comprehensive Strategic Planning process. This strategic plan will include an updated Mission and Vision statement, as well as new goals, objectives and performance indicators. This plan will be submitted to the OPB by July 1, 1998. 
Ill can supply any additional information to you or your staffplease do not hesitate to contact me at (504) 925-6615 

BYM 
cc: Mr. James R. Plaisance Ms. Kaye G. Milliner 

tor 3 



Appendix I 
Four State Retirement Systems' 

Responses 
Louisiana State Employees' Retirement System Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana Louisiana School Employees' Retirement System State Police Pension and Retirement System 



 



TEACHERS' RETIREMENT SYSTEM OF LOUISIANA 8401 United Plaza Boulevard ~ 7080%7017 P. O. Box 94123 ~ Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9123 Telephone: (504) 925-6446 ~ TDD (504) 925-3653 http://www.trsl.state.la.us DIRECTOR James P. Hadiey, Jr. Gralg A. Luscambe Bon,taB. Brown March 30, 1998 BOARD W~ll~am "Bill" C. Baker, Ed.D, Board ChaJrman Retired Teachers Jerry J. Baudm, Ph.D, Board ~ce Cbmrman Colleges & UnNersltles Lawrence J. Moody, Jr, 1st District Eula M Beckwlth 2rid D~tnct Clyde F. Hamner 3rd DLstact S L. Slack 4th DcstTct Diane R. HoLLand 5th District James T Stewart 6th District Sheryl R Abshire 7th Distact Thomas W "Sonny" McCall Superintendents 

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE Office of the Legislative Auditor 1600 North Third Street Post Office Box 94397 Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397 Dear Dr. Kyle This letter is in response to the performance audit of the Department of the Treasury recently completed by your office. In reply to Recommendation 3-8 given in Chapter 3, the Teachers' Retirement System of Louisiana currently has available most of the performance information and goals listed in Exhibit 3-1 of the performance audit. We will restructure this information to meet the recommended format. Anne H E~ker Reh,ed Teachers Sincerely Syble F Jones School Food Service r=x OFFICIO Kenneth A. Duncan State Treasurer Francis C. Heltmeler Chairman, Senate Rebrement CommJttae Cecil J. Plcard State Superintendent of Education Victor T, Stally Chairman, House Retirement Committee GEN. COUNSEL WdhamT Reeves, Jr. EXEC, SECRETARY Uz Guidry-Salzan 

JPH/bjw 

Fax: 1504) 925-3944~dmin.. Fax: (504) 925-6366-Retirement ~ Fax: (504) 925-4258-Accounting ~ Fax: (504) 925-4255-1nvestment . Fax: (504) 925-6110-Audit Include social security number with correspondence ~ Teachers' Retirement System of LA is equal opportunity employer & complies with Americans with Disabilities Act. 



 



 



Appendix J 
Division of Administration, Office of Planning and Budget's 

Response 



M. J. "MIKE FOSI"ER, JR. GOVERNOR 
April 1, 1998 

State of Louisiana DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET 

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

MARK C. DRENNEN COMMISSIONER OF ADMINISTRATION 

Re: Analysis of Program Authority and Performance Data for Department of the Treasury 
Dear Dr. Kyle: Thank you for including members of our staff in the process of your office's performance audit of the Department of the Treasury. Our office generally agrees with audit recommendations regarding ways to improve planning and performance accountability for the Department of the Treasury. Some recommendations have already been included in the executive budget documents prepared for FY 1998-99. Further improvements are anticipated as the department completes its strategic planning process. 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 planning efforts. 
Sincerely 
Stephen R. Winham State Director of Planning and Budget SRW/CSL 

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


