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Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to summarize the Department of Environmental Quality’s (DEQ’s) performance for the reporting period (2005), to document how performance data are used and to analyze agency performance for each key performance measure legislatively approved for the 2005-07 biennium. The intended audience includes agency managers, legislators, fiscal and budget analysts and interested citizens.

1. PART I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY defines the scope of work addressed by this report and summarizes agency progress, challenges and resources used.

2. PART II: USING PERFORMANCE DATA identifies who was included in the agency’s performance measure development process and how the agency is managing for results, training staff and communicating performance data.
3. PART III: KEY MEASURE ANALYSIS analyzes agency progress in achieving each performance measure target and any corrective action that will be taken. This section, the bulk of the report, shows performance data in table and chart form.

KPM = Key Performance Measure

The acronym “KPM” is used throughout to indicate Key Performance Measures. Key performance measures are those highest-level, most outcome-oriented performance measures that are used to report externally to the legislature and interested citizens. Key performance measures communicate in quantitative terms how well the agency is achieving its mission and goals. Agencies may have additional, more detailed measures for internal management.  DEQ’s KPMs include several Oregon Benchmarks as well as the Executive Measures associated with the agency’s Strategic Priorities that reflect the highest priority, results-oriented measures of our work.
Oregon Shines

Oregon Shines is the state’s strategic plan, originally adopted in 1989, which includes the goal of protecting Oregon’s air and water quality.  Oregon Shines was last updated in 1996 (Oregon Shines II) to focus on three broad statewide goals; many of DEQ’s Key Performance Measures link to Goal 3, Healthy, sustainable surroundings, a long-term goal intended to balance the demands of a vital economy with the needs of sustainable, healthy ecosystems, as well as the broader state interest in providing and enhancing environmental protection.  The state is currently setting the stage for its third update to Oregon Shines.

OBM = Oregon Benchmark Measure
The Oregon Benchmarks were established in 1991 to measure the state’s progress towards its long term goals related to the quality of life in Oregon as articulated in Oregon Shines.  The Oregon Benchmarks provide the means of tracking our progress in realizing the state’s vision for solving economic, social and environmental problems.  The Benchmarks inform a broad array of policy-making and budget-related activities, and Oregon state agencies are required to link their key performance measures to them, where appropriate.  DEQ’s work is critical to the achievement of several statewide Oregon Benchmarks, and several of the state Benchmarks have been adopted as Key Performance Measures by the agency.  In the FY 2007-09 biennium, DEQ proposes to adopt three additional Benchmarks as KPMs, even though the achievement of these Benchmark measures is dependant on other partners and Oregon citizens.  DEQ is committed to tracking and reporting on our progress in achieving results related to Oregon’s environmental Benchmarks.

HLO = High-Level Outcome 

High-level outcomes are measurable indicators of societal well-being.  Oregon Benchmarks represent the high-level outcomes of the state organized into seven categories: economy, education, civic engagement, social support, public safety, community development and environment.  Agencies can define additional high-level outcomes pertinent to their mission.  DEQ established HLO #1, Percent of Oregon stream miles impaired – Oregon’s 303d list, which is supported by several Water Quality Key Performance Measures and Oregon Benchmarks.
Measures and Methods

Unless noted otherwise, performance measures and their method of measurement are consistent for all time periods reported.

	2005-07 KPM#
	2005-07 Key Performance Measures (KPMs) 
	Page #

	1
	ENFORCEMENT: Completion percentage for DEQ’s enforcement rule revision project.
	7

	2/

OBM 10a
	PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits issued within the target period.
	9

	3/

OBM 10b
	PERMIT TIMELINESS: Percentage of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 days.
	11

	4
	WATER QUALITY TMDLs: Cumulative percentage of waterbody segments with approved Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), according to the 2000 EPA consent decree.
	13

	5
	WATER QUALITY TMDLs:  Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TMDL has been approved.
	15

	6
	WATERSHED PERMITS: Percent of individual permits developed on a watershed basis.
	17

	7
	UPDATED PERMITS: Percent of total permits that are current.
	19

	8
	WATER REUSE: Percent of permitted wastewater treatment facilities that produce water for reuse.
	21

	9
	UMATILLA: Cumulative percent of chemical agent destroyed at Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility (UMCDF).
	23

	10
	TOXICS PREVENTION & REDUCTION: Pounds of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ’s reduction efforts.
	25

	11/

OBM 84
	CLEAN-UP: Percentage of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up.
	27

	12
	ABANDONED MINES: Cumulative number of abandoned mines assessed for toxic contaminants.
	29

	13
	ELECTRONIC ACCESS: Average number of web page-views per month.
	31

	14
	ERT:  This measure was under statewide revision during this reporting period; the new measure will be reported on in 2007 for FY 2006.
	--

	15/16
	CUSTOMER SATISFACTION: Percent of customers rating satisfaction with agency services above average or excellent for:

   A:  Timeliness

   B:  Accuracy

   C:  Helpfulness

   D:  Expertise

   E:  Information Availability
	33

	OBM 75
	AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS – Percent of time that air is healthy to breathe for all Oregonians. (Proposed KPM in FY 2007-09)
	35

	OBM 78
	WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS – Percent of monitored stream sites with (a) significantly increasing trends in water quality, (b) water quality in good to excellent condition, (c) decreasing trends in water quality.  (Proposed KPM in FY 2007-09)
	37

	OBM 83
	SOLID WASTE – Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita. (Proposed KPM in FY 2007-09)
	40


	Contact:  Karen Whisler
	Phone:  (503) 229-5082

	Alternate:  René-Marc Mangin
	Phone:  (503) 229-5045


1. SCOPE OF REPORT

All primary environmental programs are represented by the agency’s Key Performance Measures, e.g., Land Quality, Air Quality and Water Quality, though not all sub-programs are represented.  

2. THE OREGON CONTEXT 

The Department of Environmental Quality’s chief responsibility is restoring, maintaining and enhancing environmental conditions in Oregon.  DEQ implements the federal delegated programs for Water Quality, Air Quality and Hazardous Waste, consistent with federal mandate and the Performance Partnership Agreement (PPA) negotiated between DEQ and EPA Region X.  The PPA establishes priority activities and required performance tracking for these delegated programs.  In addition, DEQ oversees state environmental programs including the state’s Vehicle Inspection, Solid Waste, Underground Storage Tanks, Spill Response and Cleanup.  Program implementation includes environmental monitoring, permitting, compliance and enforcement, technical assistance and other voluntary programs, rule-making and authorization.  

DEQ has primary responsibility in achieving several Oregon Benchmarks, including OBM #10(a) Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits issued within the target period, OBM #10(b), Percentage of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 days, OBM #75, Percent of time that air is healthy to breathe for all Oregonians, OBM #78, Percent of monitored stream sites with (a) significantly increasing trends in water quality, (b) water quality in good to excellent condition, and (c) decreasing trends in water quality, OBM#83, Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita, and OBM # 84, Percentage of identified Oregon hazardous wastes sites cleaned up.   DEQ also contributes to High Level Outcome #1, Percent of Oregon stream miles impaired – Oregon’s 303d list.

Protecting and enhancing environmental quality requires the collaboration and involvement of many local agencies, businesses, and Oregon residents.  DEQ partners with other state and local agencies, municipalities, and organizations to restore environmental conditions and to encourage individual actions that are protective of the health and beauty of this state.  Additional information about DEQ partnerships can be obtained via our website at www.deq.state.or.us.

3. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

DEQ is making progress on the high priority environmental results reflected in the agency’s current Key Performance Measures, as indicated in the table below.  KPM #14, the agency’s former Economic Revitalization Team (ERT) measure, is not included in these results.  During 2005 DEQ worked with other state agencies to develop a more meaningful performance measure as directed by the Oregon legislature.  The 
	KPM Progress Summary

	Key Performance Measures (KPMs) with Page References
	# of KPMs

	KPMs MAKING PROGRESS
at or trending toward target achievement
	KPM #1: Enforcement (page 7), KPM #3/ OBM 10b: Permit Timeliness (page 11), KPM #4: Water Quality TMDLs (page 13), KPM #7: Updated Permits (page 19), KPM #8: Water Reuse (page 21), KPM #9: Umatilla (page 23), KPM #10: Toxics Prevention and Reduction (page 25), KPM #11/ OBM 84: Clean-Up (page 27), KPM #12: Abandoned Mines (page 29), KPM #13: Electronic Access (page 31), KPM #15/16 Customer Satisfaction (page 33)

	11

	KPMs NOT MAKING PROGRESS
not at or trending toward target achievement
	KPM #2: Permit Timeliness (page 9), KPM #5: Water Quality TMDLs (page 15), KPM #6: Watershed Permits (page 17)
	3

	KPMs - PROGRESS UNCLEAR
target not yet set 
	KPM #14: ERT (not included)
	1

	Total Number of Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
	15


new measure will be reported on in 2007 for FY 2006.  Regarding the three Oregon Benchmarks identified above, OBM #75, #78 and #83, DEQ has reported our progress in achieving the environmental outcomes sought by these measures in this document, although at this time these benchmarks have not been adopted as Key Performance Measures (OBM #10 and #84 are already KPMs).  The reason DEQ had not previously adopted these benchmarks as KPMs is that the measures do not reflect solely upon the performance of the agency; nevertheless, the data collected for these measures influences DEQ policies and strategies and for this reason, as well as to simplify duplicative reporting processes, DEQ is proposing to adopt these benchmarks as KPMs in our 2007-09 Agency Request Budget.  
4. CHALLENGES  

A key challenge DEQ faces in achieving performance results relates to the trend in reduced or static funding, which impacts agency fiscal and staff resources.  For example, DEQ’s Water Quality Program has had to make difficult decisions on how best to focus resources to ensure that the highest priority work is being done, with the result that some work cannot get done.   The two KPMs that are not currently trending towards progress in the Water Quality Program largely reflect these challenges (KPM # 5 & 6); additional concerns are described along with the results (see pages 15, 17).  Also, DEQ’s Air Quality Program is below target for KPM #2/OBM 10a because fee revenues are insufficient to support adequate staffing levels (see page 9).  
Another barrier to achieving Key Performance Measure outcomes is that sometimes the measures themselves are not as meaningful or reflective of high priority environmental results as originally intended.  DEQ continues to evolve our measures to ensure that we are asking the right questions about our performance and that we collect performance data that supports effective agency decision-making.  As we implement our measures we learn more about whether the data provide an accurate indicator of performance and our intended outcomes.  It is appropriate for DEQ to continue its evaluation and refinement of agency performance measures, balancing the desire to provide more meaningful measurement with the need to communicate trends in performance results.  
5. RESOURCES USED AND EFFICIENCY

DEQ’s biennial legislatively adopted budget for FY 2005-07 (including Emergency Board approvals through September 2006) is $329,491,565.  Of this, $179,363,492 makes up DEQ’s operating budget which pays for DEQ operations.  Local communities and partners receive the balance from DEQ to spend on local environmental projects.  
	Contact: Karen Whisler
	Phone: (503) 229-5082

	Alternate: René-Marc Mangin
	Phone: (503) 229-5045


	The following questions indicate how performance measures and data are used for management and accountability purposes.

	1 INCLUSIVITY

Describe the involvement of the following groups in the development of the agency’s performance measures.
	· Staff: While much of the discussion and decisions adopting performance measures occur at the executive level, staff within the programs associated with each measure have been identified as measures leads and provide input into  the development and refinement of performance measures.

· Elected Officials: The Oregon legislature reviews and adopts DEQ’s proposed measures during the budget approval process.

· Stakeholders: DEQ involves various stakeholders in the development of performance measures.  For example, a stakeholder group called the Blue Ribbon Committee worked with DEQ to establish measures related to water quality permit timeliness.  The Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) has also weighed in on agency performance measures, in particular those that are adopted to measure performance with our Strategic Directions.

· Citizens: DEQ invites citizen input on our strategic priorities through the agency’s strategic planning process.  This past year DEQ and the EQC held town hall meetings across the state to listen to public concerns regarding environmental issues.  DEQ’s Strategic Directions 2006-2011, and measures adopted to evaluate our progress in achieving the priorities articulated in the current Strategic Directions, reflect this input.

	2 MANAGING FOR RESULTS

How are performance measures used for management of the agency? What changes have been made in the past year?
	For several years DEQ has worked towards developing and refining meaningful performance measures and using performance measures both as a tool for evaluating our progress in achieving the agency’s Strategic Directions and in decision making regarding policies and strategies to achieve results.  During 2006 DEQ revised our Strategic Directions, including the development of Executive Measures that will be used to evaluate our progress for the agency’s 2006-2011 priorities.  DEQ also proposed modifications to several Key Performance Measures in the agency’s FY 2007-09 requested budget.  DEQ disbanded the Executive Measures Advisory Group (EMAG), an executive body formed to develop and oversee DEQ’s performance measurement system, as part of our intention of shifting responsibility for performance measurement to the programs that use performance data to develop program strategies and enhance performance results.  
Ultimately, performance measures are the tool DEQ’s senior managers will use to gauge agency performance and to make course corrections designed to continue progress towards meeting our goals.  Increasingly, agency performance measures are being incorporated as goals in staff and/or section work agreements to build in accountability for achieving performance results.  For example, workplans for permit and compliance staff incorporate expectations for permit issuance and inspections.  Regional workplans incorporate measures related to core program requirements in geographic based implementation plans. 

Over the course of the next year DEQ anticipates increasing the frequency of executive level discussions on our progress in achieving performance measurement targets.  DEQ will also be reporting to the Environmental Quality Commission on a semi-annual basis.  

	3 STAFF TRAINING

What training has staff had in the past year on the practical value and use of performance measures?
	DEQ’s internal Measures Coordinator provides training on the agency’s performance measurement system, and the context of state performance measures tracking/reporting, to staff newly assigned responsibilities in performance measurement.  The Measures Coordinator also works with individual programs in our effort to continually improve and enhance the meaning and use of DEQ performance measures, and keeps executive management informed on statew and federal performance measurement requirements.  

	4 COMMUNICATING RESULTS

How does the agency communicate performance results to each of the following audiences and for what purpose?
	· Staff: Performance is measured at many levels within DEQ, including program performance measures, such as those incorporated into the agency’s Performance Partnership Agreement with EPA Region X, regional implementation measures, Executive measures that support DEQ’s Strategic Directions as well as the Key Performance Measures included in this report.  Staff are informed of, and inform, performance measurement results, and performance data is increasingly used as a basis for developing environmental strategies and policies to continuously improve on environmental and organizational results.

· Elected Officials: This Annual Performance Progress Report is provided to the Oregon legislature and posted on both the Progress Board and DEQ web sites, to provide accountability, document challenges and constraints and share successes in achieving environmental and organizational results.

· Stakeholders: DEQ’s Annual Performance Progress Report is posted on the agency’s website to inform stakeholders of agency performance and environmental results.

· Citizens: DEQ’s Annual Performance Progress Report is posted on the agency’s website to inform Oregonians of agency performance and environmental results.


	KPM #1
	
ENFORCEMENT 
Completion percentage for DEQ’s enforcement rule revision project.  
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR & WATER.  Enforce laws and regulations.

	Oregon Context
	There is no Oregon High Level Outcome related to this measure.  DEQ is adopting a new Executive Measure related to enforcement in support of our Strategic Directions. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Office of Compliance and Enforcement files.

	Owner
	DEQ Office of Compliance and Enforcement.  Jane Hickman (503) 229-5555
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OUR STRATEGY 

Amend rules governing formal enforcement so that the process is understandable and the civil penalties are equitable.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
DEQ’s rulemaking effort, originally scheduled to be 80% complete in 2003, was divided into two phases to allow for stakeholder involvement and thorough analysis of penalty calculation during the first phase, followed by development of rules addressing substantive violations in the second phase.  Thus the targets were revised to 50% completion in 2004, and 100% completion in 2005.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
DEQ met the 2005 target for completion of enforcement rule revisions in March 2006, as anticipated and reported in DEQ’s 2004 Annual Performance Progress Report.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no equivalent industry standards for rulemaking known by the agency.  In a general sense the public “standard” for rulemaking would incorporate a goal of ensuring that regulations are clear, understandable and have met the needs of both internal and external stakeholders.  DEQ received significant input from stakeholders and the rules ensure more appropriate, equitable civil penalties.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
DEQ’s enforcement rules cross all programs and regions of the work DEQ does and have high public visibility.  For this reason DEQ engaged an external advisory committee and an internal advisory committee to help with the analyses of the rules and the drafting.  We received numerous comments during the public notice period and our effort to provide a thorough response was longer, and more prolific, than anticipated, resulting in the production of a 50-page response to comment document.  The new rules necessitated major revisions to DEQ’s “Enforcement Guidance,” the agency’s internal management directive that implements the rules, which also impacted the schedule for completion of DEQ’s rule revision project.  The Enforcement Guidance also required cross-program coordination and approval at the highest levels of DEQ.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ has proposed deletion of this measure in the FY 2007-09 biennium, as rule revisions are now complete.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
Data is reported on a calendar year.

	KPM #2/ 

OBM #10a 


	PERMIT TIMELINESS

Percentage of air contaminant discharge permits (ACDP) issued within the target period.
	Measure since: 1992

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	 KPM #2 is also Oregon Benchmark #10a.  It links to:  (1) Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water, and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); (2) Oregon Shines Goal 1: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable surroundings.

	Data source
	DEQ Air Quality Permit Tracking database.

	Owner
	DEQ Air Quality Program. Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687
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OUR STRATEGY 

DEQ will continue to prioritize air quality permitting resources based on the applicable target period for several categories of Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) applications, in order to ensure that permits are issued in a timely manner.

 
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The target sets a high standard for issuing permits in a timely manner.  Businesses need quick turn around times on permits to construct, expand or modify their operations.  High percentages of permits issued in a timely manner indicate an efficient permitting program.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
DEQ streamlined the ACDP process, which significantly decreased permit processing time.  Accordingly, in 2001 DEQ shortened the target period for timely processing from an average of 167 days to an average of 69 days.  Even with a shorter permit processing time, DEQ was able to exceed the timeliness target.  However, over the last three years performance has dropped slightly and in 2005, the percent of on time permits slipped below the target. 
4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no formal public or private industry standards for permit issuance, although there is a clear expectation that permits be issued in a timely manner.  In fact, businesses regulated by air quality permits participated in the development of the timeliness targets.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
ACDP permitting is funded by a combination of state General Fund, federal funds and fee revenue, with approximately 85% of the program supported by fees.  Extensive ACDP permit streamlining implemented over the last five years has allowed DEQ to reduce staffing from 35.2 to 27.7 FTE (a staffing reduction of more than 20%) while maintaining service at or above the timeliness target.  However, General Fund cuts and anticipated federal fund cuts, combined with increased costs and the fact that fees have not been increased since 2001 have forced the Department to take a cautious approach to hiring in 2005.  The ACDP program has been operating below budgeted staffing levels, which has negatively impacted our ability to issue timely permits.  Also in 2005, DEQ worked on a very controversial permit, involving litigation and extra public process, which diverted resources from maintaining permit timeliness.    

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ is working on two approaches to bring ACDP permit timeliness back on target.  DEQ’s 2007-2009 budget request includes a restoration policy package and fee increase to fully fund the FTE needed for timely permit processing.  In addition, a second round of permit streamlining is in process.  While this effort is focused on reducing compliance costs for permittees, it should also somewhat reduce permit processing time by 2008.  

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The reporting cycle is a calendar year.  The strength of the data is that records exist on each of the ACDP permit actions taken by DEQ during the year.  This means that data can be cross-checked at the end of any reporting period.  The primary weakness of the system is that the data’s validity depends on accurate entry by multiple individuals.  A new data system now under development will have built-in cross-checks.  People interested in more details can access data bases by contacting DEQ.

	KPM #3/

OBM #10b
	
PERMIT TIMELINESS
Percent of individual wastewater discharge permits issued within 270 days.
	Measure since:  1992

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	KPM #3 is also Oregon Benchmark #10b.  It links to:  (1) Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water, and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); (2) Oregon Shines Goal 1: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable surroundings (Oregon Benchmark 78, Stream Water Quality).  HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Water Quality Program database.

	Owner
	DEQ Water Quality Program. Ranei Nomura, (503) 229-5657
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OUR STRATEGY 

To achieve this goal, DEQ continues to focus on timely issuance of permits and reducing the permit backlog.  DEQ develops permit issuance plans based on a watershed approach, and continues to make improvements in the permitting program.
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The target sets a standard for issuing permits in a timely manner because businesses need quick turn-around times on permits to construct, expand or modify their operations.  High percentages of permits issued in a timely manner indicate an efficient program.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
DEQ met its 2005 target for timeliness.   The level of timeliness for 2004 was higher due to a temporary, targeted diversion of staff to reducing the permit backlog.  
4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no formal public or private industry standards for permit issuance, although there is a clear expectation that permits be issued in a timely manner.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
DEQ has been working with a stakeholder group known as the “Blue Ribbon Committee” to identify long-term improvements to the wastewater permitting program.  As a result, DEQ is moving to a watershed approach that will allow the agency to better plan for workload and resource needs in the Water Quality permit program.  This approach will likely delay some permit renewals because they will be rescheduled to fit into a watershed cycle.  The complexities of technical and legal issues encountered during permit development also affect permit timeliness.  In addition, the number of requests for new permits or major modifications of existing permits that DEQ may receive is not predictable.  Similarly, permit actions are frequently subject to legal challenges that require the assistance of technical staff.  These activities require resources to be pulled away from on-going permit renewal requirements causing delays.
The Blue Ribbon Committee recommended that DEQ ensure stable, ongoing funding that improves fee predictability for rate payers and revenue for budget management.  This is accomplished by maintaining a mix of fee and public funding and allowing for up to a 3% annual permit fee increase to help address inflation.  The initial phase of this effort increased wastewater permit fee revenue by 11% as approved by the 2005 Legislature to maintain funding for four existing permit staff and add 2.5 new positions in 2006 and 2007.  These new positions will assist DEQ in more efficiently assessing compliance.  In the next phase, DEQ will request approval from the 2007 Legislature to increase fee revenue by 5% and provide DEQ with additional General Funds to support further program improvements.  DEQ also intends to pursue an annual inflationary fee increase in 2007 as authorized by Senate Bill 45, which would be effective for the 2008 Fiscal Year (July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008).  The amount of the annual increase may not exceed the anticipated increase in the cost of administering the permit program, or 3%, whichever is lower.  Generally, DEQ’s experience with fees has shown that cost increases for benefits and salaries outpace inflation, but an annual 3% fee increase will help offset these costs.  Without these increases in funding, it is highly likely DEQ will not meet this goal.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ will continue to work on long-term improvements to the wastewater permitting program by refining the watershed approach.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The reporting cycle is the calendar year.  Due to the 270-day target timeline, data for each calendar year is reported at the end of the 3rd quarter the following year.

	KPM #4
	
WATER QUALITY TMDLs

 Cumulative percentage of waterbody segments with approved Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), according to the 2000 EPA consent decree.
	Measure since: 2000

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	KPM #4 links to HLO #1: Percent of Oregon stream miles impaired – Oregon’s 303d list, and Oregon Benchmark #78, which reports on water quality trends in monitored streams. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ Water Quality Program files on TMDLs issued by Oregon DEQ and approved by EPA by year.  

	Owner
	DEQ Water Quality Program.  Dan Turner, (503) 229-6982
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1. OUR STRATEGY 

DEQ implements the TMDL program based on a federal Consent Decree schedule established by the federal court and Water Quality Program High Priority Outcomes.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The target is based on a proportional projection of the annual number of completed and approved TMDLs as required to meet the number mandated by a Consent Decree binding the USEPA.  The target for KPM #4 was established by the federal Consent Decree, based on the 1998 list of impaired waterbodies, as a fixed target of 1153 TMDLs.  The actual number of TMDLs required to meet Clean Water Act requirements is greater than the number required for the Consent Decree.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
DEQ has been steadily ahead of schedule in meeting TMDL targets despite the challenge of continued cuts in staff and funding.  DEQ is currently slightly below its 2005 target, but expects to exceed the target for 2006, especially with the recent completion of the Willamette River Basin TMDL and the soon to be completed Umpqua Basin TMDL.  Based on our progress to date, and planned work for the next two biennia, DEQ expects to meet the terms of the Consent Decree.
4. HOW WE COMPARE
EPA sets national goals for water quality improvements.  The completion of TMDLs is an important step towards meeting these goals.  Oregon has generally been in the forefront of TMDL development, and has often been called out as a model for how TMDLs should be developed.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Limited funding for staff and longer than expected schedules of completion for some TMDLs covering large land areas and many pollutants has hampered DEQ in completing this work.  
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ has developed a schedule for completion of TMDLs that meets the requirements of the Consent Decree.  This is a high priority for the Water Quality Program, and resource allocation will continue to reflect this priority.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is reported as the number of TMDLs completed for each calendar year, although EPA sets its targets based on the federal fiscal year.

	KPM #5
	WATER QUALITY TMDLs 

 Percent of impaired waterbody miles for which a TMDL has been approved.
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	KPM #5 links to HLO #1: Percent of Oregon stream miles impaired – Oregon’s 303d list, and Oregon Benchmark #78, which reports on water quality trends in monitored streams. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ Water Quality Program files on TMDLs issued by Oregon DEQ and approved by EPA, and the 2002-approved 303d list of impaired waterbodies.

	Owner
	DEQ Water Quality Program.  Dan Turner, (503) 229-6982
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OUR STRATEGY 

DEQ implements the TMDL program based on a federal Consent Decree schedule and Water Quality Program High Priority Outcomes.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets are based on the number of stream miles for which TMDLs have been developed to address all designated pollutant impairments, relative to the total number of stream miles that are designated as not meeting water quality standards for one or more pollutants on the 2002 303d list of impaired waterbodies.  This measure differs from KPM #4 in that it targets the current list of impaired waterbodies rather than the number of TMDLs required by the Consent Decree.  The list of impaired waterbodies (Oregon’s 303d list) is updated every two years as water quality standards change and additional data is collected.  The current list contains 1726 segments that are impaired and in need of a TMDL.  Thus this measure tracks our progress in issuing TMDLs as a percentage of the total number of impaired waterbodies, while KPM #4 tracks our progress in issuing TMDLs as a percent of the 1998 list of impaired waterbodies, a fixed target of 1153 TMDLs, as specified in the Consent Decree.  
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Though DEQ has made good progress in developing TMDLs around the state, performance on this measure has lagged.  DEQ is behind in meeting its 2005 target.  The rate of TMDL completion has slowed in recent years due to staffing cuts and longer-than-expected time to complete TMDLs for some very large basins scheduled for completion in 2006, including the Willamette River Basin TMDL and the Umpqua Basin TMDL.  DEQ expects a significant improvement in meeting targets for this measure for 2006 as a result of completing these TMDLs.  
4. HOW WE COMPARE
EPA sets national goals for water quality improvements.  The completion of TMDLs is an important step towards meeting these goals.  Oregon has generally been in the forefront of TMDL development, and has often been called out as a model for how TMDLs should be developed.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
The rate of TMDL completion has slowed in recent years due to staffing cuts and longer-than-expected timeframes completing TMDLs for some very large basins that are scheduled for completion in 2006.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ has developed a schedule for completion of TMDLs that meets the Consent Decree (KPM #4) which will also help meet this measure.  However, even after completion of the Consent Decree, additional TMDLs will need to be completed.  This is a high priority for the Water Quality Program, and resource allocation will continue to reflect this priority.  DEQ is assessing the best way to calculate this measure because the 303(d) list is updated every two years.  This results in an ever-changing baseline reflecting the total number of impaired stream miles, making comparisons over time unclear.  Because of this, DEQ will likely request to modify this performance measure in the future.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is reported as the number of TMDLs completed for each calendar year, although EPA sets its targets based on the federal fiscal year.  The number of river miles is determined based on the most recently approved 303d list of impaired waterbodies, approved by EPA in 2002.

	KPM #6
	
WATERSHED PERMITS
Percent of individual permits developed on a watershed basis.
	Measure since:  2002

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	KPM #6 does not directly link to a High Level Outcome, but supports Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable Surroundings (Oregon Benchmark 78, Stream Water Quality).

	Data source
	DEQ “Water Quality Source Information System” database for permit issuance plans.

	Owner
	DEQ Water Quality Program.  Ranei Nomura, (503) 229-5657
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DEQ will continue to issue permits using a watershed approach.   Permit issuance plans based on watersheds were developed in 2005.  This approach will enhance DEQ’s ability to consider the cumulative impact of permits on local watersheds and to work with watershed based stakeholders, to better protect Oregon’s waters.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
DEQ has been working with a stakeholder group known as the “Blue Ribbon Committee” in identifying long-term improvements to the wastewater permitting program.  As a result, a target of 95% permits developed on a watershed basis by the end of calendar year 2010 was developed.  High percentages are desirable because they indicate more permits are being issued on a watershed basis.  Due to the complexity and length of time required to get both the permit backlog reduced and permits issued on a watershed approach, interim targets for FY 2007-09 have not been developed.  In addition, some permits have lagged pending the completion of TMDLs that impact individual permit limits.
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
DEQ developed permit issuance plans based on a watershed approach to achieve the 2010 target.  The plans are adapted to respond to the technical and legal issues that arise during permit development as well as the need to reduce the permit backlog.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no applicable or commensurate public or private industry standards.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
DEQ is moving to a watershed approach that will allow the agency to better plan for workload and resource needs in the Water Quality permit program.  This effort will likely delay some permit renewals because they will be rescheduled to fit into the cycle of watershed-based permit issuance.  The complexities of technical and legal issues encountered during permit development also affect these results.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ will continue to work on long-term improvements to the wastewater permitting program by refining the watershed approach.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The reporting cycle is the calendar year; however, overall progress will the 2010 target will be measured over a five-year period from 2005 through 2009.

	KPM #7
	
UPDATED PERMITS
Percent of total permits that are current.
	Measure since:  1999

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.  

	Oregon Context
	KPM #7 links to:  (1) Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water, and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); (2) Oregon Shines Goal 1: Quality jobs for all Oregonians, and (3) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, Sustainable surroundings (Oregon Benchmark 78, Stream Water Quality).

	Data source
	DEQ “Water Quality Source Information System” database for permit issuance data.

	Owner
	DEQ Water Quality Program.  Ranei Nomura, (503) 229-5657
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To achieve this goal, DEQ continues to focus on timely issuance of water quality permits and reducing the permit backlog.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Higher percentages of current permits are desirable because renewed permits incorporate current water quality standards to better protect water quality in Oregon.  Targets were revised in response to DEQ’s work with the “Blue Ribbon Committee,” a group of stakeholders who collaborated with DEQ to identify long-term improvements to the wastewater permitting program.  As a result, DEQ established a target for individual permits of “90% current” by the end of calendar year 2007.  The target for general permits is lower, at “70% current,” due to resource constraints.  While the 2006 target is still listed, it was developed prior to DEQ engaging in a two-year planning process, initiated in 2005, to identify high priority outcomes.  This process has focused DEQ resources on meeting the 2007 goal.  
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The percent of current general and individual permits decreased because of the renewal process for two general permits: the Columbia Slough storm water runoff general permit for industries and construction site runoff general permit.  The renewal of the Columbia Slough general permit was postponed from 2004 to 2006 due to complex legal and implementation issues resulting from litigation and a settlement agreement.  The construction general permit was renewed prior to its expiration date of December 31, 2005, but due to the large number of renewal applications, not all were processed by the end of 2005.  Note: DEQ administratively extended permit coverage to applicants that submitted renewal applications, but still count them as “expired” for this report.  
4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no applicable or commensurate public or private industry standards.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
DEQ is moving to a watershed approach that will allow the agency to better plan for workload and resource needs in the Water Quality permit program.  This effort will likely delay some permit renewals because they will be rescheduled to fit into cycle of watershed-based permit issuance.  The complexities of technical and legal issues encountered during permit development also affect these results.  In addition, the number of requests for new permits or major modifications of existing permits that DEQ may receive are not predictable.  Similarly, permit actions are frequently subject to legal challenges that require the assistance of technical staff.  These activities require resources to be pulled away from permit renewals, causing delays in renewal.  
The Blue Ribbon Committee recommended that DEQ ensure stable, ongoing funding that improves fee predictability for rate payers and revenue for budget management.  This is accomplished by maintaining a mix of fee and public funding and allowing for up to a 3% annual permit fee increase to help address inflation.  The initial phase of this effort increased wastewater permit fee revenue by 11%, as approved by the 2005 Legislature, to maintain funding for four existing permit staff and add 2.5 new positions in 2006 and 2007.  These new positions will assist DEQ in more efficiently assessing compliance.  In the next phase, DEQ will request approval from the 2007 Legislature to increase fee revenue by 5% and increase General Fund appropriations to support additional program improvements.  DEQ intends to request an annual inflationary fee increase in 2007, as authorized by Senate Bill 45, effective in FY 2008 (July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008).  (The amount of the annual increase may not exceed the anticipated increase in the cost of administering the permit program or 3%, whichever is lower.  Generally, DEQ’s experience with fees has shown that cost increases for benefits and salaries outpace inflation, but an annual 3% fee increase will help offset these costs.)  Without these increases in funding, DEQ may not meet this goal.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ will continue to focus on timely permit issuance and reducing the backlog, while moving to a watershed approach to renewing existing permits.  The watershed approach will allow DEQ to better plan for workload and resource needs in the permit program; however, this approach may temporarily increase the number of expired permits, as renewals of some permits are delayed to fit into the new watershed-based permit cycle.  

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The reporting cycle is the calendar year.  

	KPM #8
	
WATER REUSE 
Percent of permitted wastewater treatment facilities that produce water for reuse.  
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES.  This is one of DEQ’s identified sustainability measures. 

	Oregon Context
	There are no established Oregon Benchmarks or High Level Outcomes associated with this measure.  This is an agency Executive Measure supporting DEQ’s Strategic Directions. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ’s Wastewater Permits Database and  DEQ regional water quality staff.

	Owner
	Water Quality Program.  Judy Johndohl, (503) 229-6896.
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Senate Bill 820, passed by the 2003 Legislature, required DEQ to work in consultation with interested parties and state agencies to examine the opportunities and barriers associated with water reuse in urban areas.  DEQ completed a report to the 2005 Legislature containing recommendations for policies and procedures to improve incentives for water reuse and eliminate barriers to reuse, while protecting public health and the environment. 
In March 2005, the Governor signed Executive Order 05-04 declaring water reuse a state priority and directing applicable state agencies to review agency policies and rules, as they are revised, to remove impediments to reuse.  DEQ is working with affected state agencies, a task force for rulemaking, and the Oregon Association of Clean Water Agencies in this effort.

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets are based on continued interest from wastewater treatment facilities to reuse water for beneficial purposes.  The target number is affected by the number of water quality permits issued that may encompass water reuse as an option for managing wastewater.  Actual percentage increase indicates a growing number of water reuse projects.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The number of water reuse activities in Oregon shows a steady annual increase.  DEQ expects this trend to continue as the state works towards encouraging water reuse.  As water quality permits are renewed and non-discharge options are considered in light of more stringent water quality criteria, some facilities will likely find water reuse a more cost effective option, and the actual number of water reuse activities will continue to grow.  The trend is not expected to increase at rates originally targeted based on planning considerations for reuse projects and DEQ’s rulemaking schedule.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
Oregon has not been as aggressive in encouraging water reuse as some other states, such as California, Arizona and Florida.  These states have acute water supply difficulties as a result of either growth or climate.  Oregon’s performance is comparable to states that do not have water supply difficulties, although Oregon in the past has encountered drought conditions and with an increasing population growth will face water supply difficulties.  There are no applicable or commensurate public or private industry standards.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
As water quality permits are renewed, an increase in reuse activities is expected as facilities determine non-discharge options.  DEQ anticipates the rulemaking effort and associated work (e.g., Internal Management Directive and web page) to generate more interest in the viability of water reuse. Increased interest among other state agencies will also allow more reuse projects to be workable. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ initiated a rulemaking process in 2005 to revise existing regulations to encourage water reuse.  An Internal Management Directive will be written to address program implementation issues.  Through the rulemaking process and under the Governor’s Executive Order, state agencies are collaborating more and understanding issues that may be obstacles for facilities to implement water reuse programs.  As facilities continue to address issues to meet water quality criteria, reuse will continue to be more of a viable option for wastewater management.   

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data reporting cycle is the calendar year.  The number of water quality permits (industrial and domestic) used as the basis for the percentage of water reuse programs is reliably available from DEQ’s Wastewater Permits Database.  DEQ does not maintain a database that includes specific reuse activities for a permitted facility, thus DEQ regional offices are asked annually to update the information used in this measure.  The total number of permits may fluctuate somewhat, but this should not significantly skew the trend of an increase in percentage of reuse activities.

	KPM #9
	UMATILLA

Cumulative percent of chemical agent destroyed at Umatilla Depot 
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS.

	Oregon Context
	There are no Oregon High Level Outcomes related to this measure.  This measure is also an agency Executive Measure, supporting DEQ’s Strategic Directions. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Program data.

	Owner
	DEQ Eastern Region, Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Program.   Rich Duvall, (541) 567-8297 x22
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DEQ’s role is to oversee the safe and timely destruction of all chemical agents at the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (UMCDF, or Depot).  The Army and its contractor are responsible for the actual destruction of chemical agents.  DEQ regulates the activity via permit and is actively engaged in the process to ensure protection of workers, the community and the environment.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets were selected based on projections made by the Army.  The targets reflect consideration of the type of chemical agent being destroyed, the type of munitions that contain the chemical, and operational constraints, such as the capacity of the incinerator, as well as budget.  The targets are intended to increase over time from commencement of chemical weapons destruction in 2004 until 100% chemical destruction is achieved.   

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
The 2005 percentage of chemical weapons destroyed is slightly lower than originally planned, due to several fires during the reporting period.  A thorough root cause analysis was done, which further delayed chemical agent destruction.  The trend towards 2006 shows that the target will likely be achieved.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no other Chemical weapons facilities in Oregon. There are five other active facilities in the country—some using incineration, some neutralization.  Each facility is unique in its ability to destroy chemical agent.  Each facility has different types and amounts of chemical agent, which negates meaningful comparison.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
There are numerous technical challenges associated with the processing of chemical weapons at the UMCDF that could extend the dates by which performance targets will be achieved.  Some problems can be anticipated (e.g. the possibility of gelled chemical agent in some rockets), based upon experiences at other chemical agent disposal facilities.  Other, unanticipated issues (e.g. the frequency of rocket fires that occurred at UMCDF), may also arise.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ needs to continue the oversight of the operation. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA
The data is provided in reports to DEQ by the U.S. Army and is reported herein on a calendar year basis.  

	KPM #10
	TOXICS PREVENTION AND REDUCTION

Pounds of mercury removed from the environment through DEQ’s efforts. 
	Measure since: 2002

	Goal
	PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS.  This is one of DEQ’s identified sustainability measures.

	Oregon Context
	KPM #10 does not directly link to a High Level Outcome, but supports Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings.   HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Annual project reports.

	Owner
	Land Quality Program.  Pat Vernon, (503) 229-5720
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OUR STRATEGY
DEQ’s goal is to reduce and remove increasing quantities of mercury from the environment to protect human health.  One of our strategies is to provide alternatives for the proper disposal of mercury-containing products through public-private partnerships, household hazardous waste collection events and education.  This measure reflects the work being carried out by the Land Quality Program.  Efforts are also developing or underway in the Air Quality and Water Quality Programs.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS:  

DEQ targets for mercury reduction will eventually include all the agency’s mercury reduction activities, though at this time efforts underway in Air Quality and Water Quality are not reflected in the targets.  Our long term goal is to increase the amount of mercury removed from the environment.  Recovery initiatives sometimes target long-lived products that are replaced with non-mercury containing alternatives.  The result is that a one time environmental success that is not replicable creates significant variability in projected recovery levels.  The existing targets contemplate incremental increases in the short term and reflect the variable nature of the program.   

3. HOW WE ARE DOING:  
A program to recover mercury-containing manometers from dairies resulted in the recovery of 87 pounds of mercury in 2005.  This program was successfully completed in 2006.  New manometers do not contain mercury therefore this project will not be repeated.  The success of this “one time” project has resulted in pounds collected exceeding our goal for 2005.  While the numbers may level off over the next few years, we are still successfully reducing the amount of mercury in the environment.

4. HOW WE COMPARE:  
It is difficult to compare mercury collection programs due to a large number of variables.  For the manometer program, the volume of mercury collected is comparable to programs in other states.  For example, EPA reports that a pilot program in California garnered 230 pounds of mercury. 
   In 2004, the state of Wisconsin collected 405 pounds of mercury from manometers.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS: 
Many mercury collection opportunities are voluntary.  DEQ makes the program available, publicizes it and relies on Oregon residents to turn in mercury containing products.  

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE:
DEQ anticipates increased outreach and promotion to stimulate public participation in removing mercury from the environment.  Work with the Dental and Clean Water Associations will continue in order to ensure best management of mercury in wastes generated by dentists.  In addition, the mercury reduction efforts of Air Quality and Water Quality programs will be incorporated in future targets and reporting of performance results. 

7. ABOUT THE DATA:  
Data are collected from cities and counties that hold their own household hazardous waste collection events, the Thermostat Recycling Corporation, and DEQ collection contractors, and compiled by DEQ staff annually. 

	KPM #11/
OBM #84
	CLEANUP: Percentage of identified Oregon hazardous waste sites cleaned up. 
	Measure since: 1990

	Goal
	PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS.

	Oregon Context
	KPM #11 is also Oregon Benchmark #84.  It links to (1) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); and (2) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database; Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database.

	Owner
	DEQ Land Quality Program.  Pat Vernon, (503) 229-5720
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This measure helps the Department determine on-the-ground accomplishments of both the Cleanup and Tanks Programs by tracking sites that are cleaned up and being cleaned up.  The great majority of sites counted in this measure are tank sites (i.e., where releases of fuel from underground storage tanks have occurred).  In addition, this measure provides a quick view of our ability to maintain an established, high level of performance in these programs.  

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
The targets started at the upper end of the scale.  Further improvement, while likely, will be incrementally smaller than in the past.  It is important to maintain our excellent performance in these programs as well as acknowledge our continued accomplishments.  

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
In 2005, the Cleanup and Tanks Programs added over 2,000 sites to the list of sites that need attention.  Despite the enormous increase, this measure was above target.  We believe the trend will be to remain at about the 90-92% achievement level.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no comparisons available or relevant.

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
While the percentage of sites cleaned up has increased, there has not been much change over the past two years, primarily because the huge number of underground tanks that have been cleaned up in the past acts as somewhat of an “anchor.” Nonetheless, the upward trend is indicative that the percentage of sites cleaned up continues to rise in real time. The percentage of hazardous waste sites cleaned up or being cleaned up has remained in the 60 – 75% range for a number of years, with no evident trend. The lack of a trend and the lower percentage compared to tank sites can be explained by the greater complexity and scope of hazardous waste sites.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
While the advances are incrementally small, DEQ remains committed to efforts aimed at increasing the percentage of hazardous waste sites that are investigated and cleaned up, by increasing the agency’s visibility in “brownfields,” and by offering current information about DEQ’s Cleanup Programs and incentives for site owners and operators.  This measure is both a Key Performance Measure and an Oregon Benchmark.  DEQ is proposing to modify the language of the Benchmark to align with the KPM language approved by the 2005 Legislature, by removing the language “or being cleaned up” from the Benchmark.  This change allows us to specifically report on our performance related to sites for which cleanup has been completed.  If approved, DEQ will establish new targets and report on the smaller universe of sites for which cleanup actions have been completed.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
Data is by calendar year, and derives from queries of: (1) DEQ’s leaking underground storage tank (LUST) database; and (2) DEQ’s Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database. 

	KPM #12 
	 Cumulative number of abandoned mines assessed for toxic contaminants. 
	Measure since: 1998

	Goal
	PROTECT PEOPLE & THE ENVIRONMENT FROM TOXICS.

	Oregon Context
	There are no Oregon High Level Outcomes directly related to this measure.  This measure is also an agency Executive Measure supporting DEQ’s Strategic Directions. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database

	Owner
	DEQ Land Quality Program.  Gil Wistar (503) 229-5512
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Abandoned mines can be sources of mercury pollution and other toxic compounds in the environment.  The implementing strategy in 2002-2003 was to make these sites the priority for cleanup.  Since that time, DEQ has evaluated most of the abandoned mine sites perceived to present the greatest threat to human health and the environment.  The current strategy is to examine the landscape annually for sites that should be added to the cleanup priority list. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS




          
DEQ set the targets knowing that a fixed number of abandoned mines were likely to present some threat to human health and the environment (about 150).  In addition, only a proportion of the identified contaminated sites present risks that warrant investigation and further action.  This is why the targets have leveled off at around 105 sites for 2007 and 2008.  The number of evaluations will level off as well.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
We have largely succeeded in evaluating abandoned mines to determine the highest priorities for further investigation or cleanup.  So far, however, we have not been as successful at finding the financial resources needed to conduct further investigations and cleanups at many of the abandoned mines.  Most of these sites have private owners with no knowledge of, or responsibility for, the contamination caused by historical mining activity, and the persons or companies responsible for the contamination are largely bankrupt, deceased, or otherwise inaccessible.
4. HOW WE COMPARE
There are no known available or relevant comparisons.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Three key factors affecting results are: (1) the difficulty of cleaning up mercury and toxics in general; (2) the known, finite number of abandoned mine sites in Oregon; and (3) limitations in funding to pursue needed follow-up actions at abandoned mine sites.

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
The focus needs to shift from evaluations of abandoned mine sites to further investigation and cleanup of the highest-priority threats revealed by the evaluations from past years.  This will require significant funding from sources that DEQ has already looked into, and in a few cases succeeded in obtaining.  Specifically, in order to proceed with additional investigation and cleanup, DEQ would need to obtain funding through (1) grants or funding from EPA and other federal partners; (2) legislative support for additional Orphan Program funding; and (3) private sources, identified by conducting in-depth histories of site owners and operators, sometimes dating back over 100 years.

7. ABOUT THE DATA
Data is by calendar year, and derives from DEQ’s Environmental Cleanup Site Information (ECSI) database.  Detailed information about the abandoned mine sites DEQ has evaluated is available online
.  On the on-line form, enter “%mine” in the Site Name field (make no other entries in any other field), and a list of abandoned mine sites throughout Oregon appears.  Clicking on the ECSI numbers of any of these sites will bring up a detailed site report.

	KPM #13
	WEB PAGE VIEWS 
Average number of web page-views per month. 
	Measure since: 2000

	Goal
	INVOLVE OREGONIANS IN SOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS.

	Oregon Context
	There are no established Oregon Benchmarks or High Level Outcomes to which this measure links.  However, DEQ’s efforts reflect the understanding that Oregonians value access to environmental information, and easy access via the Internet.  DEQ is committed to providing high-quality data about environmental conditions in Oregon communities and will continue to do so. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Quarterly WebTrend reports.

	Owner
	Office of Communications and Outreach. Nina DeConcini, (503) 229-6271
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DEQ no longer considers this measure relevant or meaningful in evaluating our progress in involving Oregonians in solving environmental problems and is proposing deletion for the 2007-09 biennium.  Nevertheless, DEQ does maintain use-friendly environmental information through its website.  
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Targets were created at the inception of DEQ’s Web site.  Since then the target numbers have not changed, although actual numbers have far exceeded the targets.  However, page views are not meaningful in evaluating agency performance because they do not distinguish between internal and external access to web pages, nor do they inform us as to whether public visitors to DEQ’s website found the information informative or were motivated to get involved in solving environmental problems. 
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
In 2005, Web page-views continued to increase, with near 566,000 Web page-views of DEQ’s external site each month.  This measure is significantly above target, as has been the case every year since 2000. 
4. HOW WE COMPARE
DEQ does not follow the Web data of simular agencies, though we believe those that are attempting to evaluate customer service through data on access to web pages are similarly unimpressed with the relevance and meaningfulness of a web page views based measure.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Factors effecting results includes continual improvements made to DEQ’s Web sites and content, streamlined processes and improved use of the Web by staff.
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ plans to continue regular upgrades to its Web site as needed.  DEQ is proposing deletion of this measure for the 2007-09 biennium.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
DEQ WebTrends are reported on a quarterly basis within a calendar year.

	KPM #15 and #16
	CUSTOMER SERVICE : Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”:  overall, timeliness, accuracy, helpfulness, expertise, availability of information
	Measure since: 2006

	Goal
	EXCELLENCE: Delivering outstanding public service and continuously seeking customer feedback to improve our service.

	Oregon Context
	There are no Oregon Benchmarks or High Level Outcomes related to this measure, but excellence in customer service is a priority in the State of Oregon, and all state agencies are required to report their performance results. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Bardsley & Niedhart, an independent consulting firm, conducted the customer service surveys.

	Owner
	Office of Communication and Outreach. Nina DeConcini, (503) 229-6271
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OUR STRATEGY 
DEQ’s strategy is to continue to deliver the highest quality customer service possible.  By gathering information directly from customers, we are better able to target resources to improve our service.
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
There are no comparison targets since 2006 is the baseline year.
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
We are pleased to see the majority of respondents in the “agree” or “strongly” agree category.

[image: image15.emf]* If value is above 85% Target is to maintain or improve current percentage rating.  


4. HOW WE COMPARE
See above.
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FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
DEQ believes that effective employee performance management, training and streamlined processes throughout DEQ’s Air Quality, Water Quality and On-Site Septic Systems programs contribute to the largely positive feedback on DEQ’s customer service.
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6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
DEQ will continue to make it a priority to reinforce excellent customer service in administering DEQ programs.

7. ABOUT OUR CUSTOMER SERVICE SURVEY
The customer survey for AQ and WQ Permittees and On-Site Septic System customers is part of the Permitted Customers Study prepared for DEQ by the consulting firm, Bardsley and Neidhart.  
The survey was conducted in May, 2006.   Bardsley and Neidhart used a telephone survey to statistically sample the affected populations.  The survey was administered to a representative sample of DEQ customers statewide, including 77 air quality permit holders, 221 WQ permit holders, and 200 On-Site Septic System customers.  Sample characteristics described above.  Weighting was not necessary because the surveys were kept distinct and separate.  The ranges of sampling variability were computed at the 95% confidence level.

In addition to the three groups of customers represented, DEQ is surveying drivers in the Portland area who bring their cars in for emissions testing and facilities who have received technical assistance from DEQ regarding hazardous waste disposal and management.  This is the first year (2006) we have surveyed these groups to establish a baseline.  We will continue to survey all five customer groups every other year to chart our progress, and will report our first set of results for these two additional customer bases in the 2006 Annual Performance Progress Report to be issued in 2007.  

	OBM #75
	
AIR QUALITY CONDITIONS
Percent of time air is healthy to breathe for all Oregonians.
	Measure since: 1990

	Goal
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.

	Oregon Context
	OBM # 75 (air quality conditions) is also linked to:  (1) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Protecting air, water and land resources; and (2) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Provide healthy, sustainable surroundings. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ air quality monitoring database

	Owner
	Air Quality Division. Margaret Oliphant, (503) 229-5687
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OUR STRATEGY 

DEQ implements federal emission standards for mobile and stationary sources and develops and implements science-based air quality improvement initiatives for Oregon focused on specific source categories (e.g. old polluting residential wood stoves, diesel engines, and open burning) in locations with high air pollutant concentrations. 

2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
DEQ strives to fully protect public health from outdoor air pollution. This measure indicates whether the outdoor air that Oregonians breathe meets the federal health-based air quality standards for particulate matter, ozone (smog) and four other air pollutants. While Oregon’s air does not technically violate the federal standards, there are numerous unhealthy days in some communities.  Since 2000, the unhealthy air days have ranged from a high of 60 days in 2002 to a low of 17 in 2003. 

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Oregon is consistently meeting current federal air quality standards; however, based on recent health effects studies, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted new, more stringent standards for fine particulate.  Without new efforts to reduce pollution from wood stoves and other combustions sources, the percentage of time the air is healthy to breathe will fall below 100%. 

DEQ has recognized for some time that this measure does not adequately reflect new scientific understanding about air pollution and public health.  During 2006 DEQ worked with the Oregon Progress Board to develop a new Benchmark for air quality.  This Benchmark, which will appear in next year’s report, will measure the unhealthy air days in Oregon communities and measure the number of people breathing air that has toxic air pollutant concentrations high enough to cause significant long-term health risks.  

4. HOW WE COMPARE
Other states do not measure the percent of time air is healthy to breathe in a manner consistent with the current Oregon measure.  DEQ has comparable data from Washington and Idaho for the new measure of unhealthy air days.  In 2005, Oregon experienced 33 days of unhealthy air in 6 different cities, Washington experienced 15 unhealthy days in 8 cities and Idaho had 37 unhealthy air days in 9 cities. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Reliance on burning for heat and for waste disposal, along with increasing motor vehicle use, are the primary sources of unhealty air.  Weather patterns and natural events, such as wildfires, can be significant factors resulting in poor air quality. 
6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
Meeting the targets in the performance measure being developed will require collaboration among DEQ, other state agencies, local governments, health agencies, the public, and other partners.  Reducing smoke (particulate matter) from woodstoves, open burning, diesel engines (e.g. trucks, construction equipment, trains, vessels) and other sources of combusion would make a significant reduction in unhealthy air days.   Efforts to reduce emissions from gasoline engines (e.g. cars, lawn equipment), fuel distribution and commercial processes, are also needed.  New federal and state standards for cars, trucks, construction equipment, and their fuels will help by reducing many of the pollutants of concern.  However, identifying the local air quality problems through  monitoring  and  developing locally supported  emission reduction strategies will provide the best health protection for Oregonians.
7. ABOUT THE DATA
Data for this measure is collected from monitoring sites throughout the state and is available through the DEQ website for whatever time frame is desired.  Calendar year is used for this report.  This measurement data is collected according to methods determined by the EPA and used by state and local air quality agencies nationwide.  Extensive quality assurance procedures ensure data quality. The only limitation on this database is the number and location of monitoring sites.  The number of Oregon monitoring sites has decreased since 2001 due to state and federal budget cuts.  DEQ’s 2007-2009 proposed budget requests restoration of the most important sites because monitoring is significant for air quality improvement strategies and an important aspect of measuring performance.  
	OBM #78
	WATER QUALITY CONDITIONS

Percent of monitored stream sites with (a) significantly increasing trends in water quality, (b) decreasing trends in water quality, (c) water quality in good to excellent condition.  
	Measure since: 1995

	Goal (s)
	IMPROVE OREGON’S AIR AND WATER.

	Oregon Context
	As an Oregon Benchmark, this measure is also linked to: (1) Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water, and land resources quality (OAR 660- 015- 00 (06)); and (2) Oregon Shines goal 3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings.   HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	DEQ water quality monitoring data.  

	Owner
	DEQ Laboratory.  Steve Mrazik, (503) 229-5983 ext. 267
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OUR STRATEGY                                                                                                                   

All Water Quality programs at DEQ implement management strategies that are intended to maintain and improve overall water quality.  
Benchmark 78 (a,b,c) are high level environmental indicator measures which report on status and trends in Oregon’s surface water quality.  Current status and trends in water quality provide some indication of DEQ’s success in achieving all three outcomes, although there are many entities that affect water quality and thus these results are not solely a measure of DEQ performance.  Water quality trend data can be used by the agency to maintain successful programs and modify or eliminate programs that are not resulting in maintaining or improving water quality, in addition to reporting progress to the public, legislature and stakeholders.  
2. ABOUT THE TARGETS
Benchmark 78 targets were established in coordination with the Oregon Progress Board.  The performance measure incorporates three components related to stream water quality: improving trends, declining trends, and streams in good to excellent condition.  In order to better distinguish actual water quality trends from natural variability, the trends are based on the ten years of data collected prior to analysis.  Greater numbers of stream monitoring sites with improving water quality than declining water quality indicate progress towards the goal of protecting Oregon’s water.  In addition, maintaining or increasing the percentage of stream sites with good to excellent water quality also indicates progress towards the goal.

3. HOW WE ARE DOING
Water quality has shown steady improvement over the last 14 years.  Improvement was greatest between 1997 to 2001.  The percentage of sites with improving trends has decreased each year for the last five years, but there were still more improving sites than declining through 2004.  The most recent analysis indicates that the number of improving sites and declining sites are now equal.  After 14 years of improvements, water quality is currently holding steady.
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In 2005, the percentage of monitored stream sites with significantly increasing trends was 14%.  Measure 78(a) has been below the target for the last several years.  In 2005, the percentage of monitored stream sites with significantly decreasing trends was 14%.  From 2003 to 2005, measure 78(b) has been above the target.  The percentage of monitored stream sites with good to excellent water quality condition was 51% in 2005.  For the last 7 years measure 78(c) has exceeded the target.

4. HOW WE COMPARE
No industry standards exist.  The performance is based primarily on the Oregon Water Quality Index (OWQI).  The OWQI is used to describe general stream water quality status and trends.  The OWQI also shows the general effectiveness of water quality management activities.  

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS                                                                              
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Targets were met between 1996 and 1998.  Targets were changed in 1999 and reflect a time of substantial increases in water quality that were occurring due to progress on developing and implementing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and associated water quality management plans.  The failure to meet the target for increasing trends in water quality is at least partially a statistical function in that earlier positive trends have resulted in some streams attaining good to excellent condition and stabilizing at that level.  The failure to meet the target for declining trends is more of a concern and may reflect the rapid population growth and associated development that often affects water quality in certain areas.  In addition, a small number of sites with decreasing trends may be due to changing management practices.  DEQ is working with management agencies to ensure water quality is protected and the trends reverse.  
DEQ recognizes we may need to re-evaluate current targets for the trends measures as they are probably not realistic over the long term as more streams reach stable condition.  DEQ will need to discuss the process for target changes and funding necessary to do so with the Oregon Progress Board.   

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
The data for this benchmark are developed from a network of 132 ambient monitoring sites on the state’s major rivers and streams.  The Oregon Progress Board has recommended supplementing this with additional benchmarks on aquatic biological integrity (indices of biological integrity for macroinvertebrates and fish) and OWQI based on data collected from a statewide probabilistic sampling network representing all stream miles.  The addition of such benchmarks would provide a more robust measure of the quality of Oregon’s surface water.  There is also a need (as indicated above) to revisit the current targets for the trending measures.  In addition, further evaluation is needed to determine reasons for the failure to meet the target for declining trends. 
DEQ has developed a comprehensive water quality monitoring strategy that outlines what it would take to do more monitoring for public health regarding toxics; permit evaluation; groundwater; and fish consumption.  To fully implement this strategy would require more than 80 staff.  Currently our water quality monitoring is done with about 18 staff.  In addition, to fully implement the additional benchmarks recommended by the Oregon Progress Board through the State of the Environment Report Benchmark Workgroup (mentioned above) would take an additional 9 staff.  
7. ABOUT THE DATA                                                                                                                 
Long term ambient water quality monitoring data are collected in accordance with the Ambient Water Quality Monitoring Network Quality Assurance Project Plan.  Monitoring data are stored in DEQ’s Laboratory Analytical Storage and Retrieval Database (LASAR) and analyzed annually based on the hydrologic water year.  All DEQ monitoring data are accessible via the web at http://deq12.deq.state.or.us/lasar2/.  

	OBM #83
	SOLID WASTE: Pounds of municipal solid waste landfilled or incinerated per capita. 
	Measure since: 1992

	Goal
	INVOLVE OREGONIAN’S IN SOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS.

	Oregon Context
	As an Oregon Benchmark, this measure is also linked to: (1) Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 6: Air, water and land resources quality (OAR 660-015-00 (06)); and (2) Oregon Shines Goal 3: Healthy, sustainable surroundings. HYPERLINK "http://" 


	Data source
	Landfill disposal tonnage reports.

	Owner
	DEQ Land Quality Program.   Peter Spendelow, (503) 229-5253
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OUR STRATEGY 

Through increased recycling and waste reduction activities, the amount of waste being landfilled and incinerated will diminish.  Oregonians’ involvement is crucial and depends on environmentally conscious purchasing habits, as well as waste reduction and recycling habits.  











2. ABOUT THE TARGETS




  DEQ recently revised our targets to take into account two factors.  First, state law sets a statewide recovery goal of 45% by 2005 and 50% by 2009.  Second, state law also sets a waste prevention goal of no per-capita increase by 2005, and no absolute increase in tons generated by 2009.  Based on these goals and reasonable assumptions, we derived new targets for disposed waste that meet these two state goals.
3. HOW WE ARE DOING
In spite of increased recycling, disposal has climbed steadily since reaching a temporary low in 2001.  Increased construction and demolition waste is believed to be a significant factor in the overall increase in disposal.  Improved economic conditions in Oregon have also lead to an increase in waste generation and disposal. 

4. HOW WE COMPARE
It is difficult to compare disposal from state to state or to compare our state to the national average, because every state defines and measures its waste stream differently.  However, the 2004 BioCycle survey of the states ranked Oregon as having the second lowest disposal of municipal solid waste, substantially below the national average as measured in that survey.  The same BioCycle survey ranked Oregon as having the highest recycling rate in the nation. 

5. FACTORS AFFECTING RESULTS
Although the strong recycling programs in Oregon have had a large influence in reducing disposal, many other factors also affect the year-to-year changes in disposal.  These factors include construction activities, trends towards larger house sizes and greater number of households with fewer people per house.  Changes in economic conditions also affect how much people buy, and thus how much waste they dispose. 

6. WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE
It is important to continue to track the data and look at programs that contribute to Oregonian’s understanding of steps they can take to reduce per capita disposal.  

7. ABOUT THE DATA
All landfills and incinerators report the tons of waste they dispose to DEQ each quarter, except for very small facilities that report to DEQ annually.  DEQ has occasionally audited disposal data from selected facilities.  All of the larger landfills use certified scales and computerized recordkeeping to record and report disposal tonnage.  Per capita disposal for 1999 and before have been adjusted based on revised statewide population figures resulting from the 2000 census.  The results reported here are slightly higher than the results DEQ reports in our annual recovery survey, because a change in state law in 2001 directed DEQ to exclude from disposal a small amount of materials burned as fuel at the waste-to-energy facility in Marion County.  For consistency with past benchmark data, we did not apply that exclusion to the Benchmark 83 data. 
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� Summary includes only currently adopted KPMs.  


� http://www.epa.gov/Region9/cross_pr/innovations/merrec.htm


� http://www.dnr.state.wi.us/org/caer/cea/mercury/program.htm





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.deq.state.or.us/wmc/ECSI/ecsiquery.asp?listtype=lis&listtitle=Environmental+Cleanup+Site%20Information+Database" ��http://www.deq.state.or.us/wmc/ECSI/ecsiquery.asp?listtype=lis&listtitle=Environmental+Cleanup+Site%20Information+Database� 
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