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July 2,1992

Mr. Edward Fox
Director
Department Of Environmental Quality
2005 North Central Avenue
Phoenix, ArIzona 85004

Dear Mr. Fox:

The Governor's Project SUM review of your agency has been completed, and the project team Is

pleased to present you with this summary of our findings and recommendations. The study was Initiated

on November 8, 1991 and the field work was completed approximately February 3, 1992.

This summary restates the objectives of the review, the approach which was used, and highlights

the major changes recommended as a result of the study. It quantifies the potential benefits for your agency

and the public at large and summarizes the key Implementation actions and legislative support needed to

convert the proposed recommendations into actual benefits. The summary Is followed by the detailed

findings and recommendations.

In total. the recommendations identify approximately $7.6 mUlion In benefits for your agency.

OBJECTlVES & GOALS

The overall objective of this study was to find ways to Improve the delivery of services In the

ArIzona Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). The goals were to Improve the process of delivering

public services and reduce the cost of government whenever and wherever possible. Impediments to

prompt and effective services were to be Identlflecl for removal, and structures established which support

the long term goal of continuous Improvement using total quality management concepts throughout the

agency.

We reviewed the shelf data from the Department to understand the mission. responsibilities. and

workloads. A preliminary scoplng and defaMed diagnostic were petfotmed. Interviews were conducted with

all levels of management, supervision and selected technlcaJ and clerical positions. We observed work



activities and computer system use, and obtained either actual or estimated work measurement standards

for the processes which were reviewed. We discussed procedural findings with work center managers and

supervisors.

exhibit 1, Interview LIst, lists the 145 Individuals we contacted during the review. Many of these

Individuals were contacted more than once to confirm our understanding of their areas of responsibUity and

to discuss the feaslbUity of proposed process changes and organizational structures. Because of their

cooperation and participation, the study team and your managers have a high level of confidence that these

recommendations can be successfully Implemented.

exhibit 2, Current Organization Chart, shows the structure of each division as It was presented to

us at the time of the review. Changes have occurred during and since Project SUM, and these are Included

to provide the reader a frame of reference and a benchmark against which ali changes can be measured.

SUMMARY RNDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Major potential savings come from combining Units or Sections where there Is duplication or

fragmentation of workloads. These patterns were found In all three major divisions including Air, Waste, and

Water Quality.

Air Qualltv OMslon

In the Air Quality DMslon, we recommend combining the Permit and Compliance Units, and the

air modeling function of the Air Assessment Section, providing a single unit for public interaction, a reduction

of inter-unlt paperwork and duplication of effort.

Providing, and In most cases requiring, a pre-application conference with permit applicants can

both reduce the cycles of OEQ-appllcant Interaction and shorten the permit process by as much as a year.

This conference would Include representatives of all appropriate dMsions, to replace up to three separate

application conferences under the present structure.

Revising the draft permit review process and modifying the public notice procedures would further

Improve service to permit applicants and reduce costs.

We recommend changes In the emission testing "waiver" process In the Vehicle Emissions Section

by Imposing a $3.00 fee for waiver test, thereby collecting fees which are now lost to the State. Combining
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Mr. Edward J. Fox, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Page 3

the Quality Assurance Unit and the Phoenix Operations Unit and structuring It simUar to Tucson Operations

will further increase staffing f1ex1bUIty and reduce costs.

The Implementation of these recommendations will require cross-training of the personnel In those

Units or Sections which are combined, but otherwise may be Implemented on Instruction from the Director.

Waste DMsiQIJ

In the Waste DMslon, major savings are available by streamlining the Underground Storage Tank

(UST) Section. We recommend reducing one level of supervision by flattening the vertical structure.

combining functions. and transferring some of the administrative aetMtles to the Administration DMsion.

This will result In a savings of about $1.58 mUlion In both cost avoidance and reduction. This will also

accelerate the processing of cases by establishing a one-stop processing and follow-up point to handle all

actions required within the UST Section regarding complaints. release reports. compliance. enforcement.

responses to pUblic Inquiries and reporting.

Significant savings from combinations In the Waste DMslon Include the Pre-Remedial and

Department Of Defence Units. the Inspections and compliance functions In Emergency Response. and the

Solid and Special Waste Units.

Water Qualltv DMsion

In the Water Quality Division. we recommend eliminating the Ground Water Hydrology, Program

Coordination & Certification, and Field Services Sections and consolidating them In Compliance and Water

Assessment Sections together with transferring some of the planning functions to the Deputy Director, thus

creating a new Central Planning SectIon. This section will be a centralized planning office for the DEQ which

will provide management with appropriate Information from which long te"" goals and objectIves may be

evaluated on a periodic basis.

Within the Compliance Section we recommend re-comblning the two Drinking Water Units which

or sampling/testing modalities.



Mr. Edward J. Fox, Director
Department of Environmental Cuaiity
Page 4

AdminlstratiQn DMsiQn

The Labor ActIvIty Reporting System (LARS) currently does not have a fully automated

computerized system to capture labor costs on a site specIflc basis. We concur with the study being done

by DEC and support the plan for automating the cost recovery system by July 1, 1992. Once Implemented,

we believe It will save the agency over $35,670 directly In manpower and will help In collecting costs from

permit holders which are estimated In mUllens.

Placement of the audit function In the Administrative DivislQn could be viewed as Inhibiting an

accurate and unbiased evaluation of financial operations. This Is not tQ say that the present QrganizatiQnaI

assignment of the audit functiQn has created any problems and nQ evidence was found which might so

indicate. However, we recommend that the audit functiQns be in the Deputy Director's Office. This will

assure the DirectQr that the auditing functiQns are performed withQut an appearance of bias Qr influence and

will enhance the independence and perceived objectivity of the audit reports.

Most of the tasks perfQrmed In DEO do not have WQrk Qr job standards. The lack of standards

makes it difficult to determine staffing requirements and measure prodUctivity. FQr example, the Issuance

of permits, inspectiQns, ensuring compliance, testing and mQnltQring in Air, Waste and Water DMsIQns are

measurable. The paper handling process In the Comptroller's OffIce, being repetitive In nature, Is easily

measured. Past experience with work measurement studies has shown there Is at least a 15% Improvement

In Qperatlonal effectiveness In those QrganizatlQns where WQrk measurement techniques have been applied

and WQrk standards established. We believe approximately 170 posltlQns will be subject tQ WQrk

measurement standards. This will result in an addltlQnaI savings of approximately 26 FTEs, or $1,040,000

including ERE, after Implementation is complete.

A comparison was made with other state agencies for payroll and budget functiQns. Based upon

the number of transactiQns and the number of people emplQyed, It was clear that DEC has more people

perfQrming actlvltles s1mUar tQ those performed in other agencies. We recommend those functions be as

effective as other state agencies.
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Mr. Edward J. Fox, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
PageS

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

As this Team commenced Its study of the Department of Environmental Quality, we learned that

you had only been at the helm of the agency for (at that time) approximately five months. Having accepted

a charge of making changes and Improvements In the agency, there has been a continuous change In the

organization and staffing of the Department, even whUe the Project SUM evaluation study was being

conducted.

The Team's recommendations, and the accompanying exhibits which describe them, are based

on the situation as It existed at the time of the interviews and analyses. Some of the recommendations which

are being submitted by the Project Team already are in the process of being Implemented by you. Others

may be altered In the final analysis because the context of the recommendations have been changed since

they were prepared.

Implementation leadership wUl determine the achievement of maximum savings by putting In place

the concepts proposed in this document, and resolving any differences which exist due to Interim changes

In the organization.

SUMMARY OF SAVINGS

The improved services and benefits outlined above are achieved through the 53 points discussed

In this report The recommendations apply to several areas such as organization restructuring, process

changes, income enhancement, management controls, functional realignment, work measurement, public

benefits, and staffing requirements.

exhibit 3, DEQ Summary of Titles and Savings, shows the impact of each of the recommendations

and includes Increases in income, future cost avoidances, and present cost reduction. The magnltucle of

each is:



IMPLEMENTATION

exhibit 4, Layering (Present & Proposed) compares Management layers before and after the

Department's proposed restructure,

Mr. Edward J. Fox, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Page 6

The Implementation process Is best carried on soon after the review process. This maintains

momentum whUe the topics are fresh In people's minds. We estimate that most of the recommendations

contained in the report can be Implemented within a period of 18 months.
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$7'698,468

$ 34,300

4,107,112

3,557,056

Savings Symmarv

Income Enhancement

Cost Avoidance

Cost Reduction

Total

exhibit 5, Recommended Organization Charts, shows the proposed structure of DEQ following the

implementation of the recommendations. These structures are consistent with the recommendations, but

are not the only possible structures which can achieve the Improved service and benefits. Actual structures

will be finalized as the recommendations are Implemented.

Personnel Services savings may vary somewhat during the Implementation phase of the SUM

Project. Redeployment procedures could, in some cases, result in 'bumplng down' which will reduce a

portion of the savings. Further, since averages were used for the affected grade levels, these figures may

not exactly coincide with the current salary of the individuals occupying the position In question.

Implementation is the critical step In the process of achieving savings. Potential savings are often

identified but not achieved when the Implementation process is distracted by day to day activities, and

managers shy away from the necessary reduction In staff, Successful Implementations are marked by two

things: a strong commitment from senior management to achieve as much of the savings as proves

possible; and designation of Implementation team leaders with the requisite mental toughness to see the

task through to completion.
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Mr. Edward J. Fox. Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Page 7

Our recommended Implementation Plan In exhibit 6, DEQ Implementation Schedule, shows an

Implementation sequence and approximate duration for each recommendation. A detaBed plan can be

established at the outset of the Implementation. Individual recommendation Implementation requirements

are shown with the recommendation In the detaU section of this report.

There are three major components of cost associated with Implementation. These are typically

one-time costs and represent a reduction in first year benefits. They include the costs of current employee

time during implementation, outside assistance, and employee redeployment. Outside Implementation

assistance can significantly Improve the total value of benefits achieved, the probabUlty that benefits wUl be

achieved, and can reduce the total time necessary to achieve Implementation through the use of focused,

dedicated resources. These costs depend on the total scope of the assistance requested. and are not

included In this individual agency report.

* * * * *



Mr. Edward J. Fox, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
Page 8

We wish to thank you as the Director of DEQ and your entire staff for their complete cooperation,

participation, suggestions and comments, and support of our efforts durlng this study.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service to the Govemor and the SUM Steerlng Committee

In this endeavor. Should you have any questions "regarding this report, please feel free to contact the

Project executive or any member of your Project SUM Team:

• Ken Boyd, Department of Agrlculture

• Les Jennings, Dept. of Youth Treatment & Rehab.

• William RBey, Department of Transportation

• Amjad Huda, Coopers & Lybrand

The Agency Director's comments follow this signature page.

David St. John
executive Direct
Project SUM
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The Department of Environmefllal Quality U All EqtI4l OpportlUlity AjfirfNltive Action Employer.

Dear Mr. st. John:

June 8, 1992

ARIZONA DEPARTlYIENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Phoenix, Arizona 85001-0600OEQ· SA
Recycled Paper

.,.

Post Office Box 600

a) SLIM calculated savings from Grade 19 and higher positions
at the mid-point of the salary range. Actual calculation of
salaries by my staff for these positions produced a savings
of $495,413 less than reported by SLIM.

Note that ADEQ was established with 132 positions in FY
1987. Since that time the number of positions has grown by
approximately 400%. These new positions were funded by the
Legislature at entry level. Additionally, since FY 1987 the
State has only funded pay increases two times - 3.5% July 1,
1988 and 4.5% July 1, 1990. Therefore, most of the
positions at ADEQ are funded at a significantly lower level
than the mid-point utilized by Project SLIM.

1. Calculation Approach - The report identified $1,335,011 more in
savings (see attachment) than I believe actually exist. This is
attributable to four specific SLIM policies.

In the last draft of the SLIM report reviewed by ADEQ there are numerous
areas with which I disagree. Examples of these differences are:

During our review of the SLIM document, it became readily apparent that
many new and/or inexperienced managers were interviewed due to the state of
flux the agency was in at the time of the SLIM interviews. In addition,
the time for the SLIM interviews was too short. As a result, a significant
amount of the data gathered by the SLIM team was incomplete resulting in
what I believe to be inaccurate analysis.

The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) is totally
committed to the Governor's efforts to reduce costs by eliminating waste
and improving the effectiveness of our work efforts.

To that end, my executive staff and I dedicated significant time over the
past eight weeks working with the SLIM project consultants and the ADEQ
State employee team. My goal had been to develop a SLIM report that would
be a useful " s trawman" blueprint for a more effective ADEQ.

Mr. David St. John
Executive Director
Project SLIM
Capitol West Wing
1700 W. Washington
Phoenix, AZ 85007

~-,~......J'

~J

~SYM[NGTON.GOVERNOR

EDWARD Z. FOX. DIRECTOR
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3. State Match - The report did not acknowledge that much of the
Federal funding that ADEQ receives requires State match. Of the
savings amount iderttified by this report, approximately $923,000
of General and dedicated funds are required for State match for
Federal programs.

2. Source of Funds - The report did not acknowledge the difference
between Federal funds, State dedicated funds and State General
Fund monies. Of the savings identified in the report, most
(approximately $1.2 million in Federal funds and approximately
$2.2 million in dedicated funds) will not result in savings to
the State General fund.

4. Proqram Analysis - The report shows all Underground Storage Tank
(UST) Program work to be remedial in nature. The SLIM Flow Chart
incorporates parts of only four out of nineteen UST work
processes. Thus, the recommendation to eliminate 49 positions is
based upon limited analysis and would seriously reduce the
current level of service of this program.
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Page 2
.,.

b) The SLIM report identifies cost avoidance of $416,843 from
12 unfunded positions (many of which appeared with the
designation of FROZEN on the ADEQ organization chart) and
$133,851 from five additional unfunded positions which were
abolished in the FY 1992 budget by the Legislature but still
appeared on the ADEQ organization chart in error.

c) The SLIM report identifies savings of $114,857 from
downgrading three positions. Administrative Rule R2-5-303
specifically states that "The salary of an employee in a
position Which is reclassified to a lower class, or in a
class which is changed to a lower grade, and which is within
the salary range of the new pay grade, will remain the
same." Hence, no savings are generated from these three
downgrades.

d) The SLIM report includes a reduction of $1,040,000 for 26
unspecified positions at an average salary including
employee related expenses (ERE) of $40,000 per position to
be achieved by implementation of work standards/work
measurements. The average salary per position in ADEQ
including ERE is $33,306. Therefore, I believe the savings
is overstated by $174,047.

5. Developmental Programs - During the last two legislative
sessions, the Legislature-established five new programs in ADEQ:
Underground Storage Tanks, Recycling, Waste Tires, Pollution
Prevention and Special Waste. In addition, the Legislature
mandated increased staffing in FY 1992 for: 1) the Aquifer
Protection Program to address the backlog of approximately 994
permits and 2) the Safe Drinking Water Program where 90% of the
systems are out of compliance. All of these actions were
initiated to protect human health and the environment.

Mr.- David st. John
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Despite the differences in approach and analysis identified above, I am
committed to implementing SLIM and to working out these differences during
the implementation process. It is, however, critical that implementation
be completed in a quality manner for two specific reasons:

2. Protection of Human Health and the Environment - The fundamental
mission of this Department is to protect the environment and
pUblic health. In the areas of inspection and enforcement which
are fundamental components of that mission, it is important that
any reduction be looked at very closely.

The SLIM report eliminated positions as cost avoidance if those
positions were vacant at the time of the investigation. While
efficiencies can be achieved in these programs, automatic
elimination of. FTE positions for newly created programs, which
were established to protect human health and the environment, is
not in the best interest of the state of Arizona.

Page 3

1. Economic Development - Many of the recommendations were made in
the areas of permitting and approvals which are critical to the
economic development of this state. Therefore, overly optimistic
reductions would directly impact the ability of businesses to
open and the ability of real estate to be transferred in this
State. Reductions in these areas should be approached
cautiously.

Because of the amount of time required to design new programs,
develop and promulgate rules, establish new positions and
complete the hiring process, most of the positions associated
with these new or enhanced programs were vacant at the time the
SLIM team was conducting interviews and researching programs
within ADEQ.

After completion of the implementation process, I expect that some SLIM
recommendations will be implemented exactly as they are proposed, some
recommendations will be implemented in concept, and other recommendations
will not be implemented at. aJ...l.. Additionally, becaUSE: cur imple.mentation
plan will cover all aspects of ADEQ, I expect to add innovations and
improvements that SLIM did not address.

In an effort to implement SLIM in a quality way, I intend to create a
steering committee made up of the Department's customers,including private
industry and environmental groups, to oversee this implementation. Our
implementation plan for SLIM recommendations will contain Office by Office
and program by program evaluations of ADEQ's work processes. Development
of these baseline data will be completed with the help of, and input from,
the Steering Committee and knowledgeable staff in each of the program
areas.

Mr: David st. John
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cc: Governor Fife Symington
Rita Pearson, Deputy Chief of Staff

Office of the Governor

Edward Z.
Director

DEQ - eo

Mr."David St. John

For example, ADEQ's area of greatest inefficiency is its annual 17%
employee turnover. The problem of attracting and retaining qualified
employees increases costs not only to ADEQ but also to the regulated
industry because permits are delayed. ADEQ exit interviews indicate that
turnover is principally due to the disparity in pay between ADEQ
environmental positions and similar positions in industry and local
government. We have proposed to the SLIM steering Committee, and the
steering committee has agreed, that ADEQ retain some of the SLIM savings to
be used to improve pay parity.

I hope this letter communicates my commitment to the SLIM process as well
as my concerns about some of the specific components of the SLIM report.
Thank you for your continuing personal courtesy.
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Interview List

Exhibit 1

DEQ

Name Title/Department Date
Kickoff Meeting NA Nov. 8,91
Nancy Wrona A.D. Air Quality Nov. 12.91
Bill Wiley A.D. Rules Nov. 13.91
Joe Smith A.D. Administration Nov. 14.91
Stephanie Wilson A.D. Waste Program Nov. 14,91
Marc Lame Ombu1~'nan Nov. 14. 91
Sean Mclaughlin Env. Eng. Spec.-Permits Unit Nov. 15,91
William Jasper Unit Supv.-Compliance Unit Nov. 18,91
Mike Traubert Env.Eng.Spec.-Compliance Nov. 18.91
Bill Watson Manager-Vehicle Emissions Nov. 19.91
Gary Neuroth Manager-Air Assessment Nov. 19.91
Prabhat Bhargava Permits Unit Mgr. Nov. 19.91
Jim Guyton Monitoring-Air Assessment Nov. 19.91
Cathy Stevens Air-Assessment Nov. 20. 91
Joe Soporowski Unit Manager-Air Assessment Nov. 20. 91
Marylou Smithana Vehicle Emission Nov. 20, 91
Mark Klinger Vehicle Emission Nov. 20. 91
Dan Grubbe Vehicle Emission Nov. 20. g1
Dan Bauer Vehicle Emission Nov. 20, 91
Dick Cisco Vehicle Emission Nov. 20. 91
Ed Fox Director Nov. 21. 91
John Walls Vehicle Emissions Nov. 21. 91
Frank Cox Vehicle Emissions Nov. 21. 91
Larry Rich Chief-Tucson office Nov. 21. 91
Robert Wetterstrom ERS-Vehicle Emission-Tucson Nov. 22, 91
Ira Domsky Section chief-Planning Nov. 22, 91
Marylou Smithana Vehicle Emissions Nov. 25, 91
Mark Klinger Vehicle Emissions Nov. 25. 91
Ron Taut Vehicle Emissions Nov. 25. 91
Manager Gordon Darby Nov. 25, 91
Jim Guyton Mgr. Monitoring unit Nov. 25, 91
Rose Jessen Data Analyst Nov. 26, 91
Sandy Connery Data Analyst Nov. 26. 91
Ed Fox Director-DEQ Nov. 27,91
Stephanie Wilson A.D.-Waste Division Dec. 3,91
Ty Canez Section Mgr.-Hazardous Waste Dec. 3.91
Dan Marsin Section Mgr.-Remedial Proj. Dec. 3,91
LundlWatters Section Mgr.-UST Dec. 3,91
Dale Anderson Supervisor-Waste Insp.Unit Dec. 4,91
Wendy Kristin Supv-Corrective Action Unit Dec. 4.91
OhnmeisslThaut Carp Team Leader/EHS II Dec. 4.91
Mike Ballot Pre-Remedial Unit Supv. Dec. 4.91
AI Roesler IEx-Supv.-Permlt Unit-Haz.Waste luee. 5.91 I
AI Brown Ex-Supv.-Comp.Unit-Haz.Waste Dec. 5.91
Doug Wheeler EDP-MIS Dec. 5,91
Linda Burgess P&PS-Tech.Prog.Unit Dec. 5,91

DEQ -9
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Interview List

Exhibit 1

DEQ

Name Title/Department Date
Kathy Feliberty P&PS-Tech.Prog.Unit Dec. 5,91
Sandra Eberhardt Eng.Prog.Supv.-PolI.Prev.Unit Dec. 5,91
Andy Soesilo Section Mgr.-Waste Assess. Dec. 5,91
Bill Shafer Fin. Cnsltnt-Fac.Rep.Unit Dec. 5,91
Barbara Herron R&SA Dec. 5,91
Mike Greenslave Supv.-Engrng.Unit Dec. 5,91
Barry Recktorovich EHS-II-Engrng.Unit Dec. 5,91
AI Brown Unit Supv.-Remedial Proj. Dec. 6,91
Bill Soleberg EPS-Waste Insp.Unit Dec. 6,91
Allen Johnson Supv.-Hydrology Unit Dec. 6,91
Joe Drosendahl RP-Team Leader Dec. 6,91
Laura Manley RP-Team-Hydro II Dec. 6,91
Mike Leach State Lead Team-TL Dec. 9,91
Ed Fox Director -- DEQ Dec. 6,91
Ed Csira Compl.Unit Supv.-Haz.Waste Dec. 9,91
Tammy Martel Admin.Secy.-Emerg.Resp.Unit Dec. 9,91
Carrol Ferrel Clk.Typ.III-Emerg.Resp&lnsp. Dec. 9,91
Dan Zeller Engnr-Solid Waste Dec. 10,91
Barry Abott Unit Supv.-Solid Waste Dec. 11,91
Bill Shafer A.D.-Water Quality Dec. 16,91
Syed Amanatullah EES-Landfill-WQ Dec. 17,91
Roger Kennett Mining-Unit Mgr. Dec. 17,91
Skip Hellurud Section Mgr-Water Permit Dec. 18,91
Bill Engstrom Unit Mgr-APP Wastewater/Drywls Dec. 18,91
Wayne Palsma EPS-NPDES Dec. 18,91
Stephanie Ostrom Section Mgr-Prog.Coord. Dec. 18, 91
Carol Aby Unit Supv.-Planning & Grants Dec. 18,91
John Bulanowski Unit Supv.-Operator Cert. Dec. 18,91
Larry Pierson Admin.Asst.II-Plan'g & Grants Dec. 18,91
Hains, Charles Field Services-MGA. Dec. 20,91
Dan Williams Central Regional-Env.Engr. Dec. 20, 91
Perry James MIS-WQ Dec. 18,91
Ed Pond EHS II-Mining APP Dec. 18,91
Chiou Chen EPS Dec. 18,91
Lionel Klikoff NPDES-Unit Mgr. Dec. 18,91
Corraine Lujan AA II-NPDES Unit Dec. 18,91
Ed FoX: Director-DEQ Dec. 19,91
Forrest Woodwick Lab Coord. Unit Supv. Dec. 19,91
Dorothy Hains Unit MGA.-Tech.Review Dec. 20,91
Brian Munson MGA.-Water Assessment Jan. 2,92
Don Shroyer Unit Supv.-Non-point source Jan. 2,92
Ed Swanson Unit Supv.-Point Source Jan. 3,92
WangYu Unit Supv.-Pesticides Jan. 3,92
Edna Heard Lab Coord Jan. 6,92
Reza Azizi Unit Mgr.-Wastewater Compo Jan. 6,92
Bob Munari Section Mgr-Comp. Section Jan. 6,92
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Interview List

Exhibit 1

DEQ

Name Title/Department Date
Jon Dahl Unit Mgr-Drlnking Water Compo Jan. 6,92
Ed Csira lab. Coord-Water Assess. Jan. 7,92
louis Parsons Tl-Water PolI.Comp. Jan. 8,92
Elizabeth Ridgely Tl-Drinking Water Enf. Jan. 8,92
Dan Williams Data Mgr-Drinking Water Unit Jan. 8,92
Walid Alsmadi Tl-Drinking Water Compo Jan. 8,92
linda Bragg R&SA-Drinking Water Data Jan. 8,92
Jim Maston SRO Mgr-Field 5erv.(Tueson) Jan. 8,92
Steve Devereaux SRO-EES (Tucson) Jan. 8.92
Andrew Rendes SRO-EES (Tucson) Jan. 8,92
Michele Kennard Unit Supv.-GW Hydrology Jan. 13,92
Judy Heywood Unit Supv.-GW Hydr.Site Ass. Jan. 14,92
SCott Goodwin Site Ass.-Hydr. Unit Jan. 14,92
Chuck Graf Section Mgr.-GW Hydr. Jan. 14,92
Bud Paulson A.D.-Envir.Serv.Div.-Agrieul. Jan. 17,92
Wayne Hood Supv.-GW Hydr. Jan. 17,92
Harley Hiett NRO-Supv. Field Services Jan. 14,92
Joe Smith A.D.-Administration Jan. 16,92
Ed Fox Director Jan. 21,92
Rich Beissel Comptroller Jan. 22,92
Fred Goebel FIS SVS. MGRII Jan. 22,92
Janet Gafford FISSVSSP IV Jan. 22,92
Ajita Athalye FISSVSSP II Jan. 22,92
Gary Borrman FIS SVC SP III Jan. 22,92
Delores Rankin Aeet. Tech III Jan. 22,92
Mark lammle Acet. Tech II Jan. 23,92
Annette Davis Acct. Tech II Jan. 23,92
Robert Jones Acet. Tech II Jan. 23,92
Barbara Abalos Temporary Clerk Jan. 23,92
Aurora lopez Buyer III Jan. 23,92
Sal Derner Bud. Cont. Dev. SP II Jan. 23,92
Dan Smolnik Contr. Mgt. SP II Jan. 23,92
Phyllis Johnson Acctg.Unlt-FIS SVS SP I Jan. 24,92
Jane Thompson AIR Unit-FIS SVC SP III Jan. 24,92
Carol Frantz Payroll-Unit Supv. Jan. 24,92
Theresa Thomas Payroll-Acct.Tech III Jan. 24,92
Brad Sains Cost Recovery-FIS SVC SP III Jan. 24,92
Sue Rice Human Resources-AA III Jan. 24,92
Paul Donovan Human Resources-Tr.Off. II Jan. 24, 92
Jose Farias Business Sys-Prog.Anal. III Jan. 23,92
Terry Fields SCientific Sys.-Proj.leader Jan. 23,92
Yvonne Goolsby IRMS-Proj.Mgr. Jan. 23,92
Gloria Mathews Info,Center-ProoAnaL III .Jan 24.92

David Harper [Como.CoOl. III - IJ"". 24: 92
I

George Giarrusso Data Base-DB SP II Jan. 24,92
Gary Crockett Bus.Sys-Prog.Anal. III Jan. 24,92
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Interview List

Exhibit 1

DEQ

Name Title/Department Date
Tam Warner Info.Center-Intern Jan. 24,92
Tara Fuchs Mgmt.Budg.-Exac.Consult II Jan. 27,92
Beth Reely Budg.-Bud Conti Dev Off II Jan. 27,92
Warren SChrier Budg.-Bud Conti Dev Off II Jan. 27, 92
Broderick-Hurley Int.Audit-Prog.CompI.Aud. III Jan. 27, 92
Ronald Gray Int.Audit-Rev Field Aud. III Jan. 27, 92
Martha seaman Mgr.-RUles Development Jan. 30,92
Ronald Dalrymple Exac.Dir.-B.T.A. Jan. 31,92
James Dixon Investigation Mgr.-B.T.A. Jan. 31,92
Mike Miller Chairman of the B.T.A. Jan. 31, 92
Roger Brewer Env.Consultants-B.T.A. Jan. 31,92
Roger Palmenberg Env.Consultnt. -Palmenberg Inc. Jan. 31,92
Steven Pawloski ASOII Jan. 31,92
Ed Fox Director Feb. 3,92
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[)EQ SUMMARY OF TITLES & SAVINGS

EXHIBIT 2

1 OF 3 PAGES

§
I...

(,.)

nHle Federal State Others Grand Total
FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE

Avoid Reduction Total Vac, Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Avoid Reduction Total Vac, Dollars Vac.
Air Qualily Division

Vehicle Emissions Waiver Lanes SO S24.470 S55,717 l'80,187 3 1 $31.780 S113,033 S144.813 5 1 S225,OOO 8 2
Denied Portion of Waiver Lane P,ocess SO SO SO SO 0 0
Revision of Public NotlceslPut'lic Hearing Process SO $0 SO SO 0 0
Combining Permit & Compllan':e Units S104,300 S104.300 5 S68.657 S124.166 S1i92,823 2 $43,430 $43,430 1 1 S340,553 8 1
Pre-Application Meeting Requirement SO SO SO SO 0 0
Cursory evaluation Improvement SO SO SO SO 0 0
Draft Permit Review Process SO SO SO SO SO 0 0
Monitoring Unit,lnstrumentation -"eam SO SO $44,136 $44.136 1 $44,136 1 0
Reasaignment of Analysis Tealll SO SO SO SO 0 0

of Special Studies Function SO SO SO SO 0 0
Assignment of Modeling Workloa~ SO S18,101 l.18.101 1 S31,123 S52,998 S84.121 2 1 S102,222 3 1

"'/'::,:S;~:f::;~:-' Sub-Total Air '::Illallty Division' SO S104,300 S104,300 5 0 S93.127 S197,984 S;!91.111 6 1 S106,333 S210,167 S316,500 9 3 S711.911 20 4

Waste :Jlvision

Combine Federal Facilities & Fre-Remedlal Units $43.430 $43,430 1 1 S38,926 l'38.926 1 1 S86,860 S86.860 2 2 S169,216 4 4
Emergency Response Unit SO $41,497 l>41.497 1 1 SO $41.497 1 1
Transfer of tnspeclions Function! S63.054 S8.862 S71.916 2 2 S39.559 $39.559 1 SO S111.475 3 2
ComplIance Unit S135.258 S135,258 4 4 S26,548 l'26.548 1 1 SO S161 ,806 5 5
Solid Walle Unit SO S57,679 S79.961 S'137.840 4 2 S31.115 S31,115 1 1 S168,755 5 3
Special Waste Unit SO $229.562 S;129.562 7 7 SO S229.562 7 7
Permit Unlt,Hazardous Waste Se,:lion SO SO SO $0 0 0
Transfer of Facilllies Reporting U,olt Functions S26.422 S26,422 1 $0 $180,002 $46.169 S226.171 8 7 $252.593 9 7
Combining Units in the Underg!?'Jnd Storage Tank ~lion $123,000 S244.129 S367,129 9 3 $0 S1.021,326 $190.800 S1,212,126 31 26 Sl,579.255 40 29
Contracting/Legal Services I SO $0 $53,100 Sn.019 S130,119 5 3 $130,119 5 3

Sub-Total'tiaste Division ,.,.', $3.64,742 $279,413 I $644,155 17 10 $394.212 S119,520 $513,732 15 12 $1,372,403 S313,988 S1,686,391 47 39 S2,644.278 79 61

I



DEQ SUMMARY OF TITLES & SAVINGS

EXHIBIT 2

2 OF 3 PAGES

~
•...•

Tltle Federal State Others Grand Tolal
FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE

Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Dollars Vac.
Water Quality Division

Program Coordination/Certification Section Placement 556.484 556,484 1 1 5128.928 5104.229 5233.157 7 4 SO $289.841 8 5
Revolving Fund UnU Transfer 5108,760 5108,760 3 3 SO 5114.035 $72,875 5186,910 6 4 5295.670 9 7
Assignment of Water Quality Field Olflces 571,003 516.664 587.667 3 2 5124,893 586,860 5211.753 6 3 518,300 518.300 1 1 5317.720 10 6
Combine Drinking Waler Enforcement and Data 595,410 552,150 5147.560 4 3 5225,495 5225.495 6 6 50 5373,055 10 9
Bond Submission In lieu of Financial Data SO SO 50 50 0 a
Establishing Deadline lor Deliciency Responses SO SO SO 50 a 0
Combining Units in Plans Review & Permit Section SO 5130.419 5137,627 5268,046 6 3 5134,799 5134,799 3 3 $402.845 9 6
Peslicides UnU SO 526.548 551.615 578.163 2 1 50 578.163 2 1
Groundwater Protection list SO 560,000 560,000 50 560.000 a a
ADA-DEQ Coordination of Inspections 531,250 $31.250 1 1 SO SO 531,250 1 1
Groundwater Hydrology Section 5113,709 540.899 5154.608 4 3 5105,180 5105,180 3 565.689 565.689 2 2 5325,477 9 5

a a
0 a

Sub-Total' Water Quality Division ...... 5476,616 5109,713 5586.329 16 13 5636,283 5545,511 51.181.794 30 17 $332,823 $72.875 ...• 5405,698 12 10 $2.173.821 58 40

Administration Division

Slmpllly eDP equipment PurChases SO 50 SO 50 0 0
EDP Maintenance Contract Renewals SO 530.000 530.000 50 $30,000 0 0
Payroll Unll SO 535.670 535.670 2 SO 535.670 2 0
Accounts Receivable $0 520,773 $20.773 1 1 $55,809 $55.809 3 576,582 4 1

Accounting Unit Functions $0 571,246 539.559 5110.805 5 4 SO 5110,805 5 4

Cost Recovery Process SO 517,811 535,623 $53,434 3 1 589.055 SS9.055 5 5 5142,489 8 6
Procurement SO 551.041 551,041 2 521,393 521,393 1 572,434 3 0

Accounts Payable SO 579,421 579,421 4 4 518,101 518.101 1 597.522 5 4

Reorganize Information Resources Management $0 552.267 555.646 $107.913 3 2 50 5107,913 3 2

Ulilizalion of Human Resource Personnel SO $14,363 514,363 2 50 514.363 2 a
Budget Workload SO 540.880 540.880 2 50 540,880 2 0

Sub-Tolal Adminislration Division 50 SO SO 0 0 5241,518 .. c- 5302,782 5544,300 24 12 589.055 595,303 5184,358 10 5 5728,658 34 17

.. - .. - - - - - - .. '... - ... .. - .. - - -
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DEQ SUMMARY OF TITLES & SAVINGS

EXHIBIT 2

3 OF3 PAGES
ntle Federal State Others Grand Total

FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE FTE
Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Avoid Reduction Total Vac. Dollars Vac.

•Development

SO S17,8OO S17,800 1 SO 517.800 1 0
Rules Development . { ... ..... •...•.••• i SO .... S17,8OO $17,800 1 . .. , , .... SO 517.800 1 0

iecommendations

SO SO SO SO 0 0
I, Management & Personnel SO SO SO SO 0 0
meys SO S147.700 S147.700 SO S147.7oo 0 0
!cture. DEQ SO SO SO SO 0 0
"ements SO SO S1.040.OOO S1.040,OOO 26 S1,040,OOO 26 0
! Policy/Procedure SO SO SO SO 0 0
ustomer Concerned Allitude SO SO SO SO 0 0
ning Ollice SO SO SO SO 0 0

SO SO SO SO 0 0
'"al Recommendations ....... SO ..... SO SO 0 0 SO S147,7OO S147,7OO 0 0 , SO S1,040,OOO 51,040.000 26 0 51;187,700 26 0

TOTALS $841,358 $493,426 S1,334,784 38 23 S1,365,140 S1,331.297 $2.696,437 76 42 $1,900,614 S1.732.333 $3,632.947 104 57 $7.684,168 218 122
Pub. Income 534,300
Total $7.698.468
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CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

EXHIBIT II 3
PAGE 1 OF 5

~
•....

Q)

DIRECTOR

4

T
I I I I I

OFFICE OF DEPUTY AlII WASTE ADIIINISTIlAT ION
1"UIl1lC AFFAIIlS DIRECTOR & IlULES

14 1& 99 23e le3
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CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART EXHIBIT # 3

AIR QUALITY PAGE 2 OF 5

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

99 TOTAL FTEs

3

19 27 I 44 I 6 I." '" ;""''' I PERMITS & VEHICLE PLANNING
COMPLIANCE EMISSION

~
2 6 6

0
I.... M')NITORINO PERMIT ADIlIN .....,

f- - f-

10 14 3

"'-,
E'IALUAT ION COMPLIANCE PHOENIX

"- I- ~ OPERATOR
7 9 12

S.R.O. TUCSON
I- ~ OPERATOR

1 8

N.R.O. Q.A.
'-- l-

I 7

EMISSIONS
'-- RESEARCH

8

7AHOO2
02fH/92



CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART
WASTE PROGRAMS

EXHIBIT # 3
PAGE 3 OF 5

§
-Clll

DIRECTOR
230 TOTAL FTE.

3

25 I 39 I <42 33 I 1111 I
SOLID & SPECIAL HAZAROUS & SOLID EMERGENCY WASTE ASSESSMENT U.S.T.

WASTE WASTE RESPONSE & & POlUTION
2 2 REMEDIAL PROJECTS PREVENTION 3 5

2

SOLID ENERG. RESP. E.D.P. CORR.- WASTE ~ & HAL WASTE PRE- - ~ ACTION
12 INSP. 13 - REMEDIAL 2 211

10

HAZ. WASTE TECH. FAC.SPECIAL
'-- WASTE ~ PERMITS REMEDIAL I- PROG. I- REPORTING

11 7 - COORDINATOR 9 12
11

ENGINEERINGHAZ. WASTE RECYCLING
'-- COMPLIANCE REMEDIAL ~ -

17 - PROJECTS 7 1.
12

. HYDROLOGYPOlUTIOM
FEDERAL L.- PREVENTION -

L.- FACILITIES 12 33
7

3 ; .----- - .... - - - - - - ..~Q,I-
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CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART

ADMINISTRATION
EXHIBIT /I 3
PAGE 4 OF 5

~
•....

CO

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

3

I
I 11 I 19 I II I 7 I 11 I

'""""~
MANAGEMENT INFO. RES. CONT RACTING & GENERAL HUIlAN IIESOUIICES

FINANA.CE BUDGET & AUDIT MANAGEMENT PROCUREMENT SERVICES
3 11 1 II 7 3

~~
INFORMATION PERSONNEL

I- CENTER -
"

S 6
"---.

I,CrOUNTS BUS. SYSTEM TRAINING
- PI'.YABLE I- -

"
S 1

ACCOUNTS SCIENTIFIC SAFETY
- R!'CEIVABLE I- SYSTEMS -

7 3 ,

~
_ P"IY:OLL OPER. AND

f.- R&D
4

"---.

,;OST DATA BASE
'-- IIE,;OVERY '--

10 1

7AHOO6
02124/92



CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART
WATER QUALITY

EXHIBIT # 3
PAGE 5 OF 5

~o

~

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

4

I
I 53 I 37 I 4S I 37 I 15 I

PLAN REVIEW & WATER AS5ESSMENT COMPLIANCE FIELD SERVICES G.W. HYDROLOOY PROO. COOIID.
PERMITS CERTIFICATION

3 4 2 3 2 I

LANDFILLS PESTICIDE WATER POLL. NORTHERN REMEDIAL PLANMING &- APP f- - COMPLIANCE f- REGION - INVEST. HYDR. >-- EVALUATION
9 11 12 10 9 5

MINING APP POINT SOURCE DRINKING REV. FUND SITE PLANNING &
- I-- & MONITORING - WATER - AONIN. I-- ASSESSNENT - GRANT5

8 12 ENFORCEMENT 6 HYDROLOOY 7 6
14

WASTEWATER WATER QUALITY REV. FUND NON-POINT OPER.
I-- APP & DRY- I-- STD. & LAB DRINKING - PROJECTS I-- SOURCE/OW '-- CERTIF ICATION

WELLS 9 COORD. 10 - WATER DATA 8 MONITOR. 11 3
9

REUSE / MON - POINT CENTRAL OW HYDROLOGY
- NPDES '-- SOURCE - REGION - TECH. SERVo

6 16 9 9

PERMITS SOUTHERN
- HYDROLOOY '-- REGION

9 9

TECH. REVIEW
-

8

- ..._. -----..-..--...- ..- ... .. ~._" " m_" - 7AHOO8
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

EXHIBIT # 5
PAGE 1 OF 5

§
I

IS

S20 TOTAL FTE.

I I
DIRECTOR - 26 FTE. WORK MEASUREMENT/STANDARDS

~ --
49~ FTE.

PUBLIC LEGAL DEPUTY
AFFAIRS OFFICE DIRECTOR ~ I I I1~ 6

L PLANNING BUDGET AUDIT
5 8 3

RULES
13

I I I
OFFICE DF OFFICE OF OFFICE OF OFFICE OF

AIR QUALITY WASTE WATER QUALITY ADMINI5TRATION
79 H6 173 65

------------..-.------­i*
AH026
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RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATION CHART

AIR QUALITY
EXHIBIT # 5
PAGE 2 OF 5

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

79 TOTAL FTE.
3

r

I I I23 36 7

PERMITS & VEHICLE PLANNING
COMPLIANCE EMISSION

20 6 7

S.R.O. ADMIN.
f- -

I 3

N.R.O. PHOENIX
f-- - OPERATOR 0.,11.

I 11

EPS MODELERI TUCSON
'-- PERMIT f-- OPERATOR

1 5

EMISSIONS
'-- RESEARCH

5

10
iI"" ""..11

£j

fi
o

7AHOO3
0212~/92



RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATION CHART
WASTE PROGRAMS

EXHIBIT # 5
PAGE 3 OF 5

~o

~

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

146 TOTAL FTEs

3

I 3Z I 33 I 36 I
HAZARDOUS SOLID & EMERO. RESI'. & WASTE ASSESSMENT U.S.T.

SPECIAL WASTE REMEDIAL PROJECTS & POLLUTION
2 3 PREVENTION 3 3

EMERGENCY PRE- E.D.I'. TEAM 1
~ RESPONSE ~ REMEDIAL - -

4 14 2 11

PERMITTING REMEDIATION TECH. TEAM 2
!- - !- PROO. I--

7 15 9 11

SOLID & RECYCLING TEAM 3
I-- SPECIAL WASTE ~ -

12 7 11

INSP. COMPL. POLLUTION
'- '- PREVENTION

17 12

_ & £ .._. .._....~,. ._1---1- - - lAHOO5tla'W9
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RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATION CHART
ADMINISTRATION

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

65 TOTAL FTEs
3

24 I 16 I 6 7 I 9 I
BUSINESS & INFO. RES. CONTRACTING & O£NEftAL HUIlAIl RESOUftCES

FINANACE llANAO£llENT PROCUREllENT SERVICES
3 2 5 • 1 TRANSFERRED 7 2

ACCT. UNIT TECH. PEIlSONNEL- ( INCLUDES - OPERATOil r-
TftANSFEIlS) ,. 7 4

ACCOUNTS "1100. TftAINING- PAYABLE - OPERATOil -
4 7 Z

ACCOUNTS SAFETY
- RECEIVABLE -

3 1

PAYIlOLL-
2

COST
- RECOVERY

2

EXHIBIT /I 5
PAGE 4 OF 5

I -,--_._._._.-...._. __.
7AHOO7
02124192
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RECOMMENDED ORGANIZATION CHART
WATER QUALITY

EXHIBIT # 5
PAGE 5 OF 5

~
o

~

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

173 TOTAL FTEe
4

42 I 77 5. I
l'LAN REVIEW & WATER ASSESSMENT COMl'LIANCE

l'ERMITS
3 4 2

l'ERMITS CHEMICAL OI'ER.- HYDROLOGY ~ l'ESTlC IDES & - CERTIFICATION
II TECH. SUPPDRT 3

III

TECH. REVIEW I'OLLUTION
~ POINT - COMl'LIANCE

7 ~ SOURCE 12
12

PERMIT UMIT DRINKING
"- WATER - WATER

3 ~ QUALITY LAIl CONPL. 13,.
TEAll A FIELD

~ NON-POINT "- SERVICES
9 ~ SOURCE 2

III

NDIITHERNTEAll B
- REMEDIAL -

9 "- INVESTIGATION 6
& SITE

ASSESS. IS

NPDES CENTRAL
- -

3 6

SOUTHERN-
6

_r-_J-_t-_J-.-t-.-a-...I--i__" ........-..--..----- - - - .. .. ..

7A H009
. fHf9
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DEQ IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE EXHIBIT 6
(PRELIMINARY) PAGE I OF 3

I IIONTHS

TITLE I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 lUI 111 112 113 114 115 I 16 I 17 118 I 19 lze I I
AIR qUALITY DIVISION

"RE • III"LEIIENTATION '''REPAIlATION -VEHICLE EII15SIONS WAIVER LANES I
I

DENIED PORTION OF WAIVER LANES "ROCESS I
I I I I I I I I

REVISIONS OF PUBLIC NOTICES/"UBLICHEARING "ROCESS
I

I

CONBINING "ERIIIT & COIIPLIANCE UNITS I
I

P'R!-AP'PLICATION IIEETIttG REQUIREIIENT I

CUR50RY EVALUATION XIII'ROVEIIENT I -
DlW'T "ERIUT REVIEW PIIOCESS I

IIOIlJTORING UNIT-iNSfRIJIIENTATION TlEAIl I
I

UASSIONIIENT OF ANAI.Y!'lIS TEAll I
I

AS5IIIIIIENT OF SPECIAL STUDIES FUNCTION I
I

ASSIIIIIIENT Of MOOEUlIll WORKLOAD I

W'5TE DIVISION

"RE - IMPLEMENTATION "REPARATION -COMBINE FEDERAL FACILITIES & PRE-REMEDIAL UNITS I
I

EMERGENCY RESPONSE UNIT I
I

TRANSFER OF INSPECTI~S FUNCTIONS I

COMPLIANCE UNIT I
I

SOLID WASTE UNIT I
I

S"ECIAL WASTE UNIT I
I I

"ERIIIT UNIT HAZARDOUS WASTE SECTION I
I

TRANSFER OF FACILITIE$ REPORTING UNIT FUNCTIONS I
I

COMBINING UNITS IN rH~ UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS SECTION I
I

CONTRACTING/LEGAL SER~ICES-WATER QUALITY I



~
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DEQ IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE EXHIBIT 6
(PRELIMINARY) PAGE 2 OF 3

I ~~

TITlE I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I II I 9 I 11 I 11 I 12 I 13 I 14 I 15 I 16 I 17 I 111 I 19 I H I I
WATER QUALITY DIVISION

PRE - IMPLEMENTATION I'REI'ARATION _

I'ROORAM COORDINATION/CERTIFICATION SECTION I'LACENENT I I

REVOLVING FUND UNIT TRANSFER I
I

ASSIGNMENT OF WATER QUALITY FIELD OFFICES I
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VEHICLE EMSSIONS WAIVER lNI:S

Vehicle emissions testing In ArIzona 18 conducted by the Gordon-Darby CorporatIon of Kentucky

under contract with ADEQ. Once a vehicle has exhausted the normal emissions testa options administered

by Gordon Darby, and adl fds to meet state standards, It 18 referred to the ADEQ waiver lanes. This

process identifies approximately 47,000 waiver requests In Maricopa and Pima counties. The waiver request

process Is handled by ADEQ at one location In Tucson and two locations In Phoenix.

The process used by the personnel at the waiver lane locations Is shown In the attached exhibit

12, Waiver Lane Process Evaluation, Flow Chart The vehicle owner may be Issued a ·Pass,· "Waiver.·

-ramperlng Pass or FaI,· or denied certificate. Besides this activity, the Waiver lanes are available to

conduct regliar emissions testa on some government vehicles which do not have seff-lnspected fleet status.

The traffic volume through the two locations of the Phoenix Operations Unit (p.O.U.) 18 shown In

exhibit 13, Phoenix Vehicle Emissions Waiver, Statistical Summary. ApproxJmately 32,500 requests for

waivers and approximately 2,000 regular emission testa for government vehicles are processed annually.

In addition, approxJmately 3,100 tampering cases In calendar 1991 were processed (see Exhibit 14,

Emissions Waiver. Summary).

The Southern Operations Unit (S.O.U.) located In Tucson processed approximately 14,500 waivers.

1.200 tampering cases and 1,000 government vehicles In 1991 (see exhibit 13, Phoenix Vehicle Emissions

Waiver. StatIstical Summary). The organization of these two units 18 shown In ExhIbIt 15.

The Quality Assurance (QA) Unit In Phoenix performs start-up audits for garages, automotive

repair shops, service stations and Gordon-Darby. They also conduct fleet audits once a year, shallow audits

which are simplified annual fleet audits rN&ry 90 days, and handle complaints. These functions are

performed within the Operations Unit In Tucson.

Based on our Interviews and time studies, the P.O.U. waiver lane process 18 seven minutes In

duration, tampering related cases Is ten minutes and government vehicle emission testa 18 four minutes.
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Using the above time frame for the three processes noted and evenly distributing the traffic Into

the waiver lanes (I.e. one vehicle after another), the staffing required to handle the P.O.U. volume woUd be:

· WaMw..... At 7 minutes each, this equals 8.5 processed per hour, for 32,500 per year = 3,824

hours

• TamperkIg: At 10 minutes each, this equals 6 tests per hour, for 3,100 cases per year = 517 hours

• ~Vel**: At 4 minutes each this equals 15 tests per hour, for 2.000 per year = 134

hours.

The total time required should be 4,475 hours or 3.74 FTEs based on an avalable 1,675 working

hours per year. The current staffing is 12 FTEs in Phoenix.

The S.O.U. processes Its workload with the equivalent of one FTE compared to the Phoenix

operation where they wi! process about 4,062 waivers per FTE. This is due primarly to the cross-trained

personnel and combined functions In Tucson. This allows the QA team to utilize their slack time to perfonn

Inspections on the waiver lane, which resUts In a more efficient utilization of personnel.

We recommend that the QA unit be combined with P.O.U. in the Phoenix area and the personnel

be cross-trained just like the Tucson operation. An organization slmMar to that shown In exhibit 16 will

accomplish this recommendation.

Combining the two units wit allow the P.O.U. to achieve approximately the same ratio of cars
processed per FTE as Tucson's operation. There are currently 12 FTE positions In the Phoenix Operation

Unit of which two positions are vacant. There are six FTEs, plus one Carl< In the QA Unit In Phoenix which

makes a total of 19 FTE positions.
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Combining the two Units will reduce the total number of positions from 19 to 11. theraby

eliminating eight FTEs, of which two are currently vacant. This will result In a reduction of approximately

$168,750 and cost avoidance of approximately $56,250 for a total savings of approximately $225,000 per

year.

Combining these units will extend the supervisory span of control -I.a.• ten FTEs per supervisor

versus six FTEs per supervisor In the QA Unit.

The breakdown of savings are: Stata funds $80,000. Other funds $145.000.

• Evaluata methodology Tucson operating unit uses for manning waiver lane

• Cross train personnel

• TIme frame - approximately two month.
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I WAIVER LANE PROCESS EVALUATION EXHIBIT 12

I GORDON DARBY WAIVER LANES CASHIER
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"DENIED" PORTION OF WAIVER LANE PROCESS

Once a vehicle has exhausted the normal emission test options administered by the contractor

Gordon-Darby, the vehicle Is referred to the ADEQ waiver lanes (see exhibit 12, Waiver Lane Process

Evaluation· Flow Chart).

In our Interview we learned that 47,000 requests for waivers In Maricopa and Pima counties does

not mean vehicles. A given vehicle may pass through the waiver lane several times before It gets a pass

or a waiver. Some of the "Pass" certificates and some of the "Waiver" certificates are Issued the first time

through and those would equal a single Vehicle. Other "Pass" and "Waiver" certificates are Issued after a

vehicle has already been denied one or more times. If a vehicle does not get a "Pass" or a "Waiver" It

always gets a "Denied" certificate.

In the Gordon-Darby testing a vehicle is allowed two passes for a $5.40 fee. A vehicle may pass

through the waiver lanes an unlimited number of times and only pays a $5.00 fee for either a "Pass" or

"Waiver" certificate.

The number of certificates Issued for 1991 was approximately 10,800 "Pass", 20,500 "Waiver" and

17,000 "Denied" (see exhibit 13, Phoenix Vehicle Emissions Waiver, Statistical Summary, and exhibit 14,

Emissions Waiver, Summary). 10,800 "Pass" certificates X $5 = $54,000, and 20,500 "Waiver" certificates

X $5 = $102.500, for a total revenue of $156,500.

Because the waiver lanes track only certificates Issued rather than certificates and vehicle

identification, there are substantial Impacts because management:

• Cannot determine haN many vehicles are not In compliance following normal testing

procedures at contractor site

• Cannot determine how many vehicles never meet emission compliance

• Must use more resources to process vehicles which pass through m~p1e times.
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According to our interviews almost everyone who is given a -Denied- certificate returns to the

waiver lanes at a later date. We were also told that many vehicles which eventually still cannot meet

compliance requirements for emissions simply go outside the attainment area and secure a post office box,

using that address for vehicle registration, thus no longer requiring any emission testing.

It Is unknown how many vehicles presently operate Inside the attainment area and thus UlegaJly

circumvent the emissions testing requirement year after year. It Is likely that this number Is graNIng each

year.

Under the current situation, they are processing 17,000 -Denied" certificates using four minutes per

certificate which turns out to be 68.000 minutes or 64 % of one FTE.

Since there Is no charge for -Denied- certificates, $34,000 Is not being recovered because they

never pay their $5.00 charge.

The customer may have to make several trips to the waiver lane in order to accomplish compliance

which causes inconvenience.

Recommer!dIIiQI!S

We recommend the foilaNIng actions be taken:

• That both Maricopa and Pima Counties operation units track both Certificates and Vehicles

• Waiver lanes not accept requests that have not met the corr8ctive action requirements of

previous emissions testing

• That a $3.00 charge per waiver request be Imposed, Including -Pass-, -FaB- or -Denied:

Implementing these recommendations:
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• WDI allow the Vehicle Emissions Section to determine how many vehicles are not In

compl1ance

• Under the current system, with 31,300 vehicles being issued a "Pass" or -Watver- at $5.00

each, the Department receives $156,500

• Under the proposed system, It Is estimated there will be 31,300 Certificates, Pass or Watver

requested, each of which wli be charged $3.00, for a revenue of $93,900

• Also the 17,000 Denied Certificates would be charged $3.00, or $51,000

• If 90% of the 17,000 "Denied" Certificates return, then 15,300 X$3.00 = $45,900 more revenue

would be generated

• The total revenue exceeding the current method of doing business would be $93,900 +

$51,000 + $45,900 = $190.800 (proposed)- $156,5OO{current) = $34,300

• There Is also a public savings of $62,600 to the vehicle owners who come in compliance

dUring the first trip. This will encourage the other vehicle owners from making multiple trips.

• Additional benefits are as follows:

The financial load is borne appropriately by those who must retum to the watver lanes

multiple times

The work load on the waiver lanes will be reduced since there are no "free trips

The environment will benefit from the increased number of vehicles In compliance.

Implementation of this recommendation may require:

• Publication of new or amended rules with an anticipated time frame of 9 months

DEQ - 45
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• Public notification of the fee change

• Writing of appropriate policy and procedure, with any required new forms.
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REVISION OF Pl&JC NOTICa;/PUBUC HEARING PROCESS

Operators of any designated air pollutant source underJurisdiction of ADEQ are required to obtain:

• An Installation Permit, prior to construction of the potentially polluting facUlty/operation

• An Operating Permit within 90 days of commencing operation (and, In some cases, prior to

~ operation other than to actually test equipment functioning)

• A Renewed Operating Permit every three years.

Additionally, DEQ receives citizen complaints regarding any permitted operation, and acts promptly

to investigate and, as needed, bring Into compliance any operation on which a complaint Is received.

There also Is a regularly scheduled, on-golng compliance monitoring program designed to lcIentify

operations which are not functioning within their permit limits, and to cause them to achieve compliance.

• All of these Permit acquisition steps require

fling of applications

processing of the applications

public notice publishing

potentially require public hearings

compilation of Responsiveness Summaries

Engineer's time to respond

Clerical time to type

Staff resources to

print

mal

- file.
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Although the source applicant pays all costs (when identified and charged to them) for these

activities, via the Permit Fee assessed, there still is a major direct monetary cost to the Department, the

Source (which then is passed on to the pUblic), and a major time Impact.

A.R.S. 49-246.0 (Ch. law 283, S.5, 1991) requires publication of a public notice of a pending

application "once each week for two weeks," and provides that any person "may tHe a written objection to

the permit within 15 days after the last publication of notice".

This time bracket provides a span of 23 days from first publication to the last comment being

accepted. In practice and by Rules, the Department accepts these comments for a period of 30 days from

the date c:A first publication.

The request for a public hearing may be made by any person and, whKe not further delineated in

statute, the Department follows the same published notice and time lines as for the Permit notice.

Depending upon the complexity of the application and operation, there may be from one (probably

the permit engineer) to several (Including the Director, Assistant Director, Section Chief, Unit Administrator,

Ombudsman, and clerical staff) Department personnel in attendance at the public hearing. A Hearing

Officer, either of Department staff or by outside contract, must be provided. Clerical staff record the

proceedings, and later transcribe them. The permit engineer also must provide a response to fNery

comment submitted, a process of several hours to a week or more, thereby creating a document known as

the "Responsiveness Summary."

The time and flscaJ impact of this process is extensive • fNen though we are advised that only

about 10% of the approximately 300 Permits processed per year generate any significant public comments.

Although there Is not a high proportion of pUblic hearings held (one report was 15 or fewer in the last 18

months; another stated "not more than one or two per month," which would equal 12 to 24 per year), all

Permits (Installation, original operating, and renewal) are published for public notice, and all comments

received require written responses by the engineer.

RecomrnM'fW-.

We recommend taking the following actions:
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Benefits of Implementing these recommendations Include:

• Computing the potential number eX staff Involved In publishing, receMng and responding to

Public Notice, In an anticipated average publication (required by all 300 Permits Issued

annually), the Department expends approximately $340 each, or $102,000 annually on this

process

• Amend A.R.S. 49-426.E to require published public notice, and potential public hearings, only

at the time of Issuing an Installation permit. This will eliminate the duplicate process for

Operating and Renewal Permits.

The Installation permit process provides the In-depth review of all technical data on the

operation

The Installation permit must be obtained prior to construction of the facility,

or prior to any major changes In a facUlty's operation or equipment components

The Department provides the public an adequate and very responsive vehicle, through

the Compliance Inspectors, for voicing complaints and concerns about the operation of

any permitted facUlty

Citizen complaints are accepted at any time, not just at an Issuance or renewal cycle

Citizen complaints are promptly investigated and enforcement measures taken, to the

maximum extent avaUabie to the Department

The public notice/public hearing process serves the monitoring Interest of the public less

effectively than does the citizen complaint process, whUe being both duplicative and

more costly.
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• Assuming an additional 15 Permits per year go to the Public Hearing process, and computing

averaG,a staff Involvement, time and associated costs. the Department Is expending an

additional $1,400 per hearing, or $21,000 per year for the hearings

• Added to the $102,000 for the public notices, this totals $123,000 eXpended for these

processes, based on the estimated number of times It Is utilized. and costs associated

• Reduction of the staff time involved In preparing for, attending and responding to public

comments and public hearings for after-the-faet operations (faclltles already constructed

under a permit, and found to be operating according to that permit) will save a significant

portion of that $123,000

• Using the FY 91 data which showed a total of 51 Installation Permits Issued, the remainder

of the 300 annual permits would be Operating and Renewal which, under these

recommendations, would no longer Involve the public notice/public hearing process.

Applying that percentage to the total cost estimated above shows a potential savings of

$102,090 per year

• Staff time now involved In preparing for, attending and responding to public notices and

public hearings can be directed toward processing of permits, thereby reducing the reported

backlog without employing additional staff.

• A.R.S. 49-426.0 will need to be amended. It could be 13 months minimum prior to statutory

authorization to change these procedures

• Draft appropriate Administrative Rules to cover the change. which could be accomplished

within the same 13 month period (draft, and have ready for submission when the Jaw was

changed).
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COMBINING PERMIT Nt) COW\IANCE UNITS

One Unit within the Air Quality DMsion, under the Permits and Compliance Section (which has no

Manager at present) is charged with writing and processing Permits for Installation, Operating and Renewal

Permit Applications from Sources.

Their work, however, depends on Input and review from the Compliance Unit of this Section, and

from the air modelers assigned to the Evaluation Unit of the Air Quality Section.

Under the current structure an estimated backlog exists of 300 permit applications. The

Compliance Unit conducts inspections of existing and planned facUlties, to determine compliance with permit

requirements and to respond to citizen complaints. The protection of public health and the environment are

thus addressed, with these inspections possibly resulting in administrative enforcement, civU complaint or

criminal actions, thereby improving the Department's abUIty to protect health and the environment.

Because of the need to send data from the Permits Unit to the modelers, and to both obtain data

from and have reviews of the applications performed by the Compliance Unit, as well as having the final draft

Permit signed off by both Units, there Is considerable time lost in transferring data and Information back and

forth.

There also exists some duplications of effort (e.g., we are advised that permit engineers frequently

perform their own modeling aetivlties, to see If an applicant is "in the ball park", then request a formal

modeling from that Unit as the official component of the permit), as well as opportunities for lost time,

information and paperwork.

CurrenUy there Is no cross-training of these Interrelated staff, and the permit engineers do minimal

field work, so there Is often no direct viewing of the operation for which they are writing the permit. On-site

data gathering Is performed by the Compliance Unit staff.
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We recommend the following actions be taken:

• Adopt the recommendations In "Revision of Public Notice/Public Hearing Requirements," by

which it Is noted that the time required for working Permits of all classes wli be significantly

reduced

Action relative to this Point wli. free time of the engineer from having to prepare

documents for public notice, prepare for and attend public hearings, and compUe and

prepare "responsiveness summaries" for all comments received on all Permits. Thus,

Increased time will be avaUabie for processing more reports per year per engineer

• Adopt the recommendations In "Assignment of ModelingWorkload" and the recommendations

In "Draft Permit Review Process Revision," by which much of the duplication and Intra-Unit

application transferring wli be eliminated

• Delete the requirement for an Operating Permit Issuance (with full application presentation and

processing) at conclusion of a permitted Installation, thus reducing by at least 20 per year the

total number of appllcatloru. being processed

• Combine the Permits Unit and the Compliance Unit Into one functional Unit, cross train

compliance engineers who wli then be able to assist with the permit processing (thus even

more readUy allowing the 40 applications per year to be reached), whUe enhancing Information

exchange and flow, eliminating the time now spent In passing applications and permit

conditions back and forth between Units

• Cross-train Permit Engineers to perform compliance functions, with the expectation they also

wli do the field site work for permit evaluations.

• When the production Is Increased, through all the above steps, to 40 completed permits per

year per engineer, total staff requirements wBl be seven and a half staff (round to eight).
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• One vacant Administrative Secretary I may be eliminated for a savings of $19,103.

Placing these combined recommendations Into effect will require:

$112,087

228.466

$340,553

Total savings: - cost avoidance

- cost reduction

Total:

Further, by reduction of the total applications/renewal reviews by 20. the staffing requirements

(at 40 per year completed) will be seven

• With the combining of these Units. two vacant EES positions and three filed EES positions

In the Permits Unit may be eliminated which wli resUt In cost avoidance of $86.860 and cost

reduction of $130.290

• No supervisor wi! be needed as staff will be reporting directly to the Section Manager through

Team Leaders. therefore two supervisors may be eliminated for a savings of $104,300

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.

• Redeployment of those persons who positions are now eliminated

• Restructuring of this Section. per the attached Draft Organization Chart

• Adopting the cited recommendations. with the time frames set forth as a part of those Points

The breakdown of savings are: State funds $192,823; Federal funds $104,299 and Other funds

$43.430.
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PRE-APPUCATlON IiEEllNG REQUIREMENT

Pre-appllcatlon meetings are not now required of applicants and. whle generally they are

conducted with major source applicants. they are called at the discretion of the person who may Initially be

contacted by the applicant. An engineer Is not currently assigned to the application untl after It Is fUed,

which may be over two years from the date of first contact.

Attendance at any pre-appllcation meetings now held wli usually Include only the Air Quality

DMslon staff and the applicant. If the applicant hapoens to Initially contact the Department's Ombudsman,

he might Involve personnel of all DMslons which wUl be Impacted by the Applicant's operation.

Major Source Permit Applications almost always generate "deficiency letters," or written requests

from the assigned engineer back to the applicant, following the "cursory evaluation" of the application, to

supply formulas, processes, descriptions or other additional information (see exhibit 20, Air Quality Major

Source Installation Permit Process. Flow Chart).

Applicants spend considerable amounts of time and money to prepare applications, according to

their best understanding of what D.E.Q. requires. These applications are very complex, and may be

extremely confusing to an entity which does not regularly deal with the forms and terminology. extensive

engineering and mathematical computations are likewise required to complete these forms. The result for

major source applicants, In almost all instances, Is their submitting an Incomplete application, or one which

does not answer all the questions which the engineer might have about the source of the data provided, the

manner In which It was calculated, or the format In which It Is provided. This was expressed as being

essentially up to the discretion of the engineer assigned to work up the permit.

• Significant time may eJapse (two to six months) between the filing of the application, and the

receipt by the applicant of any notice there Is a deficiency In that application. (Further

discussed In the "Cursory Evaluation" point)
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• The applicant may not be in touch with all components of the Department who may require

permitting for this particular source operation, unless the applicant "accidentally" comes into

contact with the Ombudsman, or with someone who advises contact with that office to

arrange a comprehenstve meeting

• The Source is required to augment data originally submitted, at the discretion of the assigned

Permit Engineer, several months after the original document is provided, resulting In time loss

and dissatisfaction with the service provided

• Based on the Permits Issued Log, of which a copy was provided, in FY '91 there were a total

of 84 Permits issued. Flfty-one (61 %) of which were Installation Permits; thirty-three (39%)

were Operating Permits. From analysis of that log, It appears approximately fourteen (17%)

of the Installation Permits were for Class "A," or Major Source, operations, with a total of 67

Permits of all classes Issued In the year

Class "S" Permits, for major equipment installation or changes, are estimated at only one

or two per year

Qass "C" Permits for minor sources or "portables" (i.e., any operation which can be

entirely relocated Into another geographical area) are estimated to be 75 per year.

• The engineer's work In preparing the permit draft is delayed by having to prepare "deficiency

letters," and await response. then provide the required Information.

Recornmwdrlt'·••

We recommend taking the following actions:

• Requiring pre-application meetings for all Major Source applicants. and for all Class "S" and

"C" (Including portables) of any complexity

• Requiring attendance by appropriate representatives of III Divisions whose oversight will be

impacted by the applicant's operation if/when constructed
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• Ensuring that, as nearly as may be reasonably determined, II! Information required together

with the format and criteria for Its presentation and supply, are presented to the applicant prior

to the end of the meeting, with as many questions answered as possible

• AssIgning the Permit Engineer to the application R!12r to the pre-appllcatlon meeting, to assure

the best processing.

The benefits of Implementing these recommendations will Include:

• A significant reduction In the number of deficiency letters prepared and sent. This will result

In minimizing the delays in commencing and preparing the applicant's Permit

• Reduction of the engineering and clerical staff time currently expended on composing, typing,

maUlng, logging, tracking, receMng and analyzing deficiency letters, and the responses to

them

• The Implementation of this recommendation will communicate to the customer-public the

Department's desire to actually be a service provider, concerned with the needs of Its clients,

whUe performing the appropriate reviews to protect the environment.

• Training and, perhaps, Rules or Procedures will need to be implemented

• Establish a single Inltlal-contaet point within the Department, whose responsibility will be to

set up the pre-appllcatlon meetings, and arrange for the appropriate D.E.Q. personnel to

attend.
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CURSORY EVALlJAnoN IMPRQYEMENT

Permit applications are received from the Source (applicant) either by mag or hand delivery. After

logging and data entry (a same day clerical function) they are hand delivered to the Initially assigned Permit

Engineer.

These applications routinely lie In that engineers file rack for anywhere from four to six months.

whUe the engineer completes work on any projects he may already have In progress. prior to being

evaluated by the engineer for completeness and adequacy of the submitted data (this Is the ·cursory

evaluation").

If deficiencies exist (and we are Informed that, at present, It Is almost guaranteed there will be

some; reference "Pre-Application Meeting Requlrement"), the engineer then wUI prepare and have sent to

the Source a "deficiency letter," which outlines that information stUI required. The application file then is

returned to the engineer's rile rack to await response from the Source In providing that necessary data. This

delay varies with the Source. and with the clarity of the deficiency letter.

Significant time delays (four to six months. perhaps longer) exist In commencing the permit

processing, during which time the applicant has DQ communication with or from the Department

After that time period the applicant Is Informed, by letter. that new or additional data. or even a

complete refBing of the application, Is required. The applicant's staff and/or the consultants who first

prepared the application now must become re-acqualnted with that process and all that Is Involved. This

contrlbutes to the three to six month response time delay described by the permit engineers.

Recomnw-Wh,"

We recommend taking the following actions:
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• Require the cursory evaluation of all applications to be started within 15 working days of Its

logged receipt

• Reorganize the permit engineer's work load to designate one person to be the primary

cursory evaluation engineer, perhaps a junior engineer within the Unit

• This person should have consulting access to other engineers, partlcularty the one to whom

this application has been primarily assigned

Having a single Gunlor) engineer doing ill. cursory evaluations, with consult access as

described, will allow the regular engineers to continue, without significant Interruption, the

permit processes for those applications which are complete.

The benefits of Implementing these recommendations will include:

• Better response from the applicant on deficiencies, due to their having more recency to the

work previously done In preparing the application

• Improved customer attitude, knowing D.f:.C. Is working on their project application

• Time savings for the engineer by eliminating the "refresher time" between the cursory

evaluation, and when the applicant finally responds to the (any) deficiency letter.

• Calcliated savings Include:

Major Permits: 3 days = 24 hours @ $16.85 per hour = $400.00 X 1.25 = $500.00 per

Permit

$500.00 per Permit X 14 Major Permits = $7,000.00

Minor Permits: 1 day =8 hours@ $16.85 per hour =$16.85 X 1.25 =$21.06 per Permit

$21.06 per Permit X 37 Minor Permits = $779.22.
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Implementation of this Point must follow the Implementation of the Recommendation ·Pre­

Application Meeting Requirement.·

• By cleaning up the original applications through the pre-appllcatlon meeting mandate. the

cursory evaluation wli require less time. and be more capable of being carried out as

described above.

It should thereafter be possible to implement this recommendation within one month, by:

• Writing appropriate job descriptions

• Making required job assignments

• Preparing necessary Procedures.
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PERM IT APPL ICAT ION CURSORY REV IEW

SOURCE CLERICAL PERMIT ENGINEER MODELER

APPLICATION
FILE~

Y LOG NUMBER
AND ASSIGN +

PLACED IN ENG1R
IN BASKET

2-6"'05

INCO... P
** 2-4 MOS

ADDITIONAL ~ DEFECIENCY EVALUATE

•
OATA SUP!1..:..2.. LETTER

y"o~ COMPLETE DATA MODELED

1-5 DAYS

PERMIT READY
TO DRAFT

**If emission data
is complete
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DRAfT PERMIT REVIEW PROCESS

Complete draft Permits (both Installation and Operating) are sent by the engineer to the Permits

Unit Manager for review and sign-off, or return. (Normally. It Is assumed, approved Permits would go to the

Permits and Compliance SectIon Chief, presently a vacant position, for review and sign-off, or be returned

to the Permits Unit Manager.)

Approved drafts then are sent (a lateral move) to the Compliance Unit Manager, who reviews them

to determine that mandated conditions can be met, and Compliance staff can test to assure compliance.

Requests for edits of the Permit conditions are returned to the Permits Unit Manager, and Engineer.

Approved drafts are forwarded to the DMslon Assistant Director for review and signature (or

rejection).

If all aspects of the Permit are approved. It Is forwarded to the appropriate area for preparation of

the Public Notice (reference Recommendation -Revision of Public Notice/Public Hearing Processj.

Disapproved applications will be returned to the Permits Unit for appropriate editing.

Time delays occur In completing this endorsement/approval of the completed Permit draft,

amounting (as we are told) to anywhere from two days to a month or more. This circulation of the

completed document delays the application, slows down timing of the Public Notice/Hearing; creates

additional tracking and handling time and energy demands, and extracts costs from all segments involved.

Recomnwrlrflo••

We recommend taking the following actions:

• As the engineer gathers data from which to develop the Permit, the Compliance Section

should be consulted relative to their concerns and needs. That consultation should be signed

and Incorporated In the Permit document. Eliminate the route slip sign-off to Compliance after

completion of the araft Permit
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• When the engineer has completed the draft Permit It should be signed by the Permits Unit

Manager, forwarded to the Permits and Compliance Section Chief (when/If that position Is

filed), with the documentation from Compliance and Modeling Units Incorporated, and c1earty

marked

• From that point, If approved, It should go directly to the AssIstant Director, Air Quality Division,

for Draft Permit signature, and then to commencement of the public notice processing

• Some Information received Indicated the completed draft and route slip Is also sent back to

Modeling, for signature of that Section Manager. If that Is accurate, the following also Is

recommended:

Upon modeling completion/approval, let the above sign-off suffice; eliminate a return of

the completed draft for route slip signing

• Delegate signature authority for all Class .C" (minor and portables) to the Permits Unit

Manager, who is (and must be) a certificated Professional Engineer (PE)

The benefits of implementing these recommendations will include:

• Routing time savings of from one to two weeks, or as much as one month would be realized.

Maximum routing time would be reduced (from the engineer to the Manager to the final

signer) to a maximum of three days, thus providing better customer service

• Lowered level of slgn-of authority will significantly reduce time of processing reviews

• Speedier service provided to the customer (the applicant), Is of significant value, although

difficult to assign a dollar value

• Elimination of excess handling steps - clerical time to route; staff time to determine document

process needs and to perform them; speed up of agency handling time
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• Speeding up the elimination of the backlog of pennlt applications. (consistently related to us

as being approximately 300. at an average value. from Permit Fees to be charged upon

completion of $5.000 each), represents a total outstanding uncollected value of $1.5 to $2

millen dollars. Accelerated collection of these fees would be substantially Improved by the

process change which speeds up the completion and Issuance of a requested pennIt.

InQemQI"elh!O

• Procedural changes and management decisions will suffice for these recommendations

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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MONITORING UNIT. INSTRUMENTATION TEAM

The position of one Environmental Program Specialist, Grade 20, assigned to the Monitoring Unit

has been vacant for several months. Information provided dUring our Interviews did not reveal any backlog

In the Units' activity due to this vacancy. Workload projections did not Indicate a near future requirement

tor this position (see Exhibit 23, Air Assessment Section, Current Organizational Chart).

The elimination of this position would not have a detrimental effect on the operation of the

Monitoring Unit. The mid-point salary, plus ERE for a Grade 20 position equates to approximately $44,136

per year.

We recommend that the position of Environmental Program Specialist, Grade 20, be eliminated in

the Monitoring Unit. The resulting organization chart Is shown In Exhibit 26, Air Assessment Section,

Proposed Organizational Chart.

The recommendation wDl result in a budgeted FTE savings of $44,136 per year (funds from UST).

IDXJIerrOAdun

• Administrative action to prepare necessary personnel documents

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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REASSIGfMNT OF ANALYSIS TEAM

The principal activity of the analysis team Is the processing of the various types of titers used In

the air monitoring equipment. In addition, two of the FTEs assist In the conduct of special studies and

prepare the monthly and quarterly reports. Actual analysis Is not performed by this team.

The two analysts In actual practice report directly to the supervisor of the monitoring unit rather

than the supervisor of the analysis team. The supervisor of the analysis team Is engaged almost full time

on the task of performing quality control In the Instrumentation team efforts. This work Is unrelated to the

basis functions of the analysis team.

The organization chart for the Analysis Team and Instrumentation Team Is shown In EXHIBIT 23,

Air Assessment Section, Current Organizational Chart.

The above situation does not reflect the relationship or functions carried out In what Is described

as the analysis team, nor does It Indicate a relationship with the modeling team which Is situated In another

organization, the evaluation unit.

We recommend that the position assigned to the analysis team be reassigned to the

instrumentation function. The two FTEs who now perform the titer processing task should be assigned

directly under the manager of the Air Assessment section. This proposed organization structure Is shown

in Exhibit 26, Air Assessment Section, Proposed Organizational Chart. This recommendation Is related to

those discussed in Recommendation -Monitoring Unit, Instrumentation Team:

• The recommendations above wli place the FTE performing quality tasks with like functions

In the Instrumentation Team
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• The placement of the two FTEs performing fBter processing and assisting In special studies

under the supervision of the section manager wit eliminate two levels of supervision

• No direct cost reduction wli be realized by Implementing these recommendations, however

the levels of supervision wli be reduced.

• Prepare necessary personnel documents for transfer of positions

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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ASSIGNMENT OF SPEQAl.. STUDIES FUNC110N

One FTE Is assigned the function of special studies in the Air Assessment Section of Air Quality.

The duties of this person basically are those of coordinating the special studies effort and monitoring the

special studies budget, which wli approximate $5.0 milion In FY 92. This function Is closely associated with

the activities performed In the Air Quality Planning Section. There Is no effort In support of any field

Instrumentation or evaluation functions. The present organization of the Air Quality Planning SectIon Is

shown in exhibit 24, Air Quality Planning Section. Current Organizational Chart.

It was discovered during the interview that there Is a lack of coordination of studies monitored by

this position with other sections or units within the office of Air Quality.

The functions performed by the Special Studies position do not Impact any other team or unit

within the Air Assessment Section.

We recommend that the FTE currently performing the tasks assigned be transferred along with

functions, to the Air Quality Planning Section.

The Implementation of this recommendation wli result In a more homogeneous assignment of the

Special Studies effort with that of Planning, and physIcaJly place their function In close proximity with the

related Planning effort. There Is also an unquantlfled savings by eliminating duplicate or s1mHar studies. The

transfer of the special studies position Is shown In exhibit 25. Air Quality· Planning Section. Proposed

Organizational Chart.
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Implementation of the recommendations wli require personnel actions to reassign the Individual

and to re-strueture the organization.

EstImated time line for Implementation Is 60 days.
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ASSIGNMENT OF MOOEUNG WORKLOAD

Personnel who perform the modeling tasks are now assigned as a team under the Evaluation Unit

of the Air Assessment S8ctIon. There are two modelers, one supervisor and one vacant position In the

Modeling Team. The current organization chart Is shown In exhibit 23, Air Assessment Section, Current

Organization Chart.

Models are prepared based on the data provided by the Monitoring Unit and the Permits and

Compliance S8ctIon. One modeler Is fully dedicated to do modeling on the data provided by the Monitoring

Unit which Is used for studies and research, one being the Clean Air Ad. The other two modelers, which

Includes the supervisor, do modeling on the data provided by the Permit and Compliance S8ctIon. These

models are used to perform a complete evaluation of the viabUIty of the permits and form the basis for a

reasonable compliance effort. The modelers run the models, screen them for Inltlal compliance, write up

the screen results, and return their analyses to the Permit Unit through their supervisors and managers. The

coordination effort between the modelers and the permits people Is critical to the success and completeness

of the permitting tasks.

The current organizational p1'icement of the modelers requires that permitting decisions and

reviews pass through five levels of supervision, requiring a minimum of two extra weeks In the permits

process. Further, communication between the permits personnel and the modelers Is made more dlfflcutt

by the extra hands through which the present process flows. The current permitting process depicting the

interaction with the modelers Is shown In exhibit 20, Permit Process Aow Chart

The same coordination and communication Impediments hold true between the modelers and the

Instrumentation team within Air Assessment, atthough to a lesser extent. One modeler on the modeling team

spends most of his time devoted to the Instrumentation team data, as mentioned above.

The current assignment of personnel In the Assessment Section resutts In a ratio of six supervisors

to ten journeymen, with one team consisting of one person. Based on the Information collected during

Interviews. the workload and amount of time reQuired to accomDiish It Is as follows:
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• There were 120 screen modeling and 30 refined modeling projects performed last year. The

screen modeling takes about two hours to perform and one hour to review and write-up. The

refined model Is complicated and, therefore, takes about a week (40 hours) to perform and

write-up. Therefore, the total amount of time required to actually do the tasks Is (120 x 3) +

(30 x 40) = 1560 hours which Is equivalent to.93 FTE ~ng 1675 working hours per person

per year.

RecomrnIIM-.

We recommend Improving the current structure through the following steps:

• Transferring three modeler FTEs to the Permit Unit of Permit and Compliance Section

• Training Permit Engineers to run models and obtaining authorization from Permit Team Leader

to sign-off on results of models

• Transferring the Environmental Program Specialist in the Special Studies Team to the Planning

Section (as discussed in the Recommendation "Assignment of Special Studies Function")

• Eliminating three positions consisting of one Air Modeler (which Is vacant EHS II), one

Environmental Program Supervisor and one Secretary.

Exhibit 26, Air Assessment Section, Proposed Organizational Chart, shows the recommended

organizational structure.

The following benefits wUl result by Implementing the above recommendations:

• Reduces permit processing time by a at least two weeks

• Relocates modelers within the functional units they serve, allowing ease of coordination and

enhancement of communication

• Reduces a level of supervision not needed under a reasonable span of control
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• Eliminates three FTEs resutting In a direct savings of $102,222. One Unit Supervisor, grade

22 at $52,998; one vacant Air Modeler, grade 19 at $31,123; one Secretary, grade 11 at

$18,101. All of the salaries include ERE (employee related expense which is 25%). Cost

avoidance $31,123: and cost reduction $71,099 • Total $102,222. The breakdown of funding

sources are: State funds $18,101; Other funds $84,121

• Transferring and eliminating of Air Modelers and Environmental Program Specialists will

eliminate the Evaluation Unit.

Implementation will require only the administrative action, including personnel, to prepare

necessary documents, personnel assignments and administrative procedures.

Estimated implementation time frame Is approximately 60 days.
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OFFICE OF WASTE DMSION RECOMMENDATIONS



COMBIttNG FEDERAl fAaUDES AN) Tt£ PRE-REMEDlAL.lNTS

The "federal Faclltles Site Inspection (DOD) Unit," Is one of four Units In the Pre-Remedlal &

Remedial (Emergency Response & Remedial Projects) Section, presently having seven staff positions

established, four of which are vacant. Although differentially funded, both this program and the Pre­

Remedial Unit with ten positions (of which one is special detailed, and one vacant) are essentially Involved

In the same type of site Inspection and evaluation prior to the Initiation of any dean up aetivltles, other than

the Federal Facilities' concentration upon just mlltary sites (see exhibit 27. Pre-Remedlal & Remedial

Section).

The "site Inspection and evaluation" activity Includes the physical Inspection of a site of a suspected

contaminant spUI, evaluating the type of chemical or other substance which has been spUled through visual

screening and laboratory testing of samples taken. It also involves evaluating the substance's potential for

penetrating through or running off the soH to an extent which will cause It to contaminate the ground water

(aqUifer). The DOD Unit has been created for the specific purpose of performing these evaluations on

mUltary property, such as Air Force Bases and National Guard locations.

Of the seven DOD positions, four are state funded, three are federally funded. All ten of the Pre­

remedial Unit positions are federally funded. WIthin the Federal Facllties Unit, the present organizational

chart shows the unit supervisor to be supervising three other positions of the same pay grade. two of which

are the same title (Environmental Program Specialist).

Tracking of hours, project assignments and responsibilities seem to be confused between these

Units at present, with a potential for duplicated efforts, lost responsibility and wasted time. That duplication

of effort creates a loss of personal service hoUrs and additional documentation, transfer efforts, directives

and oversight.

We recommend the following actions be taken:
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• Combine these two Units, with elimination of the below listed duplicated positions:

One currently vacant Unit Manager, Federal Faclltles (DOD) Site Inspection

(Environmental Program Specialist), grade 20, at $43,430 per year

Two vacant Environmental Program Specialists In the DOD Unit, grade 20, at $43,430 for

$86,860 per year; and one vacant Environmental Health Specialist II, pay grade 19, at

$38,926 annual

• Transfer one Clerk Typist III, one Environmental Engineer Specialist and one Environmental

Health Specialist II to the Pre-Remedlal Unit

• The changes referenced above are shown In the Proposed Organization Chart, exhibit

attached.

Benefits of Implementing these recommendations Include:

• Savings (cost avoidance) of $169,216 annually. Federal funds $43,430, State funds $38,926,

Other funds $86,860

• Better coordination of job assignments, hours worked and designated responslbHIties of staff

by eliminating much of the present dUplication and wasted effort occurring because of having

these divided duties

• More accurate tracking of actual hours Invested, to enhance the agency's abUIty to assure

cost recovery by providing a more streamlined, concentrated functional structure for this

Section In which to carry out Its evaluation and remediation responslbDltles

• Less time lost In transferring documents, flies and Information between two different units.
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Implementation requires a management decision to reorganize this SectIon as recommended

above.

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.

(NOTE - See "Contracting and Legal Services.")
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EMERGENCY RESPONSE \HI

The Emergency Response part of this Unit receives and responds to Hazardous Waste

Emergencies stat8lNlde. In 1991, Emergency Response (ER) will receive approximately 500 calls and will

respond to about 50% or 250 of them.

The ER responds to hazardous material Incidents which threaten public health or the environment.

The activities of ER are short-term, I.e., they respond, neutralize, wrap-up and refer over a period

of a few hours to 21 days. These activities are currently handled by a Secretary, three Emergency Response

Specialists and one working Supervisor position which Is vacant at present (see Exhibit 29, Hazardous and

Solid Waste Section, Current Organizational Chart).

The ER Specialists spend between 50-70% of their time on calls. Also, they rotate since they are

on call 7 days a week 24 hours a day. This means that with 3 Specialists, every third week one Specialist

Is on call and must be ready to respond after hours or on weekends. There Is also some emergency

response training performed stat8lNlde by one of the Specialists. Approximately 20% of his time is used

based on 1,675 productive hours. The process used by the specialists to handle emergencies arising from

hazardous waste Incidents Is shown in Exhibit 30, Incident Process, Hazardous Waste, Flow Chart. Some

Incidents require backup If entry, requiring a ·sult-up· in gear Is necessary.

Emergency responses are sporadic In nature, I.e. there are times the team is very busy responding

and other times they are not. They will average responding to about 21 calls per month.

A response in the field can require as little as one hour to as much as 21 days (this has only

occurred one time). The average time required Is approximately 8 hours Including travel time, according

to our interviews.

The Incident log (see Exhibit 31, Property Release. Statistical Summary, Incident Log) Indicates that

50-70% of the calls are within 2-3 hours drive from the Phoenix office.
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Using the data above obtained by the Interview process and the analysis ~ the log, 250 Incidents

times eight hours per average Incident equals 2,000 hours Involved In responding to emergencies away from

the office.

Based on 1,675 productive hours per FTE per year, this translates to 1.2 FTE equivalent. Adding

training, 20% of 1 FTE, the total requirement Is approximately 1.4 FTE equivalent

When calls are received, Information Is first logged In manually and then Is Input In the data base.

Two Incident reports are required to be completed at the time the callis received, one by the EPA Region

IX and one by the department of Emergency Services. The Incident log does not contain Information about

-'ncident field time spent" or -reason for not responding- to the emergency calls (see exhibits 32, -ArIzona

Hazardous Material Incident Report Form,- and exhibit 33, -Phoenix IX Incident Notification Report Form-).

We recommend the following:

• 81minate one vacant En:3f'gency Response Supervisor position

• Add a column on "time spem- on emergency call and reason for -no response- to the Incident

log

• Log emergency calls directly Into the data base and discontinue manual logging

• Combine ArIzona and EPA Incident report forms Into one, or negotiate the use of one or the

other with the EPA

• Change the organizational reporting of the E.R. portion of the Unit (see exhibit 34.1,

Hazardous, Solid and Special Waste Section, Proposed Organizational Chart).

The following benefits wUl be realized:
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• Eliminate one vacant Emergency Response Unit Supervisor position for an avoidance of

$41,497 State funds

• Eliminate duplication of logging and form filing within the Emergency Response portion of the

Unit.

• Modify Incident log per recommendations

• Combine EPA Incident forms Into one

• Prepare necessary personnel papers for the elimination of a position

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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EXHIBIT 29

DEO - OFFI CE OF VASTE FROGRAIIS
HAZARDOUS. SOLID VASTE

JAJlUAR( 01, 1m

VlERCENCY mPO
VAm INSPECTIONS um

CANEZ
EHV FROG HCR

F om

POOLE ]. ADK SEcr I
S om 4t

PERMITS um
} MAST!

COKPLIANCE um

cSIRA~smkEftY PR
S. am

COPELAND SIlRE!Y!
LEGAL ASST II SECI
5 om 4t r am§

I

8

WERSOK BAI/IION
ElY PROG SUpf lHV PROG SUPV· PEr om t F Olll

HARTELL! 'ERRELL MOL'
ADK SECI I CLI TIP III - sm
S om t S. 0403 t , 0448

RU(JlS!( STEI/ART
EJ(Y VlG - PE - EI!V EKG • PE

r 0420 r om
FJlERGEKCI RESPORSI BAZARIXXJS KASTl

!!AIl INSPECTIONS !BAH
LEYERoct KABER

YACAKT DePAUL !!IV VlG SPEC EHV EHG SPEC
FJlERC RESP SOPf !XV !KG SPEC r am st am

S om t r om t

YACOO
KALOI!! VACAIT EIIY EKG SPEC

FJlERC RESP SPEC II BY PROG SPEC r 0142
S am t r am t

HILLS SOLBERG
. FJlERG RESP SPEC II m PROG SPECr am t r 0140 t

SLUSSER , PERRY
FJlERC RESP SPEC II !liS II

S 0488 t S am t

mOl
Ens II

S om t

U JACAIT Ilu. I

HAlARIXXJ
FACILITIES !UJI

LEOHARD
EllV PROG SPEC

r 0144

VHEELER HOOD§ JR.
EHS II - R' AII

Sa OHO st om

ROKERO VERYILLE
lHS II - EHS IIs. 0145 5 0202

taaaa. t. t t t t t tit ttat t tUUutauuuuUtt
a PROPOSED 22 t t PROPOSED 23 t
t lUS 1I t.Lt lHY PROG SPEC
t S2211 tt 52311 t
tltttttttil tttltUUt UltluttltltUUUU

PROJECTS
!WI

BY J~~)SPEC
r om

tttlUUtUUlUUUl
YAcm t PROPOSEU H t
ENS II t ElV EHG SPEC t
r 0341 t '24 n ttUtu tUtu UtiU

SMITH nCAIIT
EHS II EHS I
S om r om

YAeAlT l VACAK!
ST SUV IITERI lHS II

r am r 0141

.......... - ~~... -- .......... ~ .. - .......



HAZARDOUS WASTE INCIDENT PROCESS

EMERGENCY RESPONSE
UNIT HAZARDOUS
WASTE SECTION
AS IT IS.

EXHIBIT 30
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EXHIBlT 31

IIUH6ER DillE REsponSE LOCATION COUlITY IlAME fFACllIT" HAI/A6EHElIT FACTOR
... -. SAHPLES CLEAIIUI' Ht.ttt,<I·,. L/ltnlL.HL I:J I

9I-1Ju]-D 01115/1991' Yes Holbrook Navajo Holbrook High Jchool County 95, 0 . ~o Lab Packs
I

91-013-8 01/16/1991 No Hayden . Pinal ASARCO/Ray Hine Private 60, 0 Yes Yes Copper Su Ifatl

9H08-C 0111711991' Yes Alalo La!:e Yavapai UnknoHn County 00, 1 No No Copper Su1fa t.,
!

9HO~-C 0111811991' Yes Phx/lOll No. Central Haricopa DES Rehabilitation State 50, 0 Yes Yes Hercury I

91-010-C 01/19/1991 'Yes Phx/41D E. Thunderbird Haricopa Arizona Cleaners Pri va te 11,40 0 No Yes perchloroethY/
I

9HIH 0111911991' Yes Phx/7905 No. 4l Ave. Mari copa Unl:nOHn Private 99, 0 No Yes Oi 1 fUsed I

91-008-0 01/21/1991" Yes Nogales San ta Cruz UnknoHn I County 12.31 1 No No Unknown

~1-0D3-A 01/22/1991 No &uckeye/18l l Calelback Maricopa APS Pri va te 94, 0 Yes No PCB

91-60~-A 01/22/1991 110 Tucson/USAF Plant 44 Piu Hughes Ai rc rafl Federal 50, 0 Yes 1101 F006 Sludge

o ;1-015-& (1112211991 'Yes HlfY 77, HP 162 6ih J.B. Kelly State 30, 0 Yes 110 Sulfuric Acid i
m
0

,

~ 91-(I02-A 01122/1991" Yes Tucson/1785 W. Prince Pilla UnknoHn Private 98, 0 No No t:ater !

~1-004-A 01/23/1991 ,Yes Phx/1402 No. 24 Ave. Maricopa Churchill Trucking Private 30, 0 Yes No ti tric Add
I
I

91-0n-C 01/23/1991 ,Yes Tonopah/I-I0. HP 95.5 Haricopa Cox Trucking CD. state 71, J Yes Yes Petroleul Dist;
I

9!-OI2-C 01/23/1991 110 Prescott/Yavapai Ind. Res Yavapai Yavapai Indian Reservation Tribal 99, 0 No Yes 110 HazHat

91-016-& 01/25/1991. Yes HHY 177. HP 147.2 Pinal Bedrose 1 Victor Private 11, 0 Yes No Sulfuric Acid

91-014-C 01/25/1991 'Yes Telpe/Warner I Hardy Maricopa Echo Truc~ing Co. Privati! lO, J Yes Yes Diesel .2

~!-OI]-& 01/2~/!991 ,Yes Phx/91 Ave I Camelback Haricop~ 600d Shephard Pest Control City 71, 0 Yes ti~ Dursban (11 50 I

~!-D09-D 01/2&/1991 liD San Manuel Pinal Hagu Copper Co. Private 50, 0 Yes I/o Sulfuric Acid

;;-606-A ~1/1011991 'Yes Phx/Sl0S W. Calelback Maricopa AMIPM Mini YoHt Private 70. 0 Yes Yes 6asol ine (Unleii

:~-GIB-~ 01:31!1~91 110 Phx/16220 liD. 7th st. Maricopa Paradise lii[e "pis. frivate (1O, (I Yes Pesticides

,-11I5-C "19911II .ax/53~Van• • pa .. hXiiir Private 50, 0 Yes Yes Diesel .2- - .. .. - _I ... .. ..' ...
" .. ,", ...' _ ... ~ '11, .J
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EXHIBIT 32
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REGION IX INCIDENT NOTIF1CATION REPORT EXHIB I
9/- vo / _" IT 33 ., Case No' -...

IO-;J..T- 9/ 13. Time: C If 30 I 4. Rlcorded Bv: mills2. Reoon.d:(~J

5.0 iM:u;hNFC: I 6. NRC Case No.:

7. Reponed Bv: D\J"T\.I FMO
c:: 8. Organization Name: VSFS
\II o 9. DiscNtr}'" 0 10. Pub/it: 0 11. Stare D 12. Lo=I lBI 13. FederajI- O'gariZ300n:.r::

~o US-FS ~ANbf:-X ST/ttt(OrJII. 14, Addre!s:
\II

H€"I3~ 1,7. Stili:
c:: 15. City: 16. CounTY: (JAVA ;;-0 11-2:-

18. Zip: 19.1't1::ne: ( l t,lJ2. - S3S- lftffl ..

Il: 20.0 As Abow in A if 9 acclies 10 21. Private Comcany ~ 22. Public 0 2:3. Local o 24. State 0 25. F.deral
• \II

25. Olseharollf Name: UN\.<tJO~HJ 27. Addrln:• lit u
a-a:

I~o Stall'
Q~

28. ~itv: '9 CounTY:':
u

32. Ph::rle: ( l::11. Zip:

I- :0.0 As J.bt:Ne In B 134. SIr..t or Azlprox. Location: A {J (J Ita '>0 QtO Y\l\l ALE. of Cf-Wvc..otJ:::.
\II~:::

LAl<'E. c CJ 0
CJ- o -
~~I-

35. City: Vl\JC 136. County: ~AV~.::rO I 37. Statl: A.:c- ba. Zio:-
~C~I-\II 39.Soill Oat e: (Il"I'l'YO::lIWJ 140. Scill Time:

~1. Mal9f'ial 142. Mallrial Type: mH • Hazardous CHF'JS LNI Ovantity Units
0 Unknown X • C'31er 0 .01 Malari.al ~01 COT No. CAS No.

RIIU!8d (Cirde 1l ,RO
oJ
~

,,~(ErtvJtfP~~)):M'1c..~~ OS \ VVV\ (~) 7'f7J-:Jlf- b. r;aJ..a: lou. "5. 0/7. uW "!. "01. "g. 011/11/ "6. 0111
l-

SO L(() (()lL ~tL~)
b. r;aJ.00(

5J.(JVl< 56.0~ so. LA1~s~ l5 I. 52. 53. 55. ""1. Oe'l

SOu() Woi1-Sf!: (TY<.4SH-; 15s ~9. 51.U~KI52. 11J. ?!. I
57. 50. ~. o!/l 6J.O

'" SourC8 of Soill; 8 5-4. Highway a~' Railway 8 68. Pipeline a70. FlZ.c Faci!iry o Unknown
CJ 65. Air Transport 67. Vus.! 59. UST 71. Offshore.1:

• :=
7J. Olsen'ooon: n. Vehid, 10 or C.;nier No.:0

lit -

Medium AHeC1ed: ~74. Air ~7S. Land 075. WatK o 77. Groundwar", 0 78. WiO'1in Faoliry Only
.0

OW
~ 79. Warerway Aff9Ct~

'" Reported Ca.use: 8 80. Transportalion Accident 8 82. OpllfatioMU error ~ 8.4. Dumping 085. Orner
lit 81. Equipm'f1I Failurl 83. NatlJraJ P'" 'n<Jm en<Jn 85. Unknown

~:=
4

-~ 87. Descriorion: rU-li'G.AL DVN\'f U~Ot-1'( .sur-II-{ Pc u::CJ

"';Ooo(~ Damage!: 88. No. o/lrilJl.., 89. No. o( DIJaJ!U 0 90. Prcperry Ocmage > SSO.OOO

. ..., 91.0 EvaaJa:X:n I 92. Rl!oon!l Ac,IOI1 Taken:
.;~%
<~

":'0 '::';;';:&1' Ha.s Notified: (E} 93. SlalAllocaJ 094. Disr;N.rgK o 9S. USCG D 96.orh", o 97. Unknown.... '"
~o- 98. Aqency Nams: A D-E"Q.. .sT~Tl-'" I.1Cl.t..lY'l nr;-vh-::"" _..
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HAZARDOUS, SOLID AND SPECIAL WASTE

SECTIONS COMBINED EXHIBIT 34.1
PROPOSED ORGANIZATION CHART
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TBANSFER OF INSPECDQNS RJNCDQNS

The Inspections part of this Unit performs approximately 250 Inspections per year. It Is currently

staffed by a team of six Inspectors (one Is vacant and one Is proposed), a Clerk Typist and an Environmental

Program Supervisor who also supervises the Emergency Response Team (see exhibit 29, Hazardous and

solid Waste Section, Current Organizational Chart).

The objective of the Inspection Team Is to identify, contain (stop) and Initiate disposal of violations

by both verbal and written communlcatJons. Hazardous waste Inspections are done to prevent and abate

improper management of hazardous waste.

They are responsible for routine Inspections Involving Treatment Storage and Disposal facUlties

(TSD), Large Permitted Hazardous Waste FacUlties, Large Quantity Generators (LQG) of Hazardous Waste

and for Inspections originating from complaints.

Each Inspection results in the production of a case report and a warning letter (see EXhibit 35,

Inspection Case Development Process, Emergency Response Unit, Flow Chart). These Inspections are all

handled out of the Phoenix office and the case reports are maled to the Compliance Unit for further review

and action. Inspectors only inspect 50-60% of LOGs and Complaints, mainly the known violators.

Inspections may result in administrative enforcement action, civil complaints or criminal referrals.

The current process (see exhibit 35, Inspection Case Development Process, Emergency Response

Unit, Flow Chart) shows that It takes up to six months to prioritize complaints, primarily because the

Inspectors prioritize rather than the Unit Supervisor.

Although complaint calls are followed-up or received, more complaints could be responded to If

there was enough time avaMabie. Also, complaints and LOG's are prioritized by the Specialists and not by

the Unit Supervisor.

DEQ - 96
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The process flow chart (see Exhibit 35, Inspection Case Development Process, Emergency

Response Unit, Flow Chart) indicates that the Inspectlona Unit gives themselves a 45-day period to complete

the case report that goes to both the Responsible Party (R.P.) and the Compliance Unit.

The desirablhy of homogeneity between Inspectlona and Compliance is an Important factor.

Inspections produces the violations case reports and Compliance enforces them.

• Inspectlona Initiates the enforcement action

• R.P. has to respond to both Inspections and Compliance and Is not always certain who they

are dealing with

• Inspection Unit reviews the R.P.'s response prior to sending It to Compliance who reviews It

again

• If the R.P. responds via the phone, Inspections advises and Compliance Interprets, which can

be confusing to the R.P.

• Recently Compliance has Initiated a change In their procedures, prioritizing case reports from

Inspections which wli require more work of Inspections.

The average scenario for an inspector Is one day In the field and four days In the office writing case

reports even though a complex complaint requires only six to seven hours to complete.

According to our Interviews and analysis of the Inspection log (see exhibit 36, Inspection Log,

Statistical Report) approximately 50'*' of the inspections are complaint In origin and 50% are routinely

scheduled generators and TSD's. Apprc»dmateIy 70% of the Inspeetions occur within a two to three hour

drive of the Phoenix office. Complex complaints require six to seven hours to complete case reports and

complex LOG's require about 13-14 hours.

• An average complaint might require two to three hours of Inspection and five to six hours of

driving plus 3.5 hours of writing a case report totalling 11.5 hours

• An average LOG might require two to three of hours Inspection plus five to six hours of driving

plus seven hours writing a case report totalling 15 nours
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We recommend the following:

• Establish and Implement man-hour standards for each monitoring Inspection step In the

process

I
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Therefore, an average Inspection might require two to three hours Inspection plus five to six

hours of driving plus 5.25 hours of writing a case report totaling 13.25 hours per Inspection

13.25 hours per average Inspection, times 250 Inspections, equals 3,312 hours per year;

dlvkJed by 1,675 employee productive hours equals 1.97 FTEs.

•

•

• Inspection portion of the Unit shorten the 45 day period to 10 days to respond to the R.P. with

the case report by baUer plating some of the components of the case report

• Environmental Program Supervisor of the Unit prioritize both complaints and routine

Inspection targets

• Combine the Inspection portion of this Unit, which Includes the Clerk Typist III position, with

the Compliance Unit, but maintain Its integrity (see Exhibit 34.1, Hazardous, Solid and Special

Waste Section, Proposed Organizational Chart). Establish a lead position by reclassifying the

Environmental Program Supervisor to a lead position, and bringing In two additional

Environmental Program Specialist positions and one EHS II position from Hazardous Waste,

Inspections (savings of $8.862 from re-dasslfylng)

• Eliminate three Inspection positions (one vacant Environmental Program Specialist. one filled

EHS II and one vacant EHS I).

ThIs calculation assumes the flow chart time frames as they currently exist (see Exhibit 35,

Inspection Case Development Process, Emergency Response Unit, Row Chart).



up to an additional 60 Inspections through streamlining process

up to 500 Inspections per year with four FlEs

• Total savings $111.475 - State funds $39,559. Federal funds $71.916.

DEC - 99

Develop performance guidelines and standards

T!me frame: Approximately 2 momns.

• Shortening the case report completion deadline Is another management factor In number of

aooual Inspections made

• The Supervisory priorItIzlng of complaints, target Inspections and scheduling wli put the

Supervisor In touch with a key management priority that plays a role In number of annual

In8pections performed

• Shortening the case report by 25% (time Involved) translates to 828 man hours. leo 828 hours

divided by 13.25 hours per average Inspection equals 62 more Inspections annually or more

time in field and less time In the office

• Implementing standards of performance and concentratfng on these kinds of management

Issues wUl result In more annual Inspections

•

•

• Combining Inspection and Compliance without Interfering with the Integrity of what they do

wUl cause minimum disturbance, maximize communication and work activity linkage, and wHl

centralize decision making

• Obtain cost savings of $39.559 (filled EHS II Grade 19) plus $8,862 from re-classifying; and

cost avoidance of vacant EPS Grade 20 at $36,506 and vacant EHS I Grade 17 at $26,548

ImplemetMm
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IEXHIBIT 3S

COMPLIANCEINSPECTOR

INSPECTION CASE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
EMERGENCY RESPONSE INSPECTION UNIT
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The Hazardous Waste Compliance Unit In the Hazardous Waste Section InterprBts and enforces

statutes as they apply to case reports received from Inspections. Case reports generated for Compliance

are 200-300 In number each year. At the present time Compliance Is working with 260 cases.

Compliance Issues two letters, one requesting an assistance meeting and one following the

meeting gMng the Responsible Party (RP) about 90 days to come Into Compliance. At the end of 90 days

If the RP has not come Into Compliance then a legal process Is Initiated that can resUt In either a

Compliance Order or a CMI Referral.

The Hazardous Waste Compliance Unit Is staffed by an Environmental Program Supervisor, a L.egaI

Assistant II, a Secretary, two Team Leaders (one of which Is vacant), five EHS II positions (one of which Is

vacant), one R&SA II, one vacant EHS I, one vacant Service Intem which Is only occupied approximately

three months a year generally by a college student, and four proposed positions. The personnel are referred

to as Compliance OffIcers since they all perform slmlar duties (See exhibit 29, Hazardous and Solid Waste

Section, Current Organizational Chart).

As many as 25% of the cases I.e., 65 of the 260 cases, will result In Initiation of the legal process

each year of which few wUl go all the way through the legal process. So far none have gone all the way

through the legal process. Most of these will end up being negotiated prior to completion. According to

our Interviews the Compliance Order requires the most man-hours to complete, up to 211 hours. The CMI

Referrals require about 127 man-hours. To be conservative, we assume all the legal cases to be Compliance

Orders to calcWlte requirements.

Based on our Interviews. only 10% of the legal cases wot*i have the potential to go all the way

through the legal process requiring 211 man-hours. The other 90% that will be negotiated will require about

100 man-hours or less. Therefore:

• 90% of 65 cases @ 100 hrs. each = 5,850 hours
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• 10% of 65 cases @ 211 hrs. each = 1,376 hours

• Total man-hours required = 7,226 hours

• This equates to about 4.3 FTEs.

Based on the Interviews, the estimated man-hours for the~egaIcases, which are approximately

195 (65 of the 260 total are legal cases). Is about 30 man-hours on average per case. Some may take a

very long time depending upon the complexity of the case. Therefore:

• 30 hrs times 195 = 5,850 hours

• This equates to about 3.5 FTEs.

Hence the total required FTEs for this Unit comes out to be 4.3 + 3.5 = 7.8 FTEs.

• eliminate five positions of which two are proposed (one now shown as EHS II, Grade 19)

Environmental Engineer Specialists, two are proposed EHS II positions (one now shown as

EPS, Grade 20), and one Is a vacant EHS I position (see exhibit 29, Hazardous and Solid

Waste Section, Current Organization Chart). The recommended chart Is shown In exhibit

34.1, Hazardous, Solid and Special Waste SectIon, Proposed Organizational Chart.

• Cost avoidance of $161,806 to the Compliance Unit - State funds $26,548 and Federal funds

$135,257

Implemetll"m

• Prepare necessary personnel documents

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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SQUD WASTE UN!

At the present time the Solid Waste Unit has responsibiiity ItateWIde for LandfIIInspectIons, Plan

and Review d new IandfII proposals, Plan and Review d nearly 80% d existing IandfIIs (since many wli

not meet new reglUtlons), the used tire program, used batteries, sols affected by underground storage

tanks, and the compostlng program associated with the use d lIudge from Waste-water Treatment FaclltIes

from Phoenix, Tucson, Yuma and Nogales as well as lIudge entering ArIzona from California.

The Solid Waste Unit Is managed by an Environmental Program Supervisor, a Secretary, two

Environmental Program Specialists, an Environmental Engineer (p.E.), and two EHS II. In addition 'to this

they have four vacant positions (see exhibit 37, Solid and Special Waste Units, Current Organizational

Chart).

The Solid Waste Unit Is slmMar to the Hazardous Waste Section except that Inspections,

Compliance and Permitting (or Plan and Review), Is all carried out In substantially less datal within the Unit

whereas the Hazardous Waste Section has dataYed Inspections, Compliance and Permitting Units.

State wide there are approximately 100 IandfUls that require annual Solid Waste Inspection. They

are reqUired to handle different wastes In specific ways. Batteries and tires are the main examples.

Inspection also Includes: evaluation eX facllty ~Inlng eX employees; fire control; methane gas control; and

general maintenance.

Solid waste Inspections wli also have to cover between 200-300 private landfills (not open to the

public). so that the approximately 80% (based on our Interviews) not In compliance can be brought before

Plan and Review. In addition to the above activity, solid waste Inspection of some closures Is reqUired on

an annual basis since they too must undergo plan and review approval. At the present time this activity Is

being handled by the EHS II position located In Flagstaff for the northern part of the state and by an EHS

II position In Phoenix. The directories (see exhibit 38, Directory, Municipal landfills, and ExhIbit 39,

Directory, Closed L.andfIIls) dataU ArIzona's landfills and landfill closures.
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In addition to SO public landfills and 200 - 300 private landfills that require attention from plan

review. 30 new requests are being processed and the Environmental Engineer P.E. Is currently spending

85% of his time working with these. Plan review of existing public and private IandfIls Is not currently

receMng attention. The other Environmental Engineer P.E. position Is vacant.

The tire program provides compliance guidelines but within the next six months wli be

promulgating rules in response to recent legIsIatJon. There are approximately twenty used tire sites

statewide. including one In each county which Is county operated, plus several prtvate sites. One

Environmental Program Specialist Inspects, approves or rejects sites. and locates 1Iega1 dumps.

Each year county contractors bid for the right to provide the collection sites for tires. In addition

to the tire program this position registers collection locations for used batteries. In another program.

temporary sites are registered to take contaminated sols. primarily from leaking underground storage tank

locations where soDs can be de-toxified. The position handling this program Is an Environmental Program

Specialist.

The Compost Program deals primarily with the cornposting of sludge and Its use on agricultural

lands, approximately 100,000 acres of cropland statewide. The number of operators handling composted

sludge Is seven or eight. This program Is handled primarily by the EHS II (IandfI1 Inspections) position In

Aagstaff and would also be handled by the EHS II landfill Inspections position In Phoenix except that

position according to our Interviews is working on legislative package duties. Although we could see that

Inspections of IandfUls needs to occur, the position was Involved In other activity.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and utilization of personnel through the following

steps:

• Eliminating three vacant positions (one EHS I Grade 17, and two EHS II Grade 19)

• Combining the Solid Waste Unit with Special Waste Unit. eliminating the section by moving

the combined unit to the Hazardous Waste SectIon

• Eliminating one Section Program Manager and a Secretary, leaving one Environmental

Program Supervisor over the combined unit. Additionally, redassity one EnVironmental

DEC· 105



Program Supervisor to a lead position aver the existing Solid Waste program (see exhibit

34.1, Hazardous, Solid and Special Waste Section, Proposed Organizational Chart).

• Solid Waste Is already made up cI Special Waste programs, therefore If Special Waste Unit

remains separate, two units wi! unnecessarly 8Xist, since Solid Waste already handles special

type waste prognuna. Two 88pBI'8te units wi r88Ut In a duplication cI structure

• Combining the Solid and Special Waste Units wli provide a Unit already In operation under

a single supervisor

• Down grade, one Supervisor to a Lead position with a savings of $8,862

• Cost avoidance of $88,786

• Cost reduction of $71,099 + $8,862 = $79,961

• Total savings of $168,755 - State funds $137,640, Other funds $31,115

• Prepare necessary personnel papers to eliminate and re-classlfy positions

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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EXHIBIT 37

DtO· OFFICE OF H~STE PROGRMtS
SOLID , SPECI~L HASTK SECTIOH

JAHUARI 01, 1992
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.. - .. - - .. .... .. -- - .. ..~ .. .. -
9 HILES NORTH Of SPRINGERVILLE ON
AZ. 666. 10 HILES EAST TO SITE.
T 11N, R 29E, Sec. 36
1/4: NU SU SE

2 OF 2 PAGES ION, TOYNSHIP,
I RANGE, SECTION, QUARTER SECTIONS

LAND OYIIER'S NAME,
ADDRESS AND PIIOIIE NUHBER

ALAMITO COMPANY
P.O. BOX 2222
SPRINGERVILLE 85938

ALIMITO COMPANY
P_0. BOX 2222
SPRINGERVILLE 85938

IOPERATOR'S NAME
ADDRESS AND PIlOIlE NUMBER

fACILITY NAME,
TVPE AND COONTV

ALAHITO GEN. STATION
PSULf
APACHE

..................••......•..............................................................................•...... -.......•.......•..................

T 13N, R 29E, Sec. 4
114: NU NIJ

7 HILES NE Of ST. JOHNS

4.5 HILES NE Of ST. JOHNS Off Of
HUY 61
T 12N, R 29E, Sec. 18
1/4:

SALT RIVER PROJECT
P.O. BOX 1018
ST. JOHUS 85936

APACHE COONTY
P.O. BOX 238
ST. JOIINS 85936
(602) 337-4369

SALT RIVER PROJECT
P.O. BOX 1018
ST. JOHUS 85936

APACHE COONTY
P.O. BOX 238
ST. JOIINS 85936
(602) 337-4369

SRP CORONADO G.SlAT.
Rlf
APACHE

APACHE COONTY
HSULf
APACHE
...••.•••.•..••••••.••..••.••............................ -..........•...........•...............•.••.••.•......•..••.•....•........................

..•.••.•.•.......•.••.•...•..•...................•.... ·······i·············································· .........••...•........................

1 HILE SOUTH Of COCHISE ON AZ.
6M
T 24E, R 16S, Sec. 10
1/4: NE NE NE

AZ. ELECTRIC POYER CORP.
P.O. BOX 676
BENSOII, AZ 85602

AZ. ELECTRIC POYER CORP.
P.O. BOX 676
BENSON, AZ 85602

APACHE ElECTRIC
PSULf
COCHiSE

....•..•••..•....••..•.•................................................................•.•.....•••..•...••......••••.•..••....••..................

, Sec., R

•3 HILES NORTH Of 1-10 ON
OCOTILLO ROAD, EAST .5 HILES TO
T 17S, R 20E, Sec. 03
1/4: SE NU SE

•5 HILES \JEST Of PAN AHERICAN
AVENUE ON UEST NINTH STREET.
T 24S, R 27E, Sec. 14
1/4: NE SE NE

4.3 HI. SOUTH Of U.S. 80 ON
UARREH ROAD, TURN EAST ON SUANS
T 24S, R 24E, Sec. 01
1/4: SU SU SU

•4 HILES NORTH Of HILE POST .26
ON U.S. 666, EAST .5 HILES TO
T 20S, R 26E, Sec. 10
1/4: NE NE NU

•1 HILE EAST Of AZ. 90 ON SCHOOL
DRIVE, NORTH .3 HILES TO SITE.
T 21S, R 20E, Sec. 05
1/4: SU NE

IT

PHELPS-DOOGE CORPERATION
P.O. DRAYER EE
DOUGLAS, AZ 85607
(602) 364-2441

COCHISE COONTY
DRAUER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603
(602) 432-5471

PHELPS-DODGE CORPERATION
P.o: BOX DRAUER EE
DOUGLAS, AZ 85607
(602) 364-2441

TOYN Of BENSON .
DRAUER AG
BENSON, AZ 85602
(602) 586-2245

I
AZ. STATE LAND DEPARTHENT
1624 UEST ADAHS
PHOENIX, AZ 85007

I

HUACHUCA CITY
P.O. BOX 4438
HUACHUCA CITY 85616
(602) 456-1354

COCIII SE COONTY
DRAUER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603
(602) 432-5471

CiTY Of DOOGLAS
425 TENTH STREET
DOUGLAS, AZ 85607
(602) 364·7501

CITY Of BISBEE
118 ARIZONA STREET
BISBEE, AZ 85601
(602) 432-3312

TOYN Of BENSON
DRAUER AG
BENSON, AZ 85602
(602) 586-2245

IASOH - DEH . B
fORT HUACItACA 85613

................................................. _ _ ': - .

..................................................... - - - _ - ..

HUACHACA CITY
HSIJLF
COCHISE

USAG fORT HUACHACA
HS\lLf
COCHISE

............................ _ _ - .

BENSON
KSULf
COCHISE

ELfR IDA
HSULf
COCHISE

BISBEE
HSULf
COCHiSE
•....•.••••..•••••.•.•..••.•...................•...... .... _ _._-_ ..•........•..•.•.• ~ .. .....•..•..•.......•.•... _ .

...•.•.•......•.•....••.•..•.....•..............................................•............•...•.•....••.••........•.•.•......•..................

DOOGLAS (NEU)
HSULf
COCHISE

...•.•••••..•.••.....•....•..•..•..•..........•................................................•.•......••••.•..••...•••••••.....•......•...... : ...

~o,....
i
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fACILITY NAME,
TYPE AND COUNTY IOPERATOR'S NAME

ADDRESS MID PIlOIIE NUMBER' I lAUD O\.ItIER' S NAME,
ADDRESS AUD PIlOtlE NUMBER

2 OF 3 PAGES m, TOYNSIlIP,
I RANGE, St~IIU", wu~RTER SECTIONS

..... __ - _ - ----_ _----- --.-_ .. __ .. -_ ----- - .
,UPINE
CSilLf
AHCHE

APACHE COUNTY
P.O. BO)( 428
ST. JOHNS, AZ 85936

USfS-APACHE SITGREAVES
P.O. BOX 640
SPRINGERVilLE 85938

5.2 HILES \JEST Of U.S. 666 OIl
U.S. 280.
T 05N, R 31E, Sec.
\/4:

.. ' ..
CHAHBERS
C~\JLf

APACIlE

APACIlE COUNTY
P.O. BOX 426
ST. JOHNS, AZ 85936

JONES RAY CO.
1113 EAST HANIlATTON DRIVE
TEHPE, AZ 85282

SOUTH Of 1-40 AT CHAMBERS,
SOUTIlEAST AT DIRT ROAD .4 HILES
T 21N, R 27E, Sec. 25
1/4: S\I NE SE

.. -_ --- --- ---_ - -- __ ------_ -. __ __ _----_ _.- --- ..••••.•••...••....•.................

CONCIlO
C~.;\JL f
APACHE

APACHE COUNTY
P.O. BOX 426
ST. JOIIllS, AZ 65936

AZ. STATE LAND DEPARTMENT
1624 \JEST ADAMS
PIlOENIX, AZ 85007

4.3 HilES SOUTIl Of AZ. 160 011
AZ. 61, .5 HilES \JEST.
T 13N, R 26E, Sec.
1/4:

............................................. _ -- .
GREER
C~\JLf

A~ACIlE

APACHE COUNTY
P.O. BO)( 428
ST. JOIlNS, AZ 85936

USfS-APACHE SITGREAVES
P.O. BOX 640
SPRINGERVillE 85936

1 HllE EAST Of AZ. 73 ON AZ. 373,
I HILE EAST Of BIG BEAR LODGE.
T 07N, R 27E, Sec.
1/4:

.................................................................................. ~ _ - .

........................................................ - - _ -_ __ .

SOUTH OF 1-40 AT NAVAJO E)(IT,
CROSS RR TRACKS, RIGHT AT
T 20N, R 26E, Sec. 24
1/4: SE Nil

~
.........

NWAJO
CSIILf
A'~ACIIE

NJTRIOSO
CS\Jlf
Ai~ACIlE

APACIIE COUIITY
P.O. BOX 426
ST. JOHNS, AZ 65936

SANTA FE RAilROAD
5200 E. SIlEllA STREET
lOS ANGELES, AZ 90040

T ,R
1/4:

, Sec.

. - .. -.. _ _ _ - --_ _ ..

RWND VAllEY
l:S\lLf
1PACIIE

APACHE COUNTY
P.O. BO)( 428
ST. JOIltIS, AZ 85936
(602) 337-4364

USfS-APACHE SITGREAVES
P.O. BOX 640
SPRINGERVILLE 85938

6 HILES SOUTII Of EAGER ON U.S.
666.
T 08N, R 30E, Sec. 18
1/4: 5\1 SY NY

...................................... - _ - - ..
~ANDERS

rS\JLf
kPACHE

APACIIE COUNTY
P.O. BO)( 426
ST. JOHtIS, AZ 85936

CONTINENTAL SERVICE CORP.
P.O. BOX 500
PIIOENIX, AZ 85001

SOUTH OF 1-40 ON AZ. 61 .2 HILES
TO DIRT ROAD, .5 HilES EAST.
T 2IN, R 26E, Sec. 13
1/4: NE NE S\J

......................................... "' -- - - - - _ ~

~q. JOItNS
CSIILf
!',PACIIE

CITY Of ST. JOHNS
BOX 455
ST. JOHNS, AZ 85936
(602) 337-2031

I BLH, PItOENIX DIST. OffiCE

I 2015 \lEST DEER VALLEY RD.
PIIOENI)(, AZ 85027

I (602) 863-4464

3.3 HilES NORTH Of CLEVELAND
STREET ON 2ND STREET \JEST.
T 13N, R 28E, Sec. 03
1/4: NE N\I S\I

.......... - - - - -. - - - ,.

',IERNON
:SIJLf

APACItE

APACIIE COUNTY
P.O. BOX 428
ST. JOIINS, AZ 85936 T lOll. R 25E, Sec.
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........................................................................................... - _ _ ...
BOIIIE
CSIILF
COCHISE

COCH ISE COUIIl Y
DRAIIER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

COCIIISE COUNTY
DRAIJER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

•B MilES NORtH OF HAIN StREEl ON
CENTRAL AVENUE.
I 13S, R 23E, Sec. 03
114: Nil HE SII

.......................................................... __ ---- -_ -_ --
COCHISE
CSIILF
COCIIISE

CDeIlISE COUNn
DRAIIER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

FRAIlK FLANDERS
P.O. BOX 1082
COCIIISE, AZ 05606

.6 MILES \JESt OF U.S. 666 ON
COCllISE ROAD, .2 HILES NORIH.
I 15S, R 24E, Sec. 20
1/4: N\I SE Nil

....................................................................................................................................................................................................................
CWRILAND
CSIILF
COCIlISE

COcHISE COUNTY
DRAIIER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

ON COURTLAND ROAD.

T 19S, R 25E, Sec. 21
1/4 :

.......... _ -_ _ - - .
DOUBLE ADOBE
CSIILF
COCHISE

COCH ISE COUN TY
DRAIIER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

COCIlISE COUNTY
DRAI/ER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

1.75 MILES SOUTII OF PRINCE ROAD
ON IIEST SIDE OF KINGS HIlY.
1 23S, R 27E, Sec. 1B
1/4: SE NE SE

............. _ - - _ _ - .

........ _ _ _ - - - -.
DRAGOON

:: CSlll F
~ COCHISE

§

DCXJGL AS (OLD)
CSIILF
COCHISE

CiTY OF DOUGLAS
425 lEN1H SIREEl
DOUGLAS, AZ B5607

COCIIISE COUNn
DRAIIER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

PIlElPS -DODGE CORPERA II 011
P.O. BOX 1236
DOUGLAS, AZ 85607 .

AZ. stAlE LAND DEPARTMENl
1624 IIESl ADAMS .
PIIOENIX, AZ 05007

•3 HILES \JESt OF PAN AM ROAD ON
9tH STREET, RIGHT .5 HILES to
t 24N, R 27E, Sec. 14
1/4: N\I $U NE

3 HILES EASt Of 1-10 IN DRAGOON
ROAD, 1.5 MILES NORIH ON JOHNSON
1 16S, R 22E, Sec. 24
1/4: SII SE NE

........................................................................................ - _ - .
NACO
CSIILF
COCHISE

COCHISE COUIITY
DRAIIER AJ .
BISBEE, AZ 85603

•7 MILES NORtll AND IIESt Of 6tH
SIREEl ON 0 SIREET. NACO.
1 24S, R 24E, Sec.
1/4:

.................- __ _ _ _ - - ..
PEARCE
CSIILF
COCIlISE

COCIII SE COUN TY
DRAYER AJ
BISBEE. AZ 85603

NORIIl ON U.S. 666 3.2 HilES PAST
SUNSIIES POSt OFFICE, 2.1 HilES
I 17S, R 25E, Sec.
1/4:

................................................................................. - _-_ ..
SAN SIMON
CSIILF
COCHISE

CDeIlISE COUNn
DRAUER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

SOUTIlERN PACIFIC RAILROAD
234 NORTH CElltRAL, RM 623
PIlOEIlIX, AZ 85004

Al SAN SIMON EXII OF 1-10, IIEST
.75 MILES 10 SI1E.
I 13S, R 31E, Sec. 32
1/4: SE NE Nil

............................................................................................ _ - _ .
ST DAVID
CSIILF
COCUISE

COCIIISE COUNn
DRA\JER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603

COCIII SE CCXJN n
DRAI/ER AJ
BISBEE, AZ 85603 I

1.5 MILES NORtH OF U.S. BO ON
SIBYL ROAD.
I 17S, R 21E, Sec. 30

- - - - .. .. .. - .. - - -- .. - - - .. -
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SPEaAL WASTE UNIT

The Special Waste Unit was created very recently In response to House 8112121 as It applies to

Special Waste In ArtIcle 9. Article 9 specifies that Best Management Practices (BMP) be established by an

Industry Voluntary Advisory Counel working with DEQ, meeting monthly und 1994.

The Statute resUtlng from House 8112121 provides specific dates that various Special Wastes be

defined and specific programs be Initiated. In other words manpower as authorized In House 811 2121 and

as shown In exhibit 29, Hazardous and Solid Waste SectIon, Current Organization Chart, will reduce the

Advisory Coonel and begin Implementing defined Special Waste programs and by 1994 most of

approximately 18 programs will be In operation. Asbestos and materials containing Asbestos, shredded auto

waste are examples a some a the 18 emerging programs. Enactment a H8 2121 was predicted on the

need for better management of special wastes.

As these programs emerge they wli be directed to either the Solid Waste Section or the Hazardous

Waste Section depending upon the program.

Through the Interviewing process we were unable to find any source of actual calculation of man

hours extending through 1994 that would supply us with concrete estimates of FTE requirements either for

the interim period or for the following program Implementation and operation.

According to our Interview, the proposed positions (see exhibit 37, Solid and Special Waste Units,

Current Organizational Chart) have been legislatively approved, but the Special Programs Unit will emerge

from the advisory counel and DEQ over the next two years have not been specified In terms of either

definition or quantification of manpower reqUired to operate them once they have been created.

Since the programs have not yet been either defined or written, but will be done 80 fNer the next

two years by Increments, as called for by statute, It Is not necessary to employ those 11 FTEs at this time.

DEQ - 113



We recommend Improvements through the following steps:

• Hiring three posItJons and eliminating the balance of seven vacant positions (see exhibit 34.1,

Hazardous, Solid and Special Waste SectIon, Proposed Organizational Chart). The

breakdown of seven positions Is as follows:

Two EHS 11- Grade 19 - $31,123 X 2

One R & SA II - Grade 17 - $26,851

Two Env. Prog. Spec. - Grade 20 - $36,506 X 2

One EES - Grade 20 - $36,506

One EEA - Grade 18 - $30.947

• Developing specific manpower needs as programs emerge.

• In July of 1993, a concrete calculation of hours and position responsibUItles can be

ascertained, resulting in cost avoidance of $229,562 (all State funded).

• FMI three positions

• Personnel action required

• Time frame: 3 months.

DEQ - 114
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PERMIT UN!. HAZARDOUS wASTE SECTION

The Permit Unit has the responsIbilty to Issue or deny permits for Hazardous Waste

Treatment/Storage/Disposal (TSD) facUItJes.

Prior to 1984 there were no permits Issued. In 1984 the existing facUlties were "grandfathered" Into

an Interim permit status called "Part A." However. the statute reqUired the facilities to convert "Part A"

permits to "Part S" permits (Part S permits Indicate a final status and full compliance). The DEQ had

established December 1991 as a deadline to convert those permits.

This deadline was not achieved due to various reasons. e.g., high turnover In staff. diversity In

complexities of permitting, and lack of man-hour standards. Consequently, there remains 30 facUlties which

need to be permitted. These constitute a backlog In this point.

The organlzatlonal unit structure contains one Environmental Program Supervisor. one Secretary.

two Environmental Engineer (p.E.) and three Environmental Engineer Specialists (see exhibit 29. Hazardous

and Solid Waste SectIon. Current Organizational Chart).

In our interviews we found that the unit has a flow chart describing length of time reqUired to

complele the permit process step-by-step in 18 months. However. there are no written policies or work

standards to carry out the tasks or In other words no defined man-hours reqUired for each step.

Review of the flow chart as shown In exhibit 40. Process Timetable. Hazardous Waste. indlcates

that the first four steps actually represent rNer 50% of the actu81 time required to complete the permit

process. Whle these steps do not represent man-hours required to Issue permits. they do affect the

efficiency of the process as well as the completion time for permitting. The absence of work standards

creates significant management problems.

According to our interviews, 30 TSD facUlties need to be Issued permits on the basis of the

following estimated fees:

DEQ -115



• 22 Storage type @ $25,000 each = $550,000

• Five Treatment type @ $50,000 each = $250,000

• Three Disposal type @ $ 125,000 each = $375,000

• Total potential fee that needs to be collected from these 30 permits =$1,175,000.

We were told In two c:A our Interviews that based on Qualified Technical Estimates, the backlog

could be eliminated In two to three years If the Unit could stay JUly staffed. However, If the staff Is doubled,

the backlog could be eliminated In half the time I.e., 18 months Instead c:A three years.

We were also advised that only approximately 10% of the permitting Issues required an

Environmental Engineer P.E. This means staffing In the Permit Unit could be accomplished with other

personnel.

R8CQI1V118I wtpt'1••

We recommend collecting fees, owed to the State, by reducing the backlog through the following

steps:

• Assigning one FTE as a liaison between the Permit Unit and Responsible Party (R.P.) on the

first four steps c:A the permit process via pre-appllcatlon meetings and persistent assistance

to RP

• Initiating guidelines and performance standards and monitoring them through all the steps of

the permit process so that the backlog can be removed by July 1993.

• Pre-applicatlon meetings and further emphasis In specialized assistance to R.P. could reduce

the first four steps to one or two steps with much shorter time elapses

DEQ-116
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• Section and Unit supervision concentrating on all forms of management Issues Including

development, Implementation and monitoring of man-hour standatds for the steps on the

permit process flow will help resolve the backlog In the specified time.

IrnDlIIT·Mton

• Develop guidelines and performance standards

• Time frame: Approximately 6 months.
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IMONTHS
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HAZARDOUS VASTE - RCRA PART B PERMIT PROCESS TIMETABLE

TASKS

------- ---._--_.-.

-- ---
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18......•........... ----_ ....----_. ····j····j····j····j····i····j························i···'·························j·········i llRequest Part B Permit Appli-

cation and await submittal.

2. Review first submittal and Iissue comments or Notice of
Deficiency to facility.

3. Facility required to resubmit -additional information or
respond to NOO.

4. Agency reviews 2nd submittal -and declares application
complete or else issues
Yarning letter with list of
def ic ienci es.

5. Facility required to respond -to Yarning Letter and correct
def; ci enc i es

6. Agency reviews 3rd submittal -and declares application
complete or else refers to
enforcement (compliance
order) or else denies permit.

7. Assuming complete applica- - l
tion, agency requests/ :

receives clarifications,
character background refer-
ence questionaire, potential-
ly holds public meeting.

8. Agency drafts permi t.
\ 1 1 I I- I I

9. Agency drafts Public Notice •and publ ishes it in local
newpaper(s).

10. Public COlTTTlent period for

I \ I .-
Idra f t permi t.

11. Potential requested publ ic

I -hearing held. I
12. Responsiveness Summary -developed for questions

received during hearing;
trascription of hearing
completed.

13. Technical decision made to ..
issue or deny permit; recom-
mendation made to Assistant
Director with supporting
documentation, possibly re-

.. quiring signature; press
release issued same day as.
permit decision.

I-,. Permit becomes effective,

~J- assuming that no appeal is
~de; permit file'S Admini-
strative Record is bound. -- -._.

.. - - ---- -_.- -_. ._-- _.. _. _. -- - .- - ---'-
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HAZARDOUS. SOLID AND SPECIAL WASTE

SECTIONS COMBINED EXHIBIT 34.2
PROPOSED ORGANIZATION CHART
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TRANSFER OF FAQUJY REPORDNG UNT FUNCTIONS

The functions performed by the six budgeted FTEs of this unit are described In general terms as

follows:

• Participate In the rule development process for the state assurance funds (revolving funds)

• Conduct outreach concerning the state assurance fund, acttvlty tax, loan program, and

financial responslbHlty

• AssIst the OffIce ·of Administration In providing training, answering questions, processing

refunds and exemptions, and research

• Enforce technical standards requirements and compliance with law and rules which require

various kinds of payments

• Conduct outreach and training concerning the UST (underground storage tanks) data base.

The above functions are normaJlyassociated with activities performed by the DEO Comptroller and

Automation Services. There Is coordination with the OffIce of Administration on each of the above functions.

This level of effort equates to two FTEa.

Umlted effort (one FTE) Is expended In the support of work performed by the CorrectIve Actions

Unit. Observations, and Interviews with the personnel within the Unit, Indicated that the workload within the

Unit was not sufficient to fully utilize all personnel assigned. The reduction of one position (R&SA II) would

not Impair the efficiency or effectiveness c:A the work performed.

As c:A November 15, 1991, there were six budgeted position within the Facllty Reporting Unit

Including one vacant position of a Secretary. In addition there are seven new positions proposed (see

exhibit 42, U.S.T. Organization Chart, Current).
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The work performed In this unit, although typfcaJly related to the UST SectIon mlssJon Is more

realistically a Comptroller function and Is included In the Comptroller area of responslbllty In the broader

sense. This work, even though "plece-mealed" in the UST SectIon, must be reviewed again In the Offtce of

Administration resulting In a duplication of effort.

The secretarial workload Is not sufficient to require the services of a person in that posJtJon which

is currenUy vacant. The work Is handled by other workers wtthout detriment to the function of the

organization. Further, the transfer of positions to the Office of Administration and Corrective Actions Unit

would negate the requirement for a supervisor.

RecomnwtWf,-.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and utUlzation of personnel through the following

steps:

• Transfer two positions (one EDP PA II and one fRied R&SA II) from the FacUlty Reporting Unit

to the Office of Administration

• Transfer one (S/D) EHS II position from the FacUlty Reporting Unit to the Corrective Action

Unit

• Eliminate nine positions. all UST (one (filled) Environmental Program Supervisor, one R&SA,

one Secretary. one Legal Research Specialist II. two Clerk Typist lis. one Environmental Health

Specialist I. and two Environmental Health Specialist lis) from the FacUlty Reporting Unit,

having the affect of eliminating the entire unit (see exhibit 43, UST OrganJzatlon Chart,

Proposed).

The following benefits wli resUt by Implementing the above recommendations:

• A more homogeneous assignment of functions
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• Better utilization of personnel

• Cost savings from two FTEs of $72,591, and cost avoidance of seven budgeted FTEs for

$180,002; for a total savlngs/avolclance of $252,593 (Federal funds $26,422; Other funds

$226,171).

Administrative actions necessary to tra~er personnel positions, revise P.D.Q.s, update

organization charts and policy memos; and personnel reporting. This wi! require approximately

60 days.
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EXHIBIT 43
PROPOSED ORGANIZATION

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK SECTION

U.S.T.

SECTION

MANAGER

r I
PROGRAM AND ADMINISTRATIVE

PROJECT
SPECIALIST SECRETARY

I 1
LEAD TEAM #1 LEAD TEAll #2 STATE LEAD TEAll

ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL
PROGRAM PROGRAM PROGRAM

SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR SUPERVISOR

H SECRETARY !-- SECRETARY - SECRETARY

H HYDROLOGIST
f-- HYDROLOGIST !-- HYDROLOGIST

t-- HYDROLOGIST

f-- HYDROLOGIST !-- HYDROLOGIST

H HYDROLOGIST

I-- HYDROLOGIST i-- HYDROLOGIST

ENVIRONMENTAL
f-- HEALTH

SPECIALIST
ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL

I-- HEALTH - HEALTH
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST

ENVIRONMENTAL
f-- HEALTH

SPECIALIST
ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL

~ HEALTH ~ HEALTH
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST

ENVIRONMENTAL
f-- HEALTH

SPECIALIST
ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL

~ HEALTH !-- HEALTH
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST

ENVIRONMENTAL
!-- ENGINEER

SPECIALIST
ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL

~ HEALTH !-- ENGINEER

H
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST

EES *
ENVIRONMENTAL ~ EES

H
'-- ENGINEER

EES * SPECIALIST

i.- EES

EES *
* 5 UNDESIGNATED POSITIONS FOR

FUTURE LOAlI Ale CLAIMS PROGRAMS.
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COMBINING lNIS IN DE lJN)f8GR()lJNQ STORAGE TANK SECTION

The Corrective ActIons Unit Is responsible tor the following: (Numbers In parenthesis Indicate six

months workload)

• Responding to complaints and release reports (233)

• Conducting compliance reviews (346)

• Issuing warning letters (10)

• Issuing administrative orders (2)

• Attorney General referrals (2)

• Following up on regulations violations (544)

• Enforcement tracking

• Preparing summary information and reporting

• Closing cases (2)

• Responding to public Inquiries (4,806)

• Public presentations (25).

ThIs Unit Is organized under the manager of the UST SectIon and Is divided Into three teams and

support staff (see exhibit 42, U.S.T. Organization Chart, Current).

The Hydrology Unit Is responsible for:
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• Technical support to other agencies. public, and Industry (1.457)

• Technical support and assistance to the corrective Actions Unit (137)

• Oversight of facility Investigations and corrective actions of hazardous substance releases (2)

• Comments on flnanclaJ responsibllty and state assurance fund documents

• Evaluation of Impacts on public health from UST releaseS

• Review of complaint Investigations and reports (286)

• Tracking log maintenance tor all LUST Oeaklng underground storage tanks) sites undergoing

Investigations

• Public presentations (8)

• Development of technical guidance and documents (3).

The Hydrology Unit is organized under the manager of UST Section and is divided Into three lead

teams and support staff (see exhibit 42, U.S.T. Organization Chart, Current).

The UST Engineering Unit was organized In Its present configuration on October 1, 1991. This Unit

Is responsible for:

• Conducting UST Inspections of existing facUItles (64)

• Completing Inspection reports (64)

• Responding to complaints from sources

• MakIng referrals to CorrectIve ActIons Unit of violations

• Providing outreach In.the form of presentations and training to the regulated community

DEQ - 128
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• Reviewing plans of sources submitted for the loan program.

Inspectors working three days each week In the field, can Inspect 300 facUlties each year. This

equates to six Inspections per week, or two Inspections per day for 50 weeks. Three Inspectors should be

able to perform 900 Inspections each year. This level ~ effort should be sufficJent to perform required

annual facllty Inspections.

The process within the SectIon nonnaJly begins with a report from a source In the form of a

complaint or notice ~ violation (release). A complaint or report may process through three separate Units

and three levels of supervision.

The flow of paper work and personnel effort Is shown In exhibit 44, U.S.T.CorrectIve ActIon

Reporting, Flow Chart. The three Teams were established In both the Corrective Actions Unit and the

Hydrology Unit on the basis that the Lead person could not direct and monitor more than 7 - 10 FTEs, and

on the basis of approval and funding of all proposed positions.

AJ. the time of this study Corrective Actions Unit Team 1 had one Lead person and two EMS lis

assigned; Team 2 had one Lead and four EMS's assigned; the State Team had one Lead person and three

EMS's assigned.

At the same time the Hydrology Unit Team 1 had one Lead staff and two Hydrologists assigned;

Team 2 had one Lead position and three Hydrologists assigned; the State Team had one Lead position and

three Hydrologists assigned.

In both Units. Teams 1 and 2 perform Identical functions. The State Team In both Units perform

the same functions as Tearns 1 and 2. The only difference Is the funds out of which their work Is

accomplished. The State Tearns are funded from the State Assurance and WST Trust Funds.

The UST Hydrology Unit performs a technical review as a step In the total process within the UST

Section. This requires famllarlzatJon with the case In order to 88S8S8 the extent of the problem and Its

possible Impact on the surrounding environment. To do this. the hydrologist must nMew the same

documentation and situation that have already been reviewed In the Corrective ActJons Unit.

During the interviews It was stated that the process is delayed approximately two weeks for reviews
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The present span of control exercised by the supervisors of the corrective ActIons Unit and UST

Hydrology Unit, Including the Tearns, Is limited to 3 • 4 FTEs, all of whom have 81mMar' levels of technical

expertise and envIronrnental disciplines.

There Is no basic difference In the vartetIes of problems reviewed between the Units. CombIning

Corrective ActIons and UST Hydrology Units wli alleviate the fragmented work naN being performed In the

two Units. excessive handling of papers and~ wli be curtsied If one team does the entire process

except the engineering portion, which Is not required In all cases.

At the present time there Is no cross-training between Units. Such training wli allaN total

processing at one work station, in most cases, and wli provide a broader base of expertise at the operating

levels. This will enhance the utlizatlon of personnel and should assist in raising the level of responsibDIty

of the employee, and In tum Increasing salaries In the long run. Such a move should have a positive affect

on the retention of the better qualified personnel, thus Increasing productivity.

Recomrrw·...

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and utilization of personnel through the following

steps:

• Combining the Corrective Actions Unit, UST Engineering Unit and UST Hydrology Unit,

resulting in a Section Manager with staff and three Teams (see exhibit 43, U.S.T. Organization

Chart, Proposed)

• Blmlnatlng the three Unit Managers and three Unit Secretarial positions

• establishing a one-stop processing and foIlaN-up station to handle all actions required within

the UST SectIon regarding complaints, release reports, compliance, enforcement, responses

to public inquiries, and reporting

• Providing the total technical expertise In one work station to accomplish the complete work

process without going through three separate organizational segments and three supervisory

levels and positions

OEQ ·130
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• Reducing the total process time line by an average of two weeks

• Providing a broader base of expertise for the specialists and technicians through cross

training.

Implementation of the above recommendations wli restit In a reduction ~ 11 filed positions as

follows:

• Two Secretaries

• Three Research & Statistical Analysts

• One State Service Intam

• One Administrative Assistant III

• One Hydrologist IV

• One Environmental Health Specialist

• Two Environmental Program Supervisors

Combined cost savings of $434,929

• This wil also eliminate 18 vacant and 11 proposed positions. as shown In the current

organization chart, for a combined savings of $1,144,326

Total savings, this Recommendation: $1,579,255

Federal funds $367,129, Other funds (UST) $1,212,126.
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NOTE: FIve undesignated positions were provided to accomplish new workload as the

resUt eX the loan program and claims program.

Steps required:

• Personnel actions to reflect disposition of affected positions

• Update organization manual

• Revise policies and procedures

• Time frame: Approximately 60 days.
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I EXHIBIT 44
PAGE 1 OF 3 PAGES
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EXHIBIT 44
PAGE 2 OF 3 PAGES I
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I EXHIBIT 44
PAGE 3 OF 3 PAGES

I U S T - CORRECTIVE ACTION INCIDENT REPORTING
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CONTRACDNGIlEGAL SERVIces

At the present time contracts are developed In various areas of the Department. with each Section

responsible for their ovm contract drafting. The Remedial Coordination Unit In the Pre-remedlal and Remedial

Section of the OffIce of Waste Products has primary responsIbilty for writing federal grant applications;

preparing contracts with the EPA, the Office of the Attorney General, and private contractors; overseeing

payments under contracts (by verifying Involces and blllnga); confirming with the Project Managers the

actual work done; confirming compliance with contract standards and negotiating with EPA regarding the

number of sites now on NPL, and whether DEQ or EPA wli take the lead on remediation efforts.

Legal review of these contracts. and of·those services provided under contract, also are managed

in this Unit.

Project Managers In the Remedial Unit are responsible for ensuring that contractors perform their

work according to the Task Assignments and contract. and approving their invoices. However, the Invoices

for work completed are then sent to the Remedial Coordination Unit who authenticate, with the Project

Managers In the Remedial Unit, the work performed by the contractors.

There Is a duplication of effort between the Remedial Coordination Unit and the Remedial Unit, and

also with what should be the functions of the Administration DMslon Contracts/Procurement staff (see

exhibit 45, Site Evaluation Process, Waste DMslon, Flow Chart).

BaslcaJly the aetivltles of the Remedial Coordination Unit Involve negotiating and writing contracts

(an administration function); confirming and authorizing payment on Invoices (an accounting function); and

drafting consent decrees and reviewing legal language In contracts (a legal section function).

ThIs overlap and duplication of aetivltles and services throughout the Department makes It dlfflcUt

for outside entities to deal with the Department, to know whom to contact on specific Issues, and creates

the potential for contradictory Information or decisions from different groups performing the same functions

(see exhibit 46, Pre-Remedial & Remedial Projects, Current Organizational Chart).
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It is recommended that the following actions be taken:

• Transfer positions as follows:

Contract·Management Specialist III

to Administrative Division, Contract and Procurement Section

Legal Assistants II (two positions)

to the Legal and Rules OffIce, to perform negotiations, and legal language

preparation of documents, to assist the A.G.'s office, who must review all work

prepared by DEQ In this area

One Environmental Engineer to the Pre-Remedial Unit

One Environmental Engineer to the Remedial Unit

One Secretary to the Remedial Unit

See exhibit 47, Remediation SectIon, Proposed Organization Chart

• Transfer the following functions, as noted:

ConfIrmation eX work performed, and validity of Invoices submitted, to the Remedial Unit

Project Managers, who presently 0V8t'888 that work

Processing, and payment, eX Invoices, to the Administration Division accounting office.

which now receives them from the Remedial Coordination Unit

• Elimination of the below listed positions:
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One Administrative Assistant iii, pay grade 17, at $24,869 annual

Three proposed State Service Interns from the Remedial Coordination Unit, at $17,700

each, annual (total $53,100)

• 81mlnate the Remedial Coordination Unit, distributing the above positions and functions as

noted.

The following benefits wli be achieved by adoption of these recommendations:

• Coordination of legal functions effecting the Department within one concisely organized Unit

• Coordination of the contracting functions effecting the Department within one concentrated

Unit

• Elimination of potential miscommunication relative to these services, whOe

Assuring common service to ali Sections of the Department

Relieving other Units of the necessity of providing such services

Making more efficient use of the specialized skills within the Department required to

perfonn these functions

• Total savings by these position eliminations equals:

$n,019 annual cost savings from two flied positions (WQARF fund)

$53,100 annual cost avoidance from three vacant inter positions (WQARF fund).
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Implementation of these recommendations wRl possibly Involve the re-wrttlng of some IGAs, If those

have been prepared with a specific Unit designation.

Beyond that need, a management decision, and consequent reorganization wi! accomplish the

task.

• Note the recommendation for -AuthorIzation~oec Attorneys,- who have specialized training

In environmental Issues

• Also, reference should be made to the recommendation -Federal FacUlties and Pre-Remedial

Units,- as It constitutes a companion recommendation

• Time frame: Approximately 6 months.
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CURRENT FLOW CHART - WASTE DIVISION
SITE EVALUATION PROCESS

PRE-REMEDIAL AND REMEDIAL SECTION
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WASTE DIVISION
REMEDIATION SECTION

PROPOSED ORGANIZATION CHART
EXHIBIT 47
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DEPARTMENT of ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUTY

OFFICE OF WATER QUAUTY RECOMMENDATIONS



PROGRAM COORDINATION/CERTIfICATION SECDON PlACEMENT

The Program Coordlnation-Certlflcat Section Is organized under the OffIce of Water Quality

[OWQ] (see exhibit 48, Program Coordination - CertIfIcatIon SectIon) and Is authorized 17 FTEs.

The primary functions performed by this SectIon Include:

• Leads effort to formuate and assess water quality goals and priorities

• Develops and updates the long term plans

• Coordinates the OWQ planning process

• Assists In formulating State Water Quality Management (WQM) policies

• Coordinates development of water quality grants and annual work-plans

• Conducts ongoing program/plan evaluation efforts

• Administers water and wastewater operator certification program and

• Provides technical assistance. operator testing and program development efforts.

The Operator Certification Unit consists of three FTEs; one Unit Chief (Environmental Program

Specialist) and two Oerk Typists. These positions administer the operator testing program required prior

to the operating of water faclltJes. The time line for the certification program Is closely aligned with the

granting of permits for the facllty operation. There Is a direct relationship with the Compliance SectIon.

During the past 12 months approximately 800 operators were certified. Currently about 4,000

operators hoid three-year certificates. Approximately 1,600 examinations have been given to prospective

operators. Fees collected for the certificates amount to approximately $60,000 per year. These fees are

deposited In the State General Funds rather than a revolving account to pay for the administration of the

certification program. Personnel costs, not Including Section supervision. amount to approximately $90,000

per year, Including ERE.
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As of the end of FY 1991, there were 24 active federal grants with a total value of approximately

$20 mUllon being coordinated and monitored within the Planning and Grants Unit. In addition, this Unit

prepared 63 DEQ work-plan revisions. Six FTEs are authorized In this Unit Including five assigned and one

vacancy. The Planning and Evaluation Unit coordinates the statewide Water Quality Management planning

process, updates the Long Term Plan and conducts the evaluation effort ~water quality program mandates

and objectives as established by the Department and Federal Government.

Seven positions are authorized and budgeted for the Planning and Evaluation Unit, four vacant

three assigned, ~ which one FTE has been on specIaJ datal to another organization for the past 1-1/2

years. Two Flea remaining In the Planning and Evaluation Unit, one supervisor and one Program and

Project Specialist II to perform the work assigned.

No significant backlog exists In any of the Units under the Program Coordlnatlon-Certiflcatlon

Section. Operator certJflcatlon Unit aetMtles are unrelated to the other two units.

The placement of the operator certification program within this Section creates an additional

coordination process between the Section and the Compliance Section. The process would be significantly

enhanced by the transfer of certification functions to the Compliance Section. Further It woUd physically

combine functions to provk:te for Instantaneous communication between Interrelated Interests. The

compliance Inspector can check for proper certification during the course of routine Inspections and report

directly to operator certification personnel If anyone Is In violation. The person In charge of operator

certification may provk:te technical assistance and operator testing as appropriate.

The planning and evaluation function for the Offtce of Water Quality Is relegated to 8ectIon level

with no direct relationship to any other formal planning activity except to provk:te a section ~ the ADEQ

Strategic Plan. There Is IltUe cross communication with other dMsions within the department.

The individual long term plans from the divisions are then consolidated by one person at the

director's level. The present planning process In the department does not provide for any plans 1'8View,

evaluation and progress monitoring In a centraJ location reporting to the director.

This situation reduces the ability to effectively manage since there Is a lack~ sound planning and

feedback which Is a basic management function.
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We recommend the following:

• Transfer the functions of the Operator CertIfIcation Unit to the Compliance SectIon along

with three FTEs as currently assigned

• Combine the planning function of the Planning and Evaluation Unit with those of the

Planning and Grants Unit and transfer to a central planning office, along with five FTEs

• Transfer the function of coordination oversight and progress review and accounting to the

Comptroller's office within the OffIce of Administration along with one FTE

• Blminate the Program CoordlnatJon..CertJflca Section as an organizational segment of

the OffIce of Water Quality

• Reduce the number of FTEs from seventeen to nine and transfer those as Indicated above.

resUtlng In a net reduction of eight FTEs (six vacant positions, one Planning and Evaluation

Unit Planner III. and one Section Manager, Planner IV).

• The breakdown of eight FTEs is as follows:

One fUled Planner IV. Grade 22, one filled Planner III, Grade 21, one vacant

Oerk Typist II, Grade 9, two vacant Program Project Specialist, Grade 19,

one vacant Planner II, Grade 19, and one vacant Intern, Grade 9.

The following benefits wli resldt by Implementing the above recommendations:

• Better communications between personnel performing related aetMtles

• Increased effectiveness of Individuals and organization segments

• A more homogeneous assignment of functions under various organization managers
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• A centralized planning office for the department which wUl provide management with

appropriate information from which long tenn goals and objectives may be evaluated on

a periodic basis

• Better utlizatlon of personnel

• Simplification of the processes Involved to accomplish the assigned mission.

• Cost reduction of $104,229

• Cost avoidance of $185,412

• Total savings $289,641 - State funds $233,157; Federal funds $56,484.

Steps to Implement the recommendations are:

• Revise organization manual

• Revise policy and procedures documents

• Prepare personnel action documents and execute

• Estimate Implementation time line In 60 days.
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EXHIBIT 48
OFFICE OF WATER QUALITY

PROGRAlCOORDINATION - CERTIFICATION SECTION
CURRENT ORGANIZATION CHART (AS OF NOV. 1, 1991)
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REVOlVING FUND UNT TBANSFER

The Revolving Fund Administration and Revolving Fund Projects units are organized under the

Office of Water Quality [OWQ] (see exhibit 49, FIeld Services Section, Current Organizational Chart).

The Revolving fund units administer and monitor the actJvltles associated with the Revolving Fund

within the OffIce of Water Quality.

As Indicated In the organization chart, two Units are assigned the work associated with the

Revolving Fund for Water Quality projects. These units are the Revolving Fund Projects Unit with eight

budgeted FTEs, and the Revolving Fund Administration Unit with six budgeted FTEs. At the time of the

study, the Projects Unit had two FTEs assigned and the Administration Unit had four flEa assigned.

The personnel In the Projects Unit are engaged In monitoring the Revolving Fund project status

and coordination. The effort within the Administration Unit Is primarUy that of record keeping. Both of these

functions are nonnaIly accomplished by the Comptroller of an Agency or Department rather than within a

field operation as In this case. There Is no homogeneity between these two units and the rest of the Field

Services Section.

There Is no significant backlog within any of the units as of January 1, 1992. A temporary backlog

exists at times due to climatic conditions or a periodic surge In work assigned. There Is no consistency In

any specific type of effort being backlogged.

The current span of control for the Revolving fund supervisors Is 1:3 In the Administration Unit

and 1:1 In the Projects Unit. The level of administration and technical expertise Is the same for both

supervisors.

The location of the Revolving Fund activities within the FIeld ServIces SectIon requires the SectIon

Manager to be capable In the area of finance as well as Inspections. The two are unrelated. Further, the

present functional location lengthens the lines of communication, adds levels of review, and Increases the
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coordination workload between organizations. The Revolving Fund tasks and products must, sooner or

later, be accounted for in the Comptroller Office.

The lack of a consistent backlog within the Units of the section indicate that the present assigned

staff can perform the work required.

Recq",.,.".,••

We recommend achieving greater efficiency and effectiveness of operations through the following

steps:

• Transferring the Revolving Fund Administration Unit and the Revolving Fund Projects Unit

as one combined unit to the Comptroller's office In the office of Administration along with

five FTEs

• Eliminating nine FTEs, - one tVled E.P. Supervisor (Grade 22), one tVled EES (Grade 20),

two vacant aerl< Typist III (Grade 11), one vacant Contract Management Specialist (Grade

17), one vacant Environment Engineer P.E. (Grade 21), two vacant AA II (Grade 15) and

one vacant EHS II (Grade 19)

• Placing related functions together

• Implementing of the above recommendations wli resUt in a reduction of nine FTEs from

the number currently authorized and budgeted, for an immediate savings of $295,670 per

year. Two of these positions are filed, representing a cost reduction of $72,875; and seven

positions are vacant, providing a cost avoidance of $222,795. Federal funds $108,760;

Other funds $186,910

• Coordination time and effort of financing aetMtles between this SectIon and the

Comptroller's OffIce shoUd be reduced by adjacent location

• The supervtsor of the regional offices wli no longer have to deal with totally unrelated work.
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Steps to implement are:

• R8VIslon of organization manual, policies and procedures

• Process personnel documents

• Estimated time line In 60 days.
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ASSIGIMM OF WATER OUAUIY REI POEFICfS

The Regional Offices of the Field ServIces Section of the office of Water Quality are organized (see

exhibit 49, Field ServIces Section - Current Organizational Chart).

The general functions performed by the Regional Offices In their SectIon are as follows:

• Field Inspections of drinking water and waste water locations throughout the State

• Inspection of proposed Il8\N water facUlties

• Updating drinking and waste water Inventories

• Sampling of water

• Processing water quality complaints received from all sources

• Performing follOW-up inspections

• Preparing activity reports for the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

The three Regional Offices - Central, Northern and Southern. perform the Inspection and other

functions listed above for the State-wide Water Quality mission. This work is slmUar to the actJvltles

performed by the Compliance Section, and both work with the same water facUlties resulting In an overlap

of some efforts such as review time, travel, etc. (see exhibit 50, Compliance Section, OWQ, Current

Organizational Chart).

The three Regional OffIces are authorized about the same number of FTE'a. There are ten

authorized In the Northern Region and nine each In the Central and Southern Regions. Geographic area

and number of facilities are divided among the regions to equalize the workload as much as possible,

maintaining the highest level of staff utilization.
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Although no work measurement standards exist In the field operations, a monthly report Is

prepared showing the volume of work activity. By applying a best estimate weighted average of worker

hours to these aetlvltles a crude standard can be developed. Time constraints placed on the study did not

provide sufficient time to prepare engineered work standards.

At the present time there Is no cross training program for the Inspection and compliance

functions. The expertise required In both areas Is closely correlated and would require a minimum of

training to become proficient In both areas.

No significant backlog presently exists within any of the three Regional OffIces. Standard forms

developed In the Southern Region have been a help to the Inspectors by providing a checklist of areas

inspected. Such a list ensures completeness of Inspection, speeds up the time required to perform an

Inspection and In some cases identifies areas that may be ovet100ked If making an Inspection totally from

memory. Standardized forms and procedures are also valuable for cross-training.

The scheduling of Inspection Is currently done without regard to any on-sIte reviews by the

compliance personnel. There is no coordination between offices as to work assignments.

The current system does not provide for cross-training of compliance and Inspection personnel.

Site reviews and Inspections, with a minimum of cross-training, should not require the services of two

individuals. Overlapping jurisdiction results In multiple visits at Individual water systems, extra travel time

and costs and potential for conflicting Instructions to the public.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and utilization of personnel through the following

steps:

• Transfer the three Regional OffIces to the Compliance SectIon

• Transfer the FIeld Services SectIon Manager to Compliance S8ction and reclassify as a Unit

Manager
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• Reducing the authorized FTEs In the Field Service Managers OffIce from three to two, by

eliminating the vacant Environmental Engineering Specialist position

• Initiating a cross training program for both compliance and Inspection personnel

• Preparing standardized pre-prlnted check lists for each type cj faclity being Inspected

• Reducing the budgeted FTE positions In the Central Regional Office from nine to six,

eliminating one ClerkTypist, one frozen Environmental Engineering Specialist. and one flied

Environmental Engineering Specialist

• Reducing the budgeted FTE positions In the Southern Regional OffIce from nine to.six,

eliminating one frozen Secretary position, two Environmental Engineering Specialists of

which one Is vacant

• Reducing the budgeted FTE positions in the Northern Regional OffIce from ten to seven,

eliminating one vacant Clerk Typist position and two Environmental Engineering Specialists.

The larger geographical area and special efforts required In Sedona justifies one FTE above

those required In the other two Regions.

NOTE: see Exhibit 51, Compliance Section, OWO, Proposed Organizational Chart; for

position transfers and reductions.

The benefits to be achieved by these recommendations Include:

• A reduction of ten budgeted FTEs for a savings of approximately $213,302 (six FTEs) In

cost avoidance, and $104,418 (four FTEs) In cost reduction, for a total of $317.720. Federal

funds $87,667; State funds $211,753; Other funds $18,300

• The organization transfer will reduce the time reqUired for coordinating the work between

compliance and Inspection functions
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• A cross training program WIll increase the technical expertise of the employees and In tum

WIll increase produetMty. One technician can perform a variety of functions. thereby

increasing his/her value to the organization

• Preparing standardized forms and check lists for compliance and Inspections shoUd

decrease the rn&f\l.B labor time In their preparation. Further, It wi) also reduce the manual

labor Involved In recording data Into a computerized system when such a system becomes

available.

• Initiate cross-training

• Prepare standardized forms

• Prepare necessary personnel documents for position transfers and eliminations

• Time frame: Approximately 60 days.
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COMBINE DRlN<lNG WATER EtEORCEMENI Aft) DATA

In 1991 two units - Drinking Water Compliance Unit (DWCU) and Drinking Water Data Unit

(DWOU) - were created out of the formerty s1n~e Drinking Water Enforcement Unit. The focus of these

Units is to ensure the safety of the public's drinking water, by monitoring and ensuring compliance to

standards of those firms which provide that drinking water. exhibit 50 &heMs this organization.

In the Data Unit there Is a Unit Manager, two aerk Typists, a "frozen" aerie Typist III and a vacant

aerie Typist III position, a "proposed" EDP Programmer Analyst III position, and one filed State ServIce

Intem position. In the Enforcement Unit are two filled State Service Intem positions, and eight (8) currently

vacant Environmental Health Specialist II (EHS II) positions, plus the two Team Leaders, Secretary and Unit

Manager.

Work division has not occurred since this separation, 88 the Data Unit continues to perform an

initial, "front line" (and seemingly very effective) enforcement role In the preliminary interpretation of

laboratory data received, and communication of potential problems to the water system owners and

operators ("system") being served. Among numerous other functions being performed this Unit inputs all

laboratory report data Into the data base, and extracts from It a weekly DWCU Compliance Tracking Ust.

The Technical Review Team dUplicates the work assigned to the Plan Review and Permits Section

TechnicaJ Review Unit, and also performs enforcement duties 88 well 88 Rule writing (recommended

elsewhere to all be housed within the Administration or Deputy Director's area).

The Enforcement Team (currently of one staff and one intem) provide enforcement functions only

for recalcitrant and highly resistant systems. The Compliance Tracking Ust of January 8, 1992 lists 404

cases with compliance enforcement action In some stage of completion. A close analysis of that report

reveals that:

• 59 of the 404 cases (of which 24 are closed) are EPA cases

• 51 are Maricopa County Health Department cases, some closed
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• 27 are Pima County Health Department cases, some closed

• 16 are Yuma County Health Department cases, some closed

• 65 cases are assigned to Team Leader Elizabeth Ridgely, of which 28 are closed

9 are either In court, or nearing closure

9 essentially Involve onlyoperatorcertIftcatIon or operation and maintenance Issues

16 Involve bacteriological or radiological contaminants, thus posing serious

corrective Issues

2 Involve corroslvlty or Inorganic substance violations, requiring moderate

corrective action

3 of the above have had civil penalty calculations already submitted to the

Attomey General's office.

WIth the work load distributed as called for under the present organization chart, assuming the

Data Unit ceased all functions except those directly related to data entry and extraction, the Enforcement

Team would be Impacted with a considerably greater work load.

In the present functional alignment, however, that work load Is shared, the customer receives

prompt service and notice eX minor Issues, and there Is very direct (and apparently well received, In most

cases) feedback from the system-customers when operations eX their facUItles have a problem.

If the functions as Indicated In the new organization structure were fUly Implemented, that

Immediate response 88NIce wOOd be lacking, and all violations appearing In the laboratory reports would

simply be entered Into the data bue, with the Enforcement Team then needing to await Its weekly

publication. and then read and analyze that data (some 27 pages at present) to note a system was
experiencing dllf1CUItIes.
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The following aetlons are recommended:

• Re-unJte the Drinking Water Data Unit and the Drinking Water Compliance Unit. thus

establishing again just two Units within the Compliance SectIon

• Ensure the adequate cross-training 01 all staff assigned to this Unit (excluding, perhaps, the

clerical staff) so routine non-compllance Issues may be corrected at the earliest, and

simplest, level

• Remove technical review responslblltles from the Unit, aJlowlng time now spent In those

activities to be more dlrecdy expended In enforcement actlons against resistant system

operators

• Create an Operator Certification Team, reporting directly to the Section Manager, In this

Compliance Section (see Recommendation entitled -Program Coordination - Certification

Section - Placement,- for the support 01 this recommendation)

• In analyzing true work loads existing, reduce Unit staffing to only that level necessary to

accomplish the task, by:

8lminatlng an extra (filled) Unit Manager (Environmental Program SUpervisor) position,

grade 22, at $52,150

8lminatlng the -proposed- EDP Programmer Analyst III position, grade 20. at $43,430

8iminate two vacant Oerk Typist III positions, grade 11, at $17,558 each (total

$35,116)

81minate five vacant Environmental Health Specialist II positions, grade 19, at $36,926

each (total $194,630)

81mlnate one vacant Environmental Engineer (PE), grade 21, at $47,729.
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The benefits to be realized from adopting these recommendations include:

• A better streamlined, more efficient organization with better avenues eX communication

between Its members who are all Involved In the same aspect eX the Department's work

• Continuing, and Improved, Immediate response to system-custorners who are experiencing

temporary difficulties with their system, or sampling/testing modalities

• Cost savings amounting to $52,150 annually

• Cost avoidance amounting to $320,905 annually

• Federal funds $147,560; State funds $225,495.

'nmlerJwM;"

Implementation of these recommendations Involves:

• An administrative decision to carry out the recommended reorganization (see exhibit 51,

Compliance Section, OWQ, Proposed Organizational Chart)

• Procurement, funding and scheduling of requisite training for staff In need of such

• Adequate equipment. especially In the electronic data area, for all staff to have that

necessary to their functions

• Re-wrltlng of job descriptions and regulations by which this Section now operates

• Time frame: Approximately 60 days.
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PROPOSED ORGANIZATIONAL CHART EXHIBIT 51

OFFICE OF WATER QUALITY
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BOND SUBMSSION IN UEU OF BNANCIAL PATA

Two major deficiencies are most common in the applications received for Aquifer Protection

Permits by all Units d the Plan Review and Permits Section. These are falure to Include the application fee,

ranging from $1,200 to $3,400, and deficiencies In submitting the financial data required by the department

The most common, and time consuming to rectify, Is the Inadequacy or total lack d required financial data.

A part d the problem Is that requirements set forth by statute and by the department are not as

clear and specific as applicants require, for them to provide compliance. Another part is the reluctance of

the applicants to reveal such sensitive data concemlng the operations of their facUlties and/or businesses.

Staff time Is consumed In attempting to analyze data submitted to determine the company's

adequacy to carry out the project for which they are seeking a permit. This review Involves many hours a

significant number of the hours expended In processing an application being spent on this Issue. Personnel,

In addition to the permit engineer, such as the executive Consultant II In the Administration Division, several

staff of the Permits Section, and perhaps an Assistant Attorney General or an outside financial consultant

are involved In these determinations.

At the pay grades Involved (average: 20), the time consumed In efforts to obtain the required data,

as well as analyzing It's adequacy, is very costly.

Nor does address the time consumed In waiting for customer response, or the III wli generated

by the continual requests for data, the "telephone tag· time lost on both sides, and the back up d

application completions created by waiting for and ·chaslng down· this required Information.

Under provisions d A.R.S. 49-243 "the applicant for an Individual permit may be I'8QI*-i ...•

(emphasis added) to provide Intormation on a number d Issues effecting the permit Issuance and the facility

operation. This section contains no specific requirement for financial data, with sub-section 9 rnereIy stating

•Any other relevant Information the director may require.·
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HB 2060. as introduced in the current legislative session. provides aselectJon~ some 14 alternate

but fairty precise methods by which an applicant may establish the required financial responsibility.

It is recommended the following actions be taken:

• Passage ~ the cited portions ~ H.B. 2060 (amending AR.S. 49no) be encouraged and

supported

• Assurance. as/If needed. that such language applies to II! APP applications

• Clarify in Policy and Procedure which DEQ staff are responsible tor. and authorized to.

obtain and analyze the required financial responsibllty data.

The benefits to be obtained from adoption ~ this recommendation Include:

• Savings in the processing time of applications

• Acceleration of the processing of the reported 1.200 existing facUlties required by AR.S. 49­

241 to be Issued AP.P.s by the year 2001

• Freeing existing Permit staff to more expeditiously process current applications. thereby

diminishing the backlogs and providing better customer service.

Implementation cX this Recommendation requires:

• Passage ~ these cited amendments. applicable to all APP appIlcatJons

• Writing. or editing, -cX existing Rules and Department regulations and policies wit take

approximately 90 days to Implement.
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ARTICLE 3. AQUIFER PROTECTION \ ,,~

PERMITS . :.- : ~

°1 ~~, ::-; .,.

49-Z4L Permit required to discharge
- A. Unlelll otherwise provided by this article. any
person who discharges or who oWllll or operates a fa­
cility l..i-Ul~ ~-ieo oh~ll ob~ s.=. ~q::..:.rer prat~'"'

tion pennit from the director. ,F!' ,

, B. Unlelll exempted under section 49-250. the fol­
lowing are considered to be discharging facilitiel and

is­
er
he
or
:1g
in

49-224. Aquifer identification.
and reclassification

Not later than June 30. 1987 the director shall.
by leo identify and define the boundaries of all aqui·
fers ' n this state utilizing. to the maximum extent
possi , • data available from the department of water
reso s.

B. An~, quifers in this state identified and defmed
under su . ,on A of this section and any other aaui­
fers subs ' ently discovered, identified and denned
shall be d \ 'fied for drinking water protected use
unless the cr. ification is changed in the manner
provided in su ion C of this section.

C. The diree ' , after consulting with the appropri­
ate groundwater ers advisory council established
pursuant to title 4~ chapter 2, article 2 if the aquifer
is in an active man' ment area. and a public hear­
ing held pursuant to §"l 9-208. may change the clasai·
fication of an aquifer ~ art of an aquifer for a pr0­

tected use other than . water on making all of
the follo~ng ~1ndings:, "

1. The Identified aquifer part of an aquifer is or
will be 80 hydrologically ilol'. from other aquifers
or other parts of the same a' 'er that there is no
reasonable probability that poe quality water from
the identified aquifer or part of aquifer will caWle
or contribute to a violation of aq er water quality
stanela.nia in other aquifere or parts the same aqui.
fer.

2. Water from the identified aquife
aquife~ is not being used as cI.rinlrd.ng . tel'. ' ,

3. "ihe snort·term anti iong-u=nn beU~"'i:a '\.u i,h",
public that would result from the degrada' of the
quality of the water in the identified aquife 'or part
of an aquifer below standards established punuimt to
~ ,
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EXHIBIT 54
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49-224 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 1 OF..=! PAGES

the\ollutant is a toxic pollutant. that the pollutant § 49-223. subsections A and B would significantly
has been. or may in the future be. detected in any of 0 eigh the short· term and long-term costs to the
the sbte's drinking water aquifers and that there pu lie of such.delZI'adation...Bene.iits..and costA tn.be
exists tth:hnical information on which a numeric stan- co 'dered iJ n-
dart! might reasonably be based. Within one year of taL \
the C?mm'e~cement of the rule making proceeding, D., wner.
the direeto hall either adopt a numeric standard or ch are I

~ake and p liah a finding that, pursuant to aubaec- may 'tiOI
tion B of thiS tion, the development of a numeric aquifer \ r I

sta~ is no 5lIible. The deci5ion to not adopt a may. by «
numenc stan shall. for purposes of judicial reo water use u
view. be treated in the same manner u a me lUb8ection
adopted pursuant title 41, chapter 6. E. The Clli ,e-

D. Within one 18 from the reel&5llification of an tion in proc to
aquifer to a non-dri ' g water status, pursuant to § 49-208 am • " at
§ 49-224, the director s all adopt water quality ltan· a location as n as practicable to the aquifer pro-
dard.s for that aquifer. F any pollutants which were posed for recIass lcatiOn. _. " .11181

not the basis for the ification, the applicable \. :-',.-' .':
standard shall be identi with the Itand:1rd for 49-225. ~ater q ality monitoring
those pollutants adopted p nt to subsections A , A. The~r I all, with the advice and coopera-
and B of this section. For any llutants which were tion of the Arizona partment of agriculture and the
the basis for reclassification, e ltandard Ihall be ?ireetor of wetet"reso , conduct ongoing monitor­
sufficient to achieve the purpose which the aquifer mg of the waters of e state including the state's
was reclassified but shall mini . unnecessary deg- navigable Waters and uifers to detect the presence
radation of the aquifer by taking i consideration ofnew an~ existing pail tants. determine compliance
the potential long-term uses of the uifer and the Wlth apphcable water q ality standards. the effec­
short-term and long.term benefits ofth activities roe- tivenesl of best manage nt practices. agricultural
suiting in discharges into the aquifer. best management pruetic and best available demo

E. The director shall adopt water q lity stan-' onstrated control technologi s. evaluate the effects of
dards for an aquifer for which a petition as been pollutants on public health r the environment and
submitted pursuant to § 49-224, subsection suifi. determine water quality tre s.' .,.. ,.
cient to achieve the non-drinlting water use fa :which B. The director shalt, main in a statewide data
that aquifer was classified, taking into conside' tion base of groundwater and'soils s pled for pollutants.
the potential long-term uses of that aquifer an~,he All agencies shall submit'.to the irector. in a timely
short.term and long-tenn benefits of the disch.a.rgiilg manner, the results of any·.groun water or soils sam·
activities creating that aquifer. 111M piing for poilutants and the resu of any ground-

'v water or soils sampiing that dete any pollutants.
classification C. The director shall establish .mum require-

ments and schedules for groundwate and soils sam­
pling that will ensure precise- and ac ate results.
The requirements shall be distributed t all agencies
that conduct sampling. All sampling co 'ucted shall
meet the minimum requirements establi ed pursu·
ant to this subsection. \
, D. The director shall annually r~port the ollowing
mfonnatlon to the governor, the president 0 the sen·
ate. the speaker of the house of representati es. the
Arizona department of agriculture and the" tor of
water resources for the preceding calendar y

1. The number of wells sampled for pollutan
location of the wells from which the samoles re
taken; the well numbers. if available. and 'the ag ­
cies responsible for drawing and analyring the s ­
pIes. \ . .

2. The number of lamples wit.h detectable"levela 0

pollutants, the location of the wella from wmch the
samplel were taken. the well numbers. if avmlable,
"and the agencies responsible for drawing and aDaIyz-
ing the samples. ." \

3. The number. type and outcomes, by category.\of
enforcementactiona taken., '. ,.;,; ., ,.,... 1_

I

I
I

I
I

I
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I
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2,000 to 9,999
, 10.000 to 99,999

100,000 to 999.999
1.000,000 to 9,999.999

.• 10,000,000 or more

DISCHARGE OR INFLUENT PER
DAY UNDER THE PERMIT

(IN GALLONS)

mitting notices, permit applications and any addi­
tional information necessary to determ..ine whether
an individual permit sbould be iaaued, and shall pre­
scribe conditions and requirements for individual
permits." .. .. ' ..
, B. Each owner oC an injection well, a land treat- ,
ment facility, a dry well. a septic tank system with a r.,
capacity of more than two thousand gallons per day·_
or a facility which discharges to navigable waters to " ,
whom an individual permit is iaaued shall register ,,­
the permit with the director each year and pay an '
annual registration fee baaed on the daily discharge
oC pollutants pursuant to subsection D of this section.

C. Each owner of a sun"ace impoundment. a facUity
which adda a pollutant to a salt dome formation, salt
bed formation, underground cave or mine, a mine
tailinp pile or pond, a mine leaching operation. a
sewage or sludge pond or a wastewater treatment fa­
cility to whom an individual perm..it is iaaued shall
register the permit with the director each year and
pay an' lU1Dual registration fee baaed on the daily
iru1uent of pollutants pursuant to subsection D of this

aecDt1·'~o.n•.••••~===!'I.Ifl.Ai pi §I 141*_11 be detennined
aa follows:

WATER QUALITY CONTROL

E. The director shall prescribe the procedures to
register the permit and collect the fee under this sec-
tion..W¥¥#!§!I!~'~,...49-241.01.:.. Groundwater protection permit facil-~~

, ; ': ities; schedule; definition 5:i!SiftR:ilr'establiihed by sectlon 49-282 ana may
:. A.. Ths director shall complete the issuance or de- .
_,., {" , 'ts ti "1 . authorize exoenditures from the fund, pursuant to
uuu a aquuer protecuon perml or IU grounawater '9 28'2 uh 'C h 6 th.-' 't fi 'I'" th" II ' ..Led I' sectlon 4· ,s seetlon ,paragrap , to pay e, pro...."._on pertlll ae I_es on e ,0 oWlnsr ZH;.U u e. ' bi d { , " , .

_ '1. By o{"Dnll~,,;r99[,::aiileaAi.On~~:O~ aaona, e an necessary costa 0 aammLStenng tne
d ~"'':'-::::: ';"ti~~-·-·l·.;·· - stratlon program. 19l1Ogroun wa....".. pratec on pernut taCl l ...es.

2. ~y.Janu.ary,,;l.~ ,1998",at:leaat.,t:"~~:~C!~J 49'. . Information and criteria for issuing in-
groundwater protectIon pernut faCIlities. ' ~. di 'd al 't

3.• :ar.Jan~1;.,2001;'all,groundwaterJll'llted:i0!9 A. ,VIto uh_'plerDll'd d th I'

~
' '~l!O:::::»+ I - _e rae r s IU COnsl er, an e app leant

, ~ '.' for an indi 'dual permit may be required to furnish
. . The fatlure by the director to laaue or deny an 'th th ' . ' th fi 11 ' 'nfi .
aquifer protection perm..it for a groundwater protec. WI e a~ cation, e, 0 oWing I, ,ormation:
tion permit facility within the time prescribed by this 1. The des , of the discharge .~cUlt:r:.
section does not excuse a pe1'llOn from continuing to 2. A deac:nptlll of how the faahty Wlll be oper-
comply with all statutory and regulatory require- ated. " ~
menta applicable to that person's facility. , 3. Emting and
,C. For purpoaes of this section. "groundwater' pro- aurea. .., ,

tection permit facility" means either of the following: . 4. A h,:drogeolo~c stu , defi~ng ~d characteru-
1. A facility for which a groundwater quality pro- 1llg the di.acharge Impact a., Including the vadose

tection permit waa iuued punuant to the Arizona zone. " ., .
administrative code and for which an aquifer protec- . 5. The USB oC water from aq era In the diac:harge
tion permit baa never been iaaued. Impact &rea. '\
, 2. A facility for which a notice of dispoul wU'filed 6. The existing quality oCthe wa r in the aquifers
PlU'1lWl11t to the Arizona administrative code and for in the~e impact area.
which an aquifer protection permit has never been 7. The el1anIctllnstlca of the pollu
iaaued. . 1_. by the facility.

, ,. '8. Any other relevant federal or state
49-242. Procedural requirements for individual sued to the applicant.

permits; an.aual registration ot per- 9. Any other relevant infonnation the dire
mitteea; tee require.

A. The director shall prescribe. by rule, require- B. The director shall issue a pennit to a person
ments for iaauing, denying. suspending or modifying a facility other than a recharge proJect or an under~

individual permita, including requirements for sub- ground storage and recovery project if the pel'3on "
\,

27

shall be operated pursuant to either an individual
permit or general pennit. induding agricultural gen­
eral permits. under thia article: ,
I!, L Surface impoundments including holding. stor­
age settling, treatment or disposal pits. ponda and
lagOon&. , I,. ~" ..
. . 2. Solid waste disposal f"acilitiea•.• ~ . ~... . ~ .
$~ 3. Injection. wella. .
, 4. Land treatment facilities.' .. ,,:1
, 5. Facilities which add a pollutant to awt dome
formation, salt bed formation. dry well or under­
ground cave or mine. ' .. ' .. .

6. Mine tailings piles and ponda.
.,7. Mine leaching operationa. .
8. Septic tank syaterna with a capacity of greater

than two thousand gaIlona per day. ,
Co,9. Groundwater recharge projecta and under­
ground, storage and recovery projecta.

"\.. '10. Paint source disc:ha.rges to navigable waters.
. 11. Sewage or sludge panda and wastewater treat­

ment facilities. . . ,
•. C...Not later-than January 1. ,1992, the director
shall publish a list of the names and locations of ex­
isting facilities that are required to obtain an aquifer
proteetion permit. The list shall contain deadlines for
the submittal oC applicatioll5 for aquifer protection
permits. based on the degree of risk to the p~blic

health and welfare and the environment and based
on a work plan of the director designed to proce.sa all
applications for an aquifer protection permit no later
than January 1. 2001-

D. Beginning January 1, 1993, the director shall
publish annually, the fee schedule {or aquifer proteC­
tion permit applications and a list of the names and
locations of the facilities that have filed applications
for aquifer protection permits, with a description of

,the statue of each application. Illl11

I
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demonstrates that either paragraphs 1 and 2 or para· stantial short-tenn or long-tenn "human health
gruphs 1 and 3 of this subse<:tion will be met: threat. ,

1. That the facility will be so designed. constructed E. The director may, by rule. prescribe require-
and operated a9 to ensure the greatellt degree of di9. ments for i88uing a single permit applicable to all

\ charge reduction achievable through application of similar facilities under common ownership and 10­
'\:-.. the best available demonstrated control technology. cated in a contiguous geographic area in lieu of an

, proce88es. operating meth0d9 01" other alternatives, individual permit for each facility. • ." •
\: including, where practicable, a technology permitting F. The director shall pre9Cl"ibe in the permit the
~ no discharge of pollutants. In determining beat avail· following terms and conditions:' ,! .•.... ,. ~ ...
~ able demonstrated control technology, pr0e:esBe9. opo 1. Monitoring requirements.
~ erating methoda 01" other alternatives the director 2. Record keeping and reporting requirements.

shail take into account site specific hydrologic and 3. Contingency plan requirements.· ., .,. :., ;':J

geologic characteristia: and other environmental fae· 4. Discharge limitations.' .,: I ., ,'. ,. "

tors. the opportunity f.,r water conservation 01" aug· 5. Compliance schedule requirements.
mentation and economic impacts of the Uge of alter· 6. Post-elol!lure plan. ' .•' !.' ,

native technologies, proce88es or operating meth0d9 7. Alert levels which. when exceeded. may require
on an industry·wide buill. However. a discharge re- adjuatments of permit conditions or appropriate ae·
duction to an aquifer achievable solely by means of tions as are required by the contingency plans.
site specific characteristics does not, in itself. consti· 8. Such other terms and conditions as the director
tute compliance with this paragraph-In addition. the deems necessary, ~ ".. ,
director shall consider the following factors for exist- G. The director may include in an aquifer protec·
ing facilities: tion permit for an existing facility the requirement

(a) Toxicity, concentrations and quantities of di~ that the owner or operator of the facility undertake a
charge likely to reach an aquifer from various types remedial action. as defined in section 49-281. to pre­
of control technologies.' vent. minimize or mitigate damage to the public

(b) The total costs of the application of the technoI- health 01" welfare 01" to the waters of the state result·
ogy in relation to the discharge reduction to be ing from a discharge that occurred before August 13,
achieved from such application. . ,1986. if the following conditions are met:

(c) The age of equipment and facilities involved. 1. The selection of remedial action including the
(d) The industrial and control process employed. level and extent of cleanup WIIS detennined according
(e) The engineering aspect.! of the application of to the criteria in section 49-232. subsection E and the

various types of control techniques. .... rules adopted pursuant to that subset:tion. .
(f) Process changes. 2. The pollutant that was discharged constituted a
(g) Non-water quality environmental impact.!. hazardous substance. . '.
(h) The extent to which water available for benefi- HoThe director may include in an' aquifer protec·

cial uses will be conserved by a particular type of tion permit as a condition the mitigation measures
control technology. . described in an order i88ued under section 49-236.

2. That pollutants discharged will in no event 1. The director may deny a permit for a facility if
cause. 01" contribute to a violation of aquifer' water he determines that the applicant is incapable of fully

• qualitY standards at the applicable point oJ compii- carrying out the terms and conditions of the permit.
ance for the facility. ,. . . .< including any conditions that require monitoring 01"

3. That no pollutants discharged will further de- installing and maintaining discharge control mea·
grade. at the applicable point of compliance. the qual-suns. The director may require the appiicant to fur·
ity of any aquifer that already violates the aquifer 'uish information. such as past performance. includ·
quality standard for that pollutant. ., ..• ,. ing compliance with or violations of similar laws or

C. The director shall i88ue a permit to a person for ~.'I rules, and technical and financial competence. rele-'
a recharge project or an underground storage and re- vant to its capability to comply with the permit terms
covery project proposed under title 45. chapter 2. arti· ;. and conditions. Financial information required to be
cle 13 01" title 45, chapter 3 if the person demonstrates supplied under this subsection is confidential. - ....~
that the facility will be so designed. constructed and J. The director shall require an applicant for' an
operated as to ensure that the project Wlll not cause individual permit to submit evidence that the di&­
or contribute to the violation of any standard adopted charging facility complies with applicable municipal
pursuant to section 49·223 at the applicable point of or county zoning ordinances and regulations. The di·
compliance for the facility. rector shall not i88ue the permit unless it appe8I'll

D. With respect to the following pollutants. the from the evidence submitted by the applicant that the
permit applicant for a new facility must meet the facility complies with the applicable zoning ordi-
criteria of subeection B, paragraph 1 of this section to na.nces and regulation&. ' :t,' '; ,. .:. : ll1l1O
limit discharges to the maximum extent practicable ; .... "-"':~;. .: .
regardless of cost: . 49-244. Point of compliance ' ..,., . " ,"-"1

1. Any organic substance listed by the secretary of '. The director shall designate a pomt or pomts of
the department of health and hwnan services pursu- compliance for each facility rece~ving ~ permit ?Dder
ant to 42 United States Code eection 241 (b)(4), as th.ia article. The point of comphance III the pOInt at
known to be carcinogens or reaaonably anticipated to which compliance with aquifer ....ater quality stan­
be carcinogens. . '. . dards shall be determined. The p~int of. comp1i~ce

2. Any organic substance listed in 40 code of fed· shall be a vertical plane downgradient 01. the facility
eral regulations section 261.33(e),regardle88 of that extends through the Ullpermost a~uifers under·
whether the substance is a wute subject to regula- .lying that facility. The point of comphanca shall be
Uuu. \4l1.J.c;:r t.ht l'~~~~'';':~ ~~~~:;,:i;;n. :;::o~te:j· aet ~...!!!"~;~--'.,. l'... n..,"1V',~~· .. .
<P.L. 94-580; 90 Stat. 2795;. -LE~;;pt;; ~-;~~-id~ in I'lLrngrnph 2. fo!" a pollu.

3. Any organic toxic pollutant that the director tant that is a hazardous substance the point of com·
lists by rule after determining that minute amounts pliance is the limit of the pollutant· management
of that pollutant in drinking ....ater will present a suD- area. The pollutant management area ill the. limit

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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ESTABUSHNG DEADUNE FOR [)EFIQENCY RESPONSES

The permit Issuance process, In all areas of the Department of Environmental Quality. has

consistently been reported as being seriously delayed whls the pennlt officer awaits a response from the

facUlty seeking the permit.

Public perception. Including that of the permit applicants. at present Is that D.E.Q. Is unexcusably

slow in issuing various types of permits without a legitimate reason. WhYe there are problems within the

Agency (ldentJfled. with corrective recommendations, In other points), one of the more significant

contributors to the slow issuance of a permit Is the falure of the applicant to respond to deficiency letters.

The permitting process is not only slowed down because of this. but time Is lost and wasted whYe

permit engineers hold pending application flies on their desks. waiting for the responses to return. When

significantly delayed (more than six months or a year). there is a re-learnlng time which the permit officer

must go through to re-famllarlze himself with that application.

Such wasted time drives up the staffing requirements of the agency In order for It to Issue a given

number of completed permits. The more delay which exists. the more those delays slow down the

completion of an application, the more staff wUl be needed (see Exhibit 55. APP Permit Writing Process,

Aow Chart).

We recommend the following actions be taken:

• legislation be submitted to allow a deadline by which a permit applicant must respond to

a deficiency letter. by submitting the required Information. or provide a time table for

submission within "*imate limits acceptable to DEQ

• By this legislation allow the denial of an applicant's permit for faUure to respond to the

deficiencies In the required timely manner

DEQ - 171
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• These revisions should Incorporate provisions for an exception to be granted for reasonable

cause

• Re-wrlte DEQ Rules to reflect the above changes, and to require the permit writing staff to

clearty state In the deficiency letter what InformatJon Is missing, and what must be done to

comply with application requirements.

(Reference also the Recommendation -Revision ~ Public Notice/Public Hearing Process. j

The following benefits wli accrue with adoption ~ this recommendation:

• Applicants wli be required to respond In a timely manner to the completion of their

applications

• The permitting process In all Divisions of the agency wli be speeded up, with the decreased

time loss resulting In more being accomplished with existing staff

Although no specific cost savings have been calculated In regard to this

recommendation, the above discussion demonstrates that significant savings wli be

realized from Its Implementation

• Public perception ~ the agency's efficiency wli be enhanced.

ImDlenwMhC'l

Implementation wli require the following:

• Drafting, and obtaining passage, of the necessary changes to Impose the deadlines, with

rejectJon of the permit for faUure to comply

DEQ - 172



• Implementing of the appropriate Rules concerning the deadlines, and extensions of them

for showing of legitimate reasons

• Alternation of the permit application packages to Incorporate these new reglJatlons

• TIme frame: Approximately 60 days.
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AQUIFER PROTECTION PERMIT WRITING PROCESS

WATER QUALITY

EXHIBIT 55

PAGE 1 OF 4

-REPRESENTS THOSE ATTEII>ING MEETING: 0
I

-THIS UNIT RECEIVES APPROXIMATELY SIX (6) APPLICATIONS PER YEAR
I OR

6..71 PER YEAR (PER HELLERID, FOR THE SECTION)

Al'l'LICATIONS
I'IlEPAIIED

I "::c:,,, I
"--" ~ ~.. ' ~

I ~ ((OPTIONAL) I--t
PROPOSAL
SUIIMITTED

L-INF~CL

-t': ~ •

(OPTIONAL)

PIIE­
APPLICATION

NEETING

PERMITSI
HYDIIOLOGY

UNIT
PUBLIC

ASSISTANT
DIRECTOR

WATER QUALITY

-APPROXIMATELY 25 WORKING DAYS TO COIIPLETE APERMIT - MAXIMUM,
EQUALS 67 PER YEAR, PER STAFF

SECTION MANAGERUNIT MANAGER
AIlIUN. ASST. I

AND
CLERK TYPIST III

PROI'OSAL
REVIEW

AND

~C~('

PROJECT OfFICER
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~
I...
~
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COMPUTER &
MANUALLY

1
~

(COPY SENT
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EVALUATION
AND

INPUT
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(WITHIN 38 DAYS)
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AWAITING DEFICIENCY
RESPONSES. )

PRELINIMAIIY
EVALUATIOM L.

H DAYS ~
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DEFICIENT)

- 1 WEEK TO WRITE

- DEFICIENCY "LOOP"
MAY OCCUR SEVERAL
TIMES

.-
DEFICIENCY
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"--"c~ I
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Ar~LICANT ~ERMITTEE

~
NOTICE

TO
Ar~LICANT

AQUIFER PROTECTION PERMIT WRITING PROCESS

WATER QUALITY

I ADMIN. ASST. I I I I ASSISTANT I~ItOJECT OfFICEIl AND UNIT llANAOER SECT ION IlANAOER DIIlECTOlt ~U.LIC

CLERK TY'IST III WATEIl QUALITY

I ~'

EXHIBIT 55
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PERMITSI
HYDIlOLOOY

UNIT

~
NOTE. I

YEAIl TEST Of
ANI lENT GIlOUND­
WATEIl .QUIRED.
MY • DURIIICJ
TNII TIME FRANE.

§
I....

Cit

(1-2 HOUIlS TO
WIlITE

~ElllnT DAAFT
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~

.,
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~

1
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I I
I
I
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I I
I
I

(WITHIN 115 DAYS
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~ :::1::. 1.---------
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(SEE EXHIBIT 55.
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PROCESS OF SIGNING AQUIFER

PROTECTION PERMITS EXHIBIT 55

WATER QUALITY DIVISION
PAGE 3 OF 4
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WATER QUALITY DIVISION
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COMBINING UNITS IN PlANS REVIEW & PERMT SECOON

The Water Quality Division's Plan Review and Permits SectIon Is comprised of four primary

permitting units, which have a combined present and vacant staffing of 33 positions. These Include four Unit

Managers (Environmental Program Supervisors, grade 22); four Environmental Engineer Specialists (glade

20); nine Environmental Program Specialists (grade 20); and abc Environmental Health Specialists (glade 19);

three Hydrologists III (grade 21); two Hydrologist II (grade 19) and two Hydrologist I (grade 17); plus one
secretary, two Clerk Typist III and one Clerk Typist II (see Exhibit 56, Plan Review and Permit SectIon,

Current Organizational Chart).

There further Isa (wastewater) Reuae/NPDES (NatIonal Pollution Discharge Emissions Standards)

Unit which Iaaues permits to the agrlcUturai and other users of treated effluent and Industrial wastes, and

includes one federally funded staff who prepares permit applications under NPDES for review and granting

by EPA.

These permitting Units are divided Into topical categories, by which permits are granted for

landfills, mining and industrial and waste water treatment plants, supported by the hydrology staff functions.

The reported major production of this Section for the nine months from October, 1990 through

March, 1991, was the Issuance of 16 Permits, 26 draft permits, 105 letters of deficiency, and 4 denied

applications, working with a staff of approximately 12.

By separating these permitting functiona Into the four various units, the work load of the SectIon

is divided into type-specJfIc work areas, with an unnatural barrier to cooperation and assistance thus erected

between the staff of these Units.

The original staff recommendation for the organization of this Unit was to have one Unit, with

three Tearns. simply designated "A," "B" and "CO Teams, with all staff croaa-tralned to perform all permitting

functions arising In the Unit. This organization concept was rejected by the then-in place management staff,

who are apparently no longer with DEQ.

DEQ -178



Since It Is not reasonably possible to project the number of applications which may be received

In a year from mining, waste water treatment, Industrial or IandfUl facUlties, the arbitrary dMsion of these

duties into separate units has created a situation In which some staff may be Working under a great work

load, whle others may essentially be doing very little.

Re,".......

It Is recommended the foIICMlng steps be taken:

• The Permit Units which are naN segmented as LandflIs, Mining, and Wastewater (& Dry

Wells) be recombined Into a single "Water Permits Unit" of two Teams (see exhibit 57, Plan

Review and Permit Section, Proposed Organizational Chart) with staff cross training being

provided to ensure all staff are capable of processing any type of application received

Whle applications may generally be assigned to those permit officers with

specialized knCMIedge, such specialization should not prohibit them from working

on permits outside that realm of expertise when needed.

• Relocate the dry wells responslbUIty by merging It with the NPDES Team. This essentially

Is just a registration function.

• -208 Reviews- are reviews of plans to ensure they are In compliance with the various

associations of county governments master plans within each county, or group of counties.

It Is recommended to move the EHS II with 208 responslblltles from the present Landflis

Applications Unit to this Team, but without the present M.I.S. responslblltles.

DesIgnate the NPDES/Dry weIIs/208 staff as a special1eam,- rather than a Unit,

with three specialty persons reporting directly to the Watet Permits Unit Manager

• Incorporate reuse permitting In the new Water Permits Unit

• Eliminate the foIlCM1ng positions:

Three Unit Supervisors - Environmental Program Supervisor (one vacant). grade 22
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One Hydrologist III (now vacant). grade 21

Two EnvironmentaJ Program Specialists (vacant). grade 20

Two Environmental Health Specialist (vacant), grade 19

Two Cerle Typist II, grade 9.

Furthermore. the following specific recommendations which are set forth In the APP Strategy

document are fully supported by Project SUM, and It Is recommended they be carried out. as they are

believed to be extremely beneficial to the Department. These Include:

• Use of outside contradors to complete and finalize the BADCT documents. which will

enhance their usabllty by applicants (Objective #2)

• Editing the "Application Guidance Manual"s to provide more site/task specific guidance to

applicants, thus saving time in the pre-appllcatlon meetings. and In the entire permitting

process (Objecttve #3)

• Cear delineation c:A roles eX the various participants In the permitting process Oncludlng staff

eX Water Permits. Hydruogy, Compliance. FIeld Services. Remedial Projects, State

Revolving Fund [WQARFl, Non-point Source and Solid Waste). thereby enhancing

communication and work process flow (Objecttve #4)

• Written procedures and dlrecttves need to be updated. clarified and made specific to the

task, especially that c:A the manner In which review c:A permit applications are conduded,

80 consistency between permit officers becomes consistent (Objective #5)

• The remaining vacant EES and EPS positions be retained for backlog permits and

compliance aetMtJes.

The benefits to be realized from Implementation eX these recommendations Include:
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• Better utllzatlon eX staff throughout the application workload

• Smoother operation eX the Unit, and coordination between It and other Department areas

• More consistent Interpretation eX requirements, and their Implementation 88 they pertain to

applications

• More consistent supervisory oversight eX the total aquifer permit production process, by

having a single supervisor over all those operations

• SavIngs eX $138,254 annually from the elimination eX four posItiona

• Avoidance of $264,591 annually by not retaining six positions

• State funds $268,046; Other funds $134,799.

Implementation will require:

• An administrative decision to carry out these recommendations, by

adoption of the new organization structure

definition and clarification of the new duties, by position

reassignment eX displaced staff

ensuring the completion eX those strategy steps noted

ensuring funding, from a Department-wide ba*. for the requisite training needs eX

the newly structured Unit

• Time frame: Implementation will be approximately 60 days.
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PROPOSED ORGANIZATION CHART - OffICE Of WATER QUALITY EXHIBIT 57
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cnART 3
AQUIFER PROTECTION PERMIT

INDIRECT PROGRAM COSTS

toAMll)A I ~ •- - - - - - - - .. - ,- - - -13~...r- -

INDIRECT ADHIIIISTRATIVE COSTS

~
....
r

CATI~GOR'i AHOUIIT
'T'7 r -0

FTE 9

PERSOllb::' SERVICES 2]6,260
EXISTING POSTIOllS;

Ell'l PROG SUPV 41,160
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EIN PROG SUPV 45,406
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CL:C T'iP II 13,548
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CLK TYP II 13,540
SE;~'i 14,558

EMPLOYE:E RELATED EXPEUSES 54,340
OTIIER DPERATIlIG @ $l,365/FTE X 35 47,775

. PUBLIC HEARIlIGS 25,000
TRAVEL - III-STATE @ $900/FTE X 30 27,000
TRAIlHNG - $500/FTE X 30 + SIOO/FTE X 5 15,500

TOTAl. I1roIRECT PROORAH EIPEllSES 405,875

CATEGORY AHOUllT

DIREC'r PROGRl\H COSTS:
PER~iONAL SERVICES 770,448
EHPLOYEE RELATED EXPENSES 177,20]

INDIRECT PROGRAM COSTS:
PERSONAL SERVICES 236,260
EHPLOYEE nELJl.TED EXPEIISES 54,340

TOTAL PEnSOIUIEL/ERE COSTS SUBJECT TO RATE 1,230,251
- -

TOTAL UJDlnEC':C ADHIUISTRA':ClVE EXPEliSES TO
BE IIiCUmED III nATE SET'.CIlIO (47.70') 590,646

I I I I
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AQUIFER PROTECTION PERMIT
HOURLY nATE CALCULATIOtl

CIIART ;z EXHIBIT 58

AQUIFER PROTECTION A ~ ...!5>F 2 PAGES
DIRECT PROGRAM COSTS

~
I-at

BILLABLE HOURS CALCULATIotfl

TOTAL WORK HOURS PER FTE --------------------- 2,096
LESS: HOLIDAYS (10 DAYS) ------------------ (80)

AlINUAL LEAVE (12 DAYS) -------------- i 96 )
SICK LEAVE (12 DAYS) ---------------- (96)
BREAKS (1/2 IIR/DAY X 262 DAYS) ------ (131 )

TnAVEL 1I0URS ------------------------ J£Ql
TOTAL BILLABLE HOURS PER FTE ----------------- 1,633

BILLp.BLE 1I0URS-APP PROGRAM STAFF (26 FTE)----- 42,458
1.00: FIllp.llCIALCOtlSULTp.NT BILLp.BLE 1I0URS----- 760

TOTp.L BILLp.BLE HOURS ---:---------------------- 43,218

TOTAL DIRECT p.llD IUDIRECT APP PROGRp.M COSTS:

Cp.TEGORY M10UIIT

TOTp.L DIRECT PROGRMI EXPENSES ----~----------- 970,451
TOTp.L IIIDIRECT PROGRMI EXPEtlSES -------------- 405,875
TOTAL IIIDIRECT p.DHIIHSTRATIVE EXPEIISES TO BE
I1ICLUDED III nATE SETTIIIG (47.70\) ------------ 590,646

TOTp.L DIRECT & INDIRECT APP COSTS ---------- 1,966,972

R1\TE PER BILLABLE IIR DIRECT & IIIDIRECT APP PROGnAH COSTS

CATEGORY AMOUNT

DIRECT PROGRMI EXPEIISES --------------------- S22.45
II/DIRECT PROGRMI EXPEIISES --------------------- 9.39
IIIDIRECT p.DHINISTRATIVE EXPENSES ------------- 13.67

PROPOSED RATE PER BILLABLE "Olm ------------- S45.51

CATEGORY
fTE {fUll-time emplovee\
PERSOIIAL SERVICES

EXISTIIIG:
Env Engineering speclallat
Env' Program specialiot
Env Health Speclallot II
EllS II
EllS II
EllS II
EllS II
EPS
EllS II
EPS
Jlydro1ogiut III
IIYDRO I
IIYDRO I
IIY!?RO III
IIYDHO II
IIYDRO II

SUDTOTf>L

IIEH:
EPS
EPS
EPS
EPS
EPS
EPS
EES
EES
EES
IIYDRO III

SUDTOTAL

EHPLOYEE RELATED EXPEIISES

FIII1\lICIAL COllSULTANT FEES

TOT1\L DIRECT PROORAH EXPEnSES

34,117
31,789
26,442
21,103
26,442
25,303
31,016
29,680
25,303
31,016
33,658
21,595
21,595
45,406
26,451
26,451

463,319

29,680
29,680
29,680
29,680
29,680
29,680
32,648
32,648
32,648
31,045

307,069

P,MOUIIT
26

770,448
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PESTJQDES lHT

The 1986 Environmental Quality Ad directed DEQ to establish a Pesticide Contamination

Prevention Program designed to identify those pesticides that have the potential to pollute groundwater.

The Pesticide Unit Is responsible for administering this program. Part of the Pesticide Unit, four FTE

equivalent positions. one of which Is vacant and the other three filed. focus on monitoring sol and water

In the agricl.ltural basins of the state where these pestJcldes are used. TheIr objective Is to determine If

these pesticides (mentioned on the Groundwater Protection list) have migrated Into groundwater. exhibit

59. Water As8essment 8ection. Current Organizational Chart, shows the four positions In the Unit that are

Involved In the actual monitoring part of the program.

The Pesticides Unit plans to take approximately 150 samples, 90 In water and 60 In sol this

coming year. Water samples will come from existing basin wells and the soli samples wli be 8-9 foot probes

In Geological Information System (GIS) supported and aided locations In and around agricultural basins In

the state. Special areas In and around farm aquifer basins that present the greatest potential for pesticide

residue presence are detailed through this system.

Overall monitoring work will continue to emphasize sampling In the Yuma, Tucson and Phoenix

areas with some sampling In the casa Grande and Safford areas. At the present time the Pesticide Unit

sends three FTEs on monitoring trips for soU samples and tWo FTEs on monitoring trips for water samples

which the unit justifies primarily on the basis of safety.

The monitoring tearn traveled approximately 35,000 mUes last year, 25,000 of these mles or about

71% were for routine monitoring aetMtles. The balance of the mles were· spent on special monitoring

projects usually of an emergency type nature. Special monitoring projects require about 25% of each of

four FTEa or one FTE equivalent. The number of samples taken Is limited primarly because of sample cost

restraints as well as scheduling problems encountered with the DHS lab which requires the team to check

with them before making trips. The DHS lab becomes very busy during the spring and summer months.

According to our Interviews, the following man-hours are required to monitor the routine

grounawater sol and water sampling program.
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• 90 water samples X 1 hour per person X 2 FTE = 180 man-hours

• 60 sol samples X 2 hours per person X 3 FTE =360 man-hours

• Preparation requirement for 150 samples @ 3 hours each =450 man-hours

• Travel man-hours for both water & sol = 1,000 man-hours.

Travel time could be reduced by as much as 70% If the monitoring FTEs lived In monitoring areas

of the state that could preclude overnight travel. Exhibit 60, 1991 EstImated Team Travel, Time & Cost

Chart. shows that of 84 trips made, 55% of them required 1-3 nights of lodging. If FTEs were placed In

strategic locations, overnight lodging for routine monitoring could be virtually eliminated (see exhibit 60.

1991 Estimated Team Travel, Time & Cost Chart, which shCMS food, travel and lodging costs.

DEQ staff could work out of offices In the AgrlcUturai BasIns. FamMIarity with the agrlcuttural

community would reduce the perceived need for safety and would not require three FTEs for sol monitoring

and more frequently not two FTEs for water samples. One FTE could be located In Casa Grande and one

In Yuma.

By reducing overnight travel and travel mUes by 70% the new FTE requirement would be as

follows:

• 90 water samples X one hour per person X two FTE :z 180 man-hours

• 60 sol samples X two hours per person X two FTE =240 man-hours

• Preparation requirement for 150 samples @ three hours each = 450 man-hours

• Travel man-hours 1000 - 700 = 300 man-hours.

1.170 man-hours divided by 1,675 productive man-hours per FTE = .7 FTE + 1 FTE for special

monitoring projects (as mentioned above) = 1.7 FTE ; total requirement for groundwater monitoring

program.
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We recommend the following:

• eliminate one vacant EHS I position and one filed EHS II position (see exhibit 59, Water

Assessment Sectfon, Current Organizational Chart).

• Locate one FTE in Casa Grande and one FTE In Yuma

• Investigate leasing d a Hydraulic 208 Sol Probe.

• Cost avoidance savings of $26.548 from one vacant EHS I position and cost reduction

savings d $31,000 from one filed EHS II position. Additionally. a savings d 70% of $29,450

i.e., $20,615 in travel cost. This gives a total savings of $78,163 (State funds).

• Improvement in efficiencies by combining work activity even though one FTE could be

located in Yuma and one FTE in Casa Grande

• Recommendation takes advantage of strength of two agencles-DEQ providing standards

and GIS support whle ADA providing manpower and supervision at the location offices.

lnaen-Mhon

• Locate a State office In Casa Grande and Yuma

• Investigate leasing a Hydraulic Sol Probe

• Time frame: ApproxImately 6 months.
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I EXHIBIT 60

1 OF 2 PAGES

I 1991 ESTIMATED ROUTINE GROUNDWATER MONITORING TEAM TRAVEL

I
I SOIL

LOCATION TRAVEL TIME #FTE # TRIPS MANHOURS

I YUMA 8HR 3 15 360
SAFFORD 7HR 3 4 84

I CASAGRANDE 2HR 3 5 30
TUCSON 4HR 3 8 96

PHOENIX 1 HR 3 10 30

I 600

I
WATER

I YUMA 8 2 15 240
SAFFORD 7 2 4 56

I CASAGRANDE 2 2 5 20
TUCSON 4 2 8 64
PHOENIX 1 2 10 20

I 400

I
I
I
I
I
I
I DEQ -190
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1991 ESTIMATED ROUTINE GROUNDWATER MONITORING TEAM TRAVEL

MOTEL

LOCATION AMT FTE'S NIGHTS TRIPS COST

YUMA $50.00 3 3 15 $6,750
TUCSON $50.00 3 2 8 2,400
SAFFORD $50.00 3 2 4 1,200

$10,350

FOOD

LOCATION AMT FTE'S DAYS TRIPS COST

YUMA $20.00 5 4 15 $6,000
TUCSON $20,00 5 3 8 2,400
SAFFORD $20,00 5 3 4 1,200
CASA GRANDE $10,00 5 3 5 750

$10,350

TRAVEL

MILES 25,000 X .35 PER MILE

TOTAL COST FOR ROUTINE MONITORING, MOTEL
FOOD, TRAVEL MILES = $29,450.00

DEC -191
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GROUNDWATER PBOTECDON USI

The groundwater protection list Is part ~ the requirement that emerged from the 1986

Environmental Quality Ad (Federal) which directed DEQ to establish a Pesticide Prevention Program. This

program Is administered by the OffIce ~ Water Quality, W8!er Assessment SectIon.

The Pesticides Unit Is developing a (on-goIng) list~ pesticides which wli be monitored. The draft

(see exhibit 61, Draft, 1991 Pesticides Ust) Is the current list and It Includes 133 pesticides, ~ which only

91 have currently existing methodology for processing.

The Department ~Health Services (DHS) wli process 150 water and sol monitoring samples this

coming year from the pesticide units Groundwater Protection Program. This wli be done 8! a cost of

approximately $1,200 per sample or at a total cost of $180,000.

DHS uses a system called "Gas ChromatographyIMBss Spectrometry" (GCMS) to process these

samples. In order to process such a broad number of pesticides (91), DHS classifies them Into three major

groups; Herbicides, Garbonates, and All Other Pesticides. In addition to this they run another speclflc

process for two banned pesticides called EDB and DBCP, both fungicides previously used by citrus growers

to control nematodes. EDB and DBep are not on the groundwater protection list because they are banned

from sale or use and are the only two pesticides ever found in ArIzona Groundwater Monitoring Samples.

The Environmental Protection Al;Jency (EPA) requires that all Groundwater Monitoring Samples

be processed with approved EPA methods for sample analysis. These methods are numerous and

numbered (for example A1d1carb 531.1). DHS uses a customized method developed by Varian, a testing

company, which Is a variation ~ an apprwed EPA method (Number 608), In order to accommodate the

large number ~ pesticides grouped Into the "All other pesticides" group mentioned above.

A.R.S 49-303 requires DEQ to establish specJftc numeric values or standards that can be used

to measure the tendency ~ a pesticide to leach Into groundwater. The criteria In A.R.S. 49-303 requires

special values or standards to be employed by DEQ even though It may res&jt In identifying too many

pesticides.
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In November of 1990 a performance audit of pesticide regulation was completed by the State of

Arizona Office of the Auditor General. In their findings they said the Statutory criteria for determining which

pesticides must be monitored are too broad and that DEQ will not be able to monitor all the pesticides

identified by this criteria.

We have been told In our interviews that the cost of $1,200 per sample coUd be reduced If the

size of the Groundwater Protection list were reduced. In phone Interviews with DHS Personnel we were

told that they could be reduced but with specIaJ qualifications.

In Interviews with six management personnel In DEQ either directly or Indirectly associated with

pesticide activity or groundwater problems, we were told that of the pesticides on the Groundwater

Protection list, between 2 and 15 pesticides represent a potential threat to groundwater. Both DEQ and

the EPA believe the current list of 133 pesticides Is too long. No pesticides on the Groundwater Protection

list have been found In the tests of 300 water (wells), and sol samples since 1987 when testing was Initiated.

In the performance audit mentioned earlier, the ArIzona Auditor General recommended that "given

limited resources, DEQ needs statutory f1ex1b11ty to reduce and prioritize the number of pesticides to be

monitored."

exhibit 62, Reduced 1991 Pesticides Ust. summarizes all pesticides that have not been banned

ancl are therefore eligible for the groundwater protection list, which have been detected In groundwater In

greater amounts than the EPA Health AdvIsory allows, and detected In more than two states or more than

four wells across the United States. This data came from a 1988 report on PestJcIdes In Groundwater In the
United States. published by the Oregon State University ExtensIon Service. This list contains 24 pesticides.

Using this list, we requested Information on the cost to process 150 samples per year from one

lab, on the list of laboratories capable of this work (see exhibit 63, ArIzona Laboratories LIst).

The contractor offered to supply this service at $800 per sample using Gas Chromatography (GC),

with a sensitivity 100 times better (as a tUe of thumb) than an older model GCMS system, which Is currently

being used by DHS. The EPA recommended methods are more commonly associated with the use of GC

for sample processing.
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We recommend the following:

• That DEQ and the Governor support legislation that wli allow modifications In the current

State Statute that can resUt In a reduction In the number d pestjctdes on the groundwater

protection list We also recommend that DEQ be aUowed to use additional methods such

as computer modeling to determine both the number cA pestjctdes on the list and the

quantity cA pestjctde samples that need to be monitored and tested. Our recommendation

concurs with the ArIzona Auditor Generals recommendation on this Issue

• That DEQ adopts a list slmlar to that shown on exhibit 62, Reduced 1991 Pesticides LIst

• That DEQ offer the Groundwater Protection LIst Lab-work as a package (150 samples) to

other laboratories, both Govemment and Private (see exhibit 63, ArIzona Laboratories LIst)

on a bid basis, who are capable of using EPA accepted and recommended methods

• That DEQ spend more time evaluating systems of processing groundwater samples for the

purpose of reducing both the cost and Improving the qualitative aspects of the service.

• A shorter Groundwater Protection LIst wUl present an opportunity to Improve the quality of

service and reduce the cost. This could In tum reduce budget restraint on more

groundwater monitoring samples and at lower cost to State Government.

• Adoption cA Groundwater Protection list (see ExhIbIt 62, Reduced 1991 Peetictdes list)

wouJd resUt In an annual savings cA $60,000 by contracting the laboratory processing cA

groundwater samples

• Current cost cA 150 samples @ $1,200 each =$180,000

• Proposed cost of 150 samples @ $ 800 each =$120,000

• Net savings =$ 60,000 (State funds)
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• Adopt Pesticides list as shown on exhibit 62 through legislation approval process

• Time frame: Approximately 13 months.
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1. 2. 4-0 ACID
2. 2. 4-D8 BUTOXYETHYL ESTER
3. 2. 408, OMA SALT
4. 1, 3-QICHLOROPROPEt'lE
5. ACE?HATE
6. ACROLEiN
7. ALACHLOR
8. ALOICAR8
9. AME'TRYN
10. AMITROLE
11. ARSENIC ACID
12. ASULAM, SODIUM SALT
13. ATRAZINE
14. AZlNPHOS-MElrlYL
15. BENOIOCARB
16.8ENOMYL
17.8ROMACIL
18.8UTYLATE
19. CACOOYUC ACID
2.0. CAPTAN
2.1. CARBARYL
2.2. CARBOFURAN
2.3. CARBOXIN
2.4. CHLOROTHALONIL
2.5. CHLORSULFURON
2.6. CYANAZlNE
27. CYCLOATE
28. CYROMAZlNE
2.9. OlCAM8A ACID
30. OICAMBA, OEA SALT
31. OICAMBA, OMA SALT
32. OICAMBA. POTASSiUM SALT
33. OICAMBA. SODIUM SALT
34. OICHLOBEt'lIL

EXHIBIT 61

1 OF 3 PAGES

35. OICLORAN
36. OlETHATHYL ETHYL
37. OIFENZOaUAT METHYL SULFATE
38. DIMeTHOATE
39; OIPHENAMIO
40. DlaUAT OE3ROMIOE
41.0IURON
42. DPX-M6316
43. ENOOSULFAN
44. ENDOTHALL
45. ENOOTHALL, DIPOTASSIUM SALT
46. ENOOTHALL. OISOOIUM SALT
47.E?TC
48. ETHE?HON
49. ETHOFUMESATE
50. ETHOPROP
S1. ETHYL PARATHION.. , .
52. ETRlOlAZOLE
53. FS"JAMIPHOS
54. FS'lARIMOL
55. FLUAZIFOP-r'-5UTYL
56. FLUAZIFOP-R-5UTYL
57. FLUCYTHRINATE
58. Ft..UOMETURON
59. FLURIOONE
60. FOSAMINE AMMONIUM
61. FOSETYL-A1
62. GLYPHOSATE. ISOPROPYLAMINE SALT
63. HEXAZlNONE
64. IMAZAMETHA8ENZ-METHYL (META)
65. IMAZAMETHA8ENZ-MITriYL (PARA)
66. IMAZALlL
67. lMAZAaUIN
68. ISAZOFOS
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69. UNDANE
70. UNURON
71. MALEC HYDRAZIDE, POTASSIUM
72. MC?A .
73. MC?A - DMA SALT
74. MC?A -ISOOCTYL ESTEFl
75. MC?A-SODIUM SALT
76. ME?tQUAT CHLORIDE
77. METALDEHYDE
7a. METALAXYL
79. METAM - Na
80. MEiHAMIDOPHCS
81. MEiHIOCARB
82. MEiHOMYL
83. MEiHYL PARATHION
84. METOu..CHLOR
85. MEiRIBUZlN
86. METSULFUON METriYL
87. MEVINPHOS
88. MONOCROTOPHOS
89. MYCLOBUTANIL
90. MSMA
91. NAMPROPAM10E
92. NCRFI..URAZON
93. OR'r£.A.UN
94.0XAMYL
95. OXYOEMETON - METHYL
96. PARAQUAT
97. PS3UL<\TE
98. PS:=iMETHRIN
99. PHOSMEl
100. PHOS?HAMIOON
101. PICLORAM
102. PICLORAM - ISOOCTYL ESTER

DEC -197

EXHIBIT 61

2 OF 3 PAGES

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

103. PICLORAM, TRIISOPROP~RALOMINE SALT
104. PICARL.o,M, POTASSIUM SALT
105. PROFENOFOS
106. PROMETON
107. PROMETRYN
108. PRONAMIDE
109. PROPAMOCARB
110. PROPICONAZOLE
111. PYRAZON
112. SETHOXYDIM
113. SIMAZINE
114. SODIUM BENTAZON
115. SODIUM CHLORATE
116. SULFOMTURON - METHYL
117. SULcROFOS
118. TE3THIURON
119. TE:iSACIL
120. TE:iSUFOS
121. TE~aUTRYN
122. THIDIAZURON
123. TrllOD1CARB
124. TrllOPHANATE - METHYL
125. THIRAM
126. TRIADIME:=ON
127. TRICHLORFON
128. TRICLOPYR
129. TRIC:"OPYR, BUTOXYETHYL ESTE:i
130. TRICLOPYR, TRIETHYLAMINE SALT
131. TRIFORINE
132. VERNOLATE
133. VINCLOZOLlN
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EXHIBIT 62

1 OF 2 PAGES

Taken from "'Pesticides in Groundwater in the United States of American'. A
report of a 1988 Survey of State lead Agencies. ( Oregon State University
E.'rtension Service)

The following list of pesticides are those eligible for the Groundwater Protection list
that have been detected In groundwater in greater amounts than the EPA Health Advisory
Advisory and detected in more than 2 States or more than 4 wells across the
United States.

1.30ECHLOROPROPENE
ALDICARB
ATRAZlNE

2-4.0
AU-CHLOR
SHe
SROMAClL
CALSOTURAN
CHLOROTHALONIL
CYANAZlNE
OC?A
OlCAM8A
O!URGN
UNEJANE
MElHAMIOOPHOS
METHOXYCHLOR

METHOLACHLOR
METRI8UZlN
PICLORAM .
PROMETON
SiMAZ1NE
TRITLURALIN
EPTC
METHOMYL
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EXHIBIT 62

2 OF 2 PAGES

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FROM THE RE?ORT

.. There were 67 pesticides detected in 33 states

.. There were 169 pesticides anaJized for

.. There were 102 pesticides not detected

.. There were 144,401 opportunities for positive results

.. There were 6.034 positive responses or 4.17%

.. Of the 4.17%. 17.7% were greater than the Health Advisory

NOTE

The 4.17q/o positive findings do not measure the incidence of pesticides in
either weifs or aquifers in a general sense. but measures the incidence in
pre-se!ec:ed. vulnerable and susceptible or high-risk wells and aquifers.
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. ARIZONA LABORATORIES

Arizona Testing Laboratory
810 East Hammond Lane
Phoenix. Arizona 8S044

State Agricultural Laboratory
2422 West Holly
Phoenix, Arizona 8S009

Arizona State Health Services
State Laboratory Services
1520 West Adams Avenue
Phoenix. Arizona 85007

Analytical Technologies. Inc.
9830 South 51st Street
Suite 8-113
Phoenix. Arizona 85044
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ADA - DEQ COORDINATION Of INSPECDONS

The Non-Point Source Unit 01 the Water Assessment SectIon Is currently authorized 14 FTEa with

two additional proposed positions for a total 0116. Three 01 the 14 budgeted positions were vacant at the

time of this study. Management has assigned two 01 the field positions to the agriWture portion 01 DEC

and Intends to assign one 01 the proposed positions to this area. These positions are identified by the

shaded blocks on the organization chart. (see Exhibit 59. Water Assessment Section. Current Organizational

Chart).

AR.S 49-247 authorizes DEC to establish ·Best Management Practices" (BMP) In agricUture.

These Include nitrogen fertilizer management, concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFO) and animal

grazing practices.

The agrlcLjture portion of the Unit also responds to complaints. The complaint log (see Exhibit

64, CAFO Facility Inspection [Complaint] Tracking Log) shows that last year DEC received eight complaints.

The log also shows that these complaints were referred to the USDA soli conservation service. an agrlclJture

agency, for evaluation. Nineteen visits to the facilities were made In response to the eight complaints.

According to our Interviews, the program plan is to develop an Inspection agenda based on
approximately 360 dairy, swine, ~ry and catUe operations. as well as another 8,100 farms statewide.

The nitrogen fertlizer BMP Is completed and published. The CAFO BMP Is at the publisher's.

The grazing practices BMP has been drafted, and the flnal draft Is under revieW. According to our

Interviews. 85% 01 the man-hours 01 the agrlct.*uraJ portion 01 this Unit have been dedicated to the BMPs,

and 15% to inspections and complaint responses.

Complaint follow-up and Inspection 01 known violators consumes only 15 percent 01 the time 01

two posJtJons. Routine Inspection 01360 animal operations and the 8.100 farms appears to duplicate areas
of responsibllty already covered by the ArIzona Department of Ag~ure (ADA). Transterrlng the future

Inspection plan to agenctes WhICh nave offices and aetMties in the &reaa wtl&1e illUt.ito.'ing Of ir~JotI
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needs to occur has a major potential cost savings benefit to DEQ. Including the elimination of any

dUplication of effort between the state agencies.

By developing communication, training and reporting agreements between DEQ and ADA, DEQ

can retain program integrity, priority and direction for this activity. Because the BMPs are 8888I1tiaIly

completed, with the exception eX the final draft eX the grazing practices, and due to the very smaIf number

of complaints received, adequate manpower Is already avalable to so transfer the Inspection program.

Recornnw.....•••

We recommend the following:

• Retain the two FTEs currently completing the grazing practices final draft and servicing

complaints, and use them In the development of Inter-Govemmental Agreements (IGA) to

accomplish servicing eX complaints and Inspections eX known violators

• Transfer the AgrlcUtural EHS I position to ADA, with Its support budget, when the Grazing

Practices BMP Is signed

• Eliminate the currently proposed and approved. EHS II position

• Retain one position in DEQ to monitor agriculture environmental Interests.

The benefits to be secured by these recommendations Include:

• Cost avoidance of $31,250 annually (Federal funds)

• Unquantifled cost avoidance by eliminating duplicate travel. per diem and staff time for

duplicate Inspections eX farms and animal operations.
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Refer to Implementation Plan In the Recommendation ·PestIcldes Unit,· which should be done

together, identically.

• Time frame: ApproxImately 13 months.
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CAFO FACIl.IlY INSI'ECnON THACIONG LOG

EXHIBIT 64

IlPLAINI fACIUll LllCAlIllIl tuRRESI'UIllENC: sne SllOSll slle ACTIllIl 1~1I REfERRfD to
:C:lVED ViSIT VISIT ClJfl'lIAJH:E

,pI 90 Hillcrest Dllrv 107th Ave..... & IroldwlY - Dogolng since 1989 1-24-91, 6-24-6-26-91 9·16·90 , Referred SCS, facllltv Evlluatlon

1-91 avee Oil", luck eye Area US 85 & Jlchltblt ROld 4-8-91, 12-4·91 4·5·91 ] Reflrred SCS Facllltv EVlluatlon.

1-91 He.. llind Dalrv hlnbml Villey 4-8-91 4-5-9\ 2 Reterred SCS, facility Evalultlon

'-91 HtlllnglDllrV Klnpmlo Arhona 5-16-91, 8-1-91, 9-26-91 '-\9-91 , Referred SCS, facility EvlluatlDll

15-91 Del aiD Dllry Avondlll 123 Ave & US 85 6-26-91 6·19-9\ 2 Referred SCS Fac III ty evil ulIl on

\3-91 Dese" Pork Producer AZ hr. Id & COOller SE of Queen Creek 8-15-91 8·15-91 1 Re ferred SCS Facllltv Evllultlon

25-91 LI""hlln lind & Clllle CO. t::lnpman, Arel 10·1-91 1 Npt I CAfO

I· 1-91 Vln alln Dllrv Hlglev Area 1~-15-91 10-10-91 Z Referred SCS, hclllty Evlluatlon

,

. -
cm -
0

I

-
.

.
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GROUNDWATER HYQROt.OGY SECDON

The Groundwater Hydrology SectIon Is composed of four Units. These Units are Remedial

Investigations Hydrology Unit (RIHU), Site Assessment Hydrology Unit (SAHU), Non-Point Source/

Groundwater MonitoringUnit (NPs-GWM), and Ground Water HydrologyTechnical ServtcesUnit [GWH-TSU]

(see exhibit 65, Groundwater Hydrology SectIon, Current OrganlzatJonal Chart) which shatw how these

Units are structured.

The NPS-GWM Unit monitors water quality on a state-wlde basis. ArIzona has 50 to 60

groundwater basins. The difference between this Unit and the Water Assessment Section's Pesticides Unit

Is that NPs-GWM monitors all groundwater basins, whereas the Pesticides Unit monitors only agrlc~ural

basins and takes samples for pesticides shown on the Groundwater Protection list. NPS-GWM's aetJvlty

is very simlar to that of the Water Assessment Section PestJcldes Unit.

The Unit monitors a host of water quality Issues, such as radioactive chemicals, nitrates, and

others. It also supplements pestIclde monitoring, although the pesticides may or may not be on the

Groundwater Protection Ust. NPS-GWM reports both to the legislature and the (federal) Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) on water quality conditions of the groundwater basins, and Interfaces with the

Water Assessment Section on these Issues. The Unit has also had an Input Into the development of Best

Management Practlces (BMP) that Water Assessment's Non-Point Source Unit has developed for agrlc~ure.

The Ground Water Hydrology Technical Services Unit (GWH.TSU) provides technical assistance

with data base activity to the other Units In the Groundwater Hydrology Section. This activity Is authorized

under A.R.S. 49-225.B. The Unit also plays a lead role In the development of the Geographical Infonnatlon .

System (GIS) for the other Units In the Section. Other technical Input Involves work on the Global P08itIon

satellite (GPS) system, and development of the Groundwater Protection Guidance Level (GWPGL), which

is a program designed to measure concentrations of chemicals In the sol which woutd contaminate

groundwater.

Remedial Investigations Hydrology Unit (RIHU) activity Is funded by the Water Quality Assurance

Revolving Fund (WQARF) and the federal SuperFund. RIHU supplies technical support on WQARF, federal

Supe!'Fund Of Resource Conservation Recovery Ad. (ACRA) eligible projects to other SectIon In D.E.Q.,

particularly In the Remedial Projects SectIon of the Waste Division (OffIce of Waste Products).
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The SIte As8eI8ment Hydrology Unit (SAHU) Is totally funded by EPA grants, and their activity

Is entirely sites, or projects eligible tor federal Superfund monie8. SAHU supplies technical uslstance to

the EPA through an ArIzona list supplied to SAHU, who 8CI'88t18 the list tor federal Superfund eligible

hazardous waste sites (most are groundwater~).

The technical services they offer are Initiated by requests (see exhibit 66, ·Superfund Hydrology

Unit Document SUbmittal; Form). Upon request. RIHU leads Investigation Inspections of sites, reviews site

work plans, sample plans, health and safety plans, and almost any waste generator documents and

recommends changes and supplements.

Many of the Issues and activities of the Non-Point Source Ground Water Hydrology (NPS-GWH)

Unit are either similar to. dUplicate. or interface with both the Water Assessment Non-Point Source Unit f'NA­

NPSU) and the Water Assessment Pesticides Unit f'NA-PU) in the Water Assessment SectIon. The following

charted issues and activities provide examples:
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X

X

X

X

X

X

X

NPS-GWH WA-NPSU WA-PU'ssYes/ActMties

SAHU makes site Inspections, writes sample plans and Site Inspection Reports (S.i.R.s). The EPA

revl8'tNS this work and determines If they concur with what SAHU Is presenting to them. Once the work plan

has been completed and approved by the EPA, It Is administered as a federal Superfund project, and

generally becomes the responsIbilty of the EPA.

Monitor groundwater

Concerned with pesticides

Concerned with nitrates

Involved with BMPs

Impacts on GW quality

Complaint response

Resource extraction

Use of drastic maps
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Whle the Ground Water Hydrology Technical ServIces Unit (GWH-TSU) provides assistance to

the other Units in the Groundwater Hydrology SectIon, primarily through G.I.S. and data bases. the Unit

provides similar aetMtJes and interface on many of the same Issues with the Water Assessment Section

Pesticides and the Non-Polnt Source Units. The following are examples:

Issues I ActMtIes GWHTSU WA-NPSU WA-PU

Data basing X X

G.I.S. X X

Modeling (proposed) X X X

GWPGL X X X

The proposed Hydro II position in the Non-Point Source Ground Water Monitoring Unit (which

has been approved for employment, according to our Interviews) would be employed to develop the Best

Management Pradlces (BMP) In agl'icUture, which already has been almost completed by the Water

Assessment Section, Non-Point Source Unit.

The proposed Hydro 11\ In NPS-GWM Is also approved, but Is essentially an enhancement to an

existing state program, and would be Involved In evaluation of surface and groundwater Impact on

abandoned mining sites.

The proposed Water Resources Technician in the GWH·TSU has been approved for hiring, to

purchase and maintain equipment which previously has been done by Individuals In the Unit and/or state

interns.

The proposed EDP Programmer Analyst 11\ poslUon In the GWH-TSU Isdesigned to take fNer data

base work and some GIS work from a position already functioning In this capacity.

None of the Units In the Water Assessment Section have the beneftt of working (within their Units)

with positions which are bona-ftde hydrologists by Position Description Questionnaire (pDQ). By merging

the GWH-TSU and the NP8-GWM Into the Water Assessment SectIon's Non-Point Source Unit and ChemIcal

Pesticides Units, the positions of two Unit Supervisors, a Section Manager and a Secretary could be

eliminated (see Exhibit 67, Water Assessment Section, Proposed Organizational Chart).
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The other two Units In Groundwater Hydrology, I.e., RemedlallnvestJgatIons Hydrology and Site

Assessment Hydrology Units, woUd also benefit by moving because of the data base and GIS support they

receive from the above two Units. By comblnlng the RernedlallnvestlgatJons and Site Assessment Units Into

one Unit, one Environmental Program Supervisor can be deleted, Improving the span of control aver this

newty combined Unit. this wIl also give the Rem8dlallnvestlgations group the secretarial support they

presently do not have (see exhibit 67, Wmer Assessment SectIon, Proposed Organizational Chart).

ExhIbIt 65, Groundwater Hydrology SectIon, Current Organizational Chart. shows the Ground

Water Hydrology SectIon 88 It preaenIIy exists. The proposed reductions, and the I'8888IgmI8I1t of the

remaining positions In the Water Assessment SectIon (see exhibit 67, Water Assessment SectIon, Proposed

Organizational Chart).

Recomnw...•••

We recommend the following:

• The Groundwater Hydrology Section be eliminated by merging the services they provide

Into the Water Assessment Section

Eliminate the proposed, Federal funded (vacant) Hydro II position In Non-Point

Source Ground Water Hydrology Monitoring Unit

Eliminate the proposed Federal funded (vacant) Hydro III position In Non-Point

Source/Groundwater Monitoring Unit

Eliminate the Environmental Program Supervisor filled, State funded position for the

Non-Point Source/Groundwater Monitoring Unit

Eliminate the proposed (vacant) WQARF funded EDP Program Analyst III position

In the Technical Services Unit

Eliminate the proposed (vacant) WQARF funded Water Resources Technician

position In the Technical ServIces Unit

DEQ·209
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• Federal funds $154.608; State funds $105,180; Other funds $65.689.

$179,398

146.079

S325·4n

eliminate the (vacant) Federal funded Hydro IV position In the Technical Services

Unit (Federal funds)

eliminate the filed. Federal funded Environmental Program Supervisor position In

the Site Assessment Hydrology Unit

eliminate the filed State funded Groundwater Hydrology Section Manager's

Secretary position.

eliminate the flied. State funded Groundwater Hydrology S8ctJon Manager position

Cost Avoidance

Cost Reduction

Total savings

• Take necessary personnel action to eliminate positions

• Time frame: ApproxImately 60 days.

• The breakdown of posJtJons elimination Is as follows:

• This wli resUt In the following savings:

One vacant Hydro II, one vacant Hydro III, one vacant EDP Program Analyst III. one vacant Water

Resource Tech, one vacant Hydro IV, two filled EP Supervisors, one filed GW Hydro SectIon Manager, one

filled Secretary position.
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EXHIBIT 66

DATE: / /2/ Y,:Z
: z

OEQ·212
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Superfund Hydrology Unit
r Document Submittal

Purpose

When

Where

Discussion topics

Phone number or location

When.

Date Due

Comments

What

Purpose

Where

When

Phone Number:

Shana Pearce
Superfund Hydrology Unit

Field Activities

Conference Call

o

o

I FOR:

I FROM:

I
I
I 0 Meeting

I
I

Nl Document ReviewI ~

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



PROPOSED WATER ASSESSMENT SECTION
EXHIBIT 67

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
AND SITE ASSESSMENT

CHeMICAL-PESTICIDE
TECH. SUPPORT

POINT
soLRCE

WATER Q-LAB NON-POINT
SOURCE

--..----------
* ONE TO CASA GRANDE
* ONE TO YUMA
* NOT TRANSFERRING TO A.D.A

INTERNS ARE USUALLY COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO WORK PART-TIME.

-----

~
~..
W

-
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OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATIONS



SlMPUFY EDP EQUIPMENT PURQtASES

When a program staff member In the Offices eX Water Quality. AIr Quality. Waste Products or

Administration identifies a need for an Item eX computer equipment or software. that request Is written up

on whatever type eX memo or other documentation the Unit Manager desires.

The request wi then be routed through the appropriate channel of communication (see exhibit

68. Management, Budget & Information Resources Management SectIons. Current Organizational Chart, and

69. Business and Anance Section. Current Organizational Chart) to the Information Center Unit Manager

in Automation Onformation Resource Management SectIon). together with what Is considered appropriate

Justification for that purchase. That Unit Manager then reviews the request. to determine

• Is the requested equipment or software compatible with the Department's existing equipment and

plan for automation

• Is the need for this requested Item clear. and not duplicated by resources already In the

Department

• Does this request meet the "norm" for the requesting dMslon. for IRMS and for the Department

If insufficient Justification exists. the request Is returned to the requesting Unit

If the request appears Justified. It Is forwarded to the Office of Administration. Budget Unit

Upon receipt eX the request In the Administration. Budget and Audit SectIon eX the Office eX

AdrnlnJstration, V8rificatJon Is made eX funds avaIabIlty for that Unit and program. An encumbrance number

Is obtained. the encumbrance entered Into the accounting system by another staff. then passed to another

Unit In the OffIce eX Administration where staff signs the Purchase Request and enter8 the appropriate codes

for the purchase.

This request then Is returned to the Automation Information Center Unit Manager. who prepares

a cover or "transmittal" memo to the Department eX Administration Data Center Manager for counter-

DEQ - 214
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signature by the Office d Administration Assistant Director, identifying the Item(s) to be purchased. attaching

a copy of the request packet, which Includes signed confirmation of adequate budget for the purchase, and

seeking authorization to obtain the requested equipment (see exhibit 70, Purchase Requisition for Computer

Materials).

We were advised that a recent decision has been made to forward all such requests to the

Director d the Department d Administration, who wli review the ftscaI Information supplied, and sign all

authorizations. At this point, with no experience with this newly extended routing, no one knows how much

time wHl be added to the process.

There have been approximately 75 work stations obtained during the past three years, for an

average of 25 per year. No report was provided as to the number of software purchase requests which have

been submitted through this channel. It also was reported that !!Q request for purchase wer has been

denied by D.CA

Extensive time Is expended In preparing all the required documentation, and routing these

requests through the D.E.C. Divisions and SectIons for basic purchases. There also Is the added burden

of forwarding all documentation to D.CA, awaiting their staff review and response. exhibit 70, Purchase

Requisition for Computer Materials, shows a one month tum-around, which we were Informed might go as

long as two to three months), whle staff await the acquisition of tools required to enable them to do their

assigned tasks.

The Impacts of this system Include:

• CreatIon d additional documents, and filing and maintaining those documents

• establishing and maintaining a tracking system on authorizations forwarded to the O.CA

• Added work load on the Data Center staff In D.CA, with the end product appearing to add

no value to the system

DEC - 215



• Diminishing authority of Section Managersto manage equipmentacquisition needstogether

with work assignments to the best advantage within their own aress of responsibllty

• Costly delays In obtaining tools required for staff to perform their functions In a timely and

accurate manner, thereby Increasing the time required for accomplishing all assignments ­

- all at greater cost In time and money to the public

• Expenditure of staff time In the OffIce of Administration to review and authenticate the

authority and funds avaIabIlty to secure necessary tools by Section Managers.

We recommend:

• Eliminating all requirements for D.OA approval of EDP equipment and software w:!!.IH that

particular device or program Is designed to Inter-face with a program being operated on the

D.OA main frame

• Empowering Section Managers to render declslons solely at their level tor the purchase of

necessary equipment and software, under a specified dollar level (e.g., $10,000 per

purchase) by

Providing them regular, current statements of their budget status

Ensuring they are cognizant of the overall EDP plan for the Department

Holding managers responsible for managing their staff and their budgets

Eliminating Budget Unit nMews

Eliminating Administration (FInance Unit) reviews.
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BenefIts to be obtained from these recommendations include:

• Improved time between need identification and obtaining the needed tool

• Increased staff produetivtty, by decreasing unproductive waJting time for necessary

equipment

• Reduced work load on the Department of Administration, Data Center staff

• Savings, as the above Issues translate into work hours freed from essentially non-produetlve

aetlvlty are applied to the tasks of the agency's Mission

• With 75 work stations (plus unknown quantities of software) purchased In the past three

years, eliminating the above unnecessary review steps, and the time associated with them,

may reftect savings of:

If thirty minutes direct staff time Is Involved by "walking through- the documents for

signature, a 12.5 hour direct savings Is seen

However, If a more realistic expectation of that 30 minutes generally requiring more

closely two hours, there Is a 50 hour savings by lust one suD8f\lisory staff

Additional time also will be saved by the Management/Budget Section

Manager, the Budget Unit Manager, the Assistant Director, and at lesst one
accounting unit staff

Time Involved in aetuaJly processing and tracking EDP-reJated purchaseS,

by the Information Center Unit Manager, will be significantly reduced

Calculation of actual dollar savings, within the time constraints of this Project. are

essentially Impossible to determine.
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• Work with DOA to remove the requirements of DOA approval for EDP equipment and

software purchases

• Time frame: ApproxImately 5 months.
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Your request for 14510 has been approved by Ben Froehlich November 26,1991. Upon receipt of this
memorandum your order is being forward to Procurement·for processing. It will take Procurement
30 days to process the paperwork Into the system; thereafter, your order will be mailed to
Computerland and Software City. If you have any questions or concerns, please give mea call at
25i-2316.

Thank You.

GM/

DEC - 221

EXHIBIT 70
1 OF 6 PAGES

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL aUAUTY
Inter-Office Memorandum

December 19, 1991

Purchase Requisition 14510 Request for Hardware/Software

Joseph soporowS:&;I,an.age.r
Evaluations Unit •

Gloria Mathews, f!r"-tt'L
Information Center

C: Katie Krueger
File - OAQ-14510

SUBJECT:

DATE:

TO:

FROM:
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SUB J ECT: Purchase of automation equipment, software and/or services.

MEMORANDUM:
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DATE: 11/26/91

DMD 91-11-26-0427
OAQ-14510

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

CEQ - 222

cc: Wendy Winkelman

This memo is your authorization to proceed with this request through the State
Procurement Office.

My staff has reviewed your request to purchase one Compaq 386/LTE
microcomputer with related software and peripheral equipment. Your request
implies that funding is available for the estimated cOSt of $6,641.

Yvonne Goolsby, Data Processing Manager
~~en~ Envi a ,men~a1 Quality .

<i"~l~ lStant rrector
DOA Data Management Division

,:

FROM:
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Attached are copies of request for a personal computer for the Office of Air Quality, Assessment Evaluation
Unit. The following configuration is as follows:

The basic need for the equipment has been documented. The estimated costs for the above
Hardware/Software is $6,640.54. I agree with the documentation of need. and recommend their approval.
Please reference the above when replying to our request.

C: File - OAQ·1451Q

6} Associated Software.

RE: OAQ·1451Q

November 19. 1991

Personal Computer Acquisition

Ben Froehlich, Assistant Director...~.~.
Data Management Division -?epartm/C't of Administration

Joseph C. Smith, Assistant DiR?ctor
Office of Administration .

Gloria Mathews, Information ce~nager
Automation Section· Department of Environmental Quality

Attachments
One Justification
One Purchase Requisition

4} 1 Additional 3.5" Floppy Drive:

3) 1 Compaq VGA Color Monitor;

2) 1 Desktop Expansion Base;

1) 1 Compaq 386/LTE MOD 60 with Keyboard:

5} 1 Standard Micro-System Ethernet Card: and

If you have any questions, please call me at 257·2363.

THRU:

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Fr.E SYM[NGTON. GOVERNORrWAllD z. FOX. DIRECTOR

­
I
I
I
I
~.
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Tit" D"partl7tl!fIl of En.,irolVlUtUal

Post Offie:: Box 600

DEQ - 223
ortluoilY Af!irtn/1ti.,c Action Employcr.

Phoenix, Arizona 85001·0600



To:

Thru:

Thru:

From:

Date:

Re:

EXHIBIT 70
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

INTER-OFFICE HE.'iO 4 OF 6 PAGES

Gloria M~tthews, .
Manager, Information Center Unit

Nancy Wrona
Assistant Director for Air Quality

Gary Neuroth
Manager, Air Assessment Section

Joseph J. Soporowski, Ph.D.
Manager, Evaluations Unit

October 16, 1991

Justification for Computer and Software

I
'I
,I,
I
I
I

1. STATEMENT OF NEED

A new computer system is needed that will allow the manager
of the Evaluations Unit to accomplish the following objectives:

A. Create a data base for the presc=ibed burning Smoke
Management Program.

S. Aid in develooment of the Air To:-:ics Program and the
·research proj~cts that will originate f=om the program.

C. Fast and efficient development of State Implementation
Plans (SIPs) including emissions inventories, modeling,
and write-up.

D. Proper management of Unit Personnel.
E. Create organizational and technical documents as part

of Unit programs.
F. Develop materials for presentations of study findings.
G. Review modeling work of evaluations unit.
H. Run ai= quality models.
I. Access information while in the field using the labtop

component of this system.
J. Perform function and prepare documents while in the field

using the requested soft"..Iare pacb:.ges (necessary for
labtop system)

K. Obtain modeling and air quality information from
sources outside the Department.

L. Manage contracted research programs.
M. Maintain a budget (if appropriate) for individual

projects.
N. Create working documents using a wordprocessing system.
O. Create data bases using a spreadsheet program.
P. Develop accurate record-keeping systems.

DEQ - 224
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Attempt to accomplish the stated objectives without the
use of a computer system by manually performing the
necessary tasks. Prepare all documents by hand and keep
records· in a "desk-file" system. Perform all modeling
and related calculations using a scientific calculator.

Certain technical documents such as ·State Implementation
Plans, research proposals,and presentations must be
completed professionally using a wordprocessing and
spreadsheet package. Using a hand calculator to do
comp I ete dispersion model ing as needed is not a f eas ib 1e
alternative due to human error and the vast amount of
information ·to be processed.

Procure an existing unit computer to perform the functions as
required by the Manage~ of the Evaluations Unit.

In their present form, none of the existing computers are
capabl e of perf orming the rna jori ty 0 f the tasks requi red.
Also, the existing systems are in high demand (95% of a
working day). Rescheduling use of these computers would
significantly reduce the productivity and efficiency of the
entire evaluations team.

Convert the existing Compaq 386 computer into a system capable
of performing some of the needed functions.

This computer is currently being used to serve our
meteorological information needs (Network with we~ther

stations). Conversion of this system will undoubtedly
encumber our staff and adversely affect our ability to obtain
weather information for use in our Smoke Management Program.
This alternative cannot perform the required functions to
adequate levels. .

This system vlill be located in the Air Quality Assessment
Section of the 17th floor, 3003 N. central Ave. Phoeni:~. Tho::
building has an exhaustive security program.

The Manager of the Evaluations Unit has previous experience
working with the proposed equipment and software packages.
Additional training will be in the form of self-training through
use of manuals and knowledge gained through communication with
~killed personnel in the Air Assessment Section.

SOURCE OF FUNDS

DEQ·225
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INFORMATION RESOURCES
I!DP EQUIPMENT PROCUREMENT PATH

MANAGEMENT SECTION PAGE 1 OF 2
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EDP MAINTENANCE CONTRACT RENEWALS

The Information Resources Management rAutomatJon·) SectIon, IntormatJon Center Unit, Is

responsible for maJntaJnIng currency eX all EDP-related equipment maintenance contracts, and ensuring they

are property renewed as needed 80 maintenance and repair service Is always avaIabIe on these Items

should the need arise.

There are four times during the fiscal year when maintenance contracts on EDP equipment

routinely need renewal. depending on the type eX equipment, the section In which It Is located, and the fund

source with which It was originally obtained. These are:

• July, when approximately nine to twelve contracts will be reviewed and renewed

• August, when there will be approximately ten contracts reviewed and renewed

• September, when approximately three to four contracts will be reviewed and renewed, and

• June, when approximately four to five contracts will be reviewed and renewed.

Each contract Includes numerous Items, with costs ranging from $40 or $50 to perhaps several

hundred per year. For example, one Unit In the August blllng expends approximately $9,000; another

expends about $3.000. In total. the Department Is spending about $45,000 per year on these maintenance

contracts for computer related equipment

When the contract Is due for renewal, the IRMS Information Center Unit Manager must compIe

a list showing machine type, model number, location and seriII number, and forward that listing to the

Section Manager where the equipment Is charged. The SectIon Manager (or someone desJgnated by the

Manager) then checks each Item eX equipment against the Inventory they polS'" verifies It does exist In

that area eX responslbllty, and responds whether or not they wish It to be continued on the maintenance

contract.
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The Impacts of the current situation Include the following:

• This total process, we are advised, requires nearly one fWl month of the Unit Manager's

time, or one-thlrd of her annual work time, to complete the time requirements for staff In

each Section to review the lists submitted from Automation

• DecIsIons regarding a dlsabllty of retaining service contracts are made by technical or

management personnel whose tasks are to deal with water, waste and air pollution and

permit Issues rather than by the professIonaJ employee whose Job It Is to manage that

technical equipment O.e., the EDP staff)

Such staff generally are II-equlpped to evaluate the cost effectiveness of obtaining

or continuing a maintenance contract, gauged by the potential frequency of

breakdown or needed repairs, and the cost of replacement versus repair

There are essentially two categories of recommendations based on the above observations, which

are:

• By policy authorize the Information Center Unit Manager to be the responsible party for

determining which Items of EDP-related equipment are to be covered under a maintenance

contract, with authority to delete those contraet8 determined not to be cost effective

• Provide CertifIed Technician training for two or three selected staff at the Compaq Corp.

center In Denver, Colorado

Program cost: $1,500 each participant

Air transportation, round trip (maximum) $700 each
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lodging, two nights, $65 each

Meals, IncldentaJs, three days, $35 each

Total, three staff, $7,305

Sending only two staff, Instead of three, wli reduce that cost to

approximately $4,870

• Certified Technician staff then would provide direct service, maintenance and repairs to all

EOP-related equipment for which their training qualified them

Essentially that wli Include all but the big SUN and OEC servers and some hlgNy

technical equipment.

The benefits to be obtained from these recommendations Include:

• Savings of approximately $30,000 (State funds) through elimination of maintenance

contracts not considered to be cost effective

• Save approximately three of the four months now estimated to be annually spent on the

contract renewal process, equating to $11,034 (one-tourth of a pay grade 20 compensation

package), time which can then be re-dlreeted to managing the Unit

• Annual savings of approximately $5,000 by providing the CertIfIed Technician training

Off-set In the ftrst year by the training cost, which essentially wII create a "wash;­

thereBfter the savings would be creditable.
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Implementation steps for these recommendations Include:

• An admlnistlatlve policy decision to place contract determination policy within the

automation group

• C8nceIIation 01 unnecessary maintenance contracts on their next renewaJ cycle

• Make arrangements tor training two or three staff. and tor obtaining diagnostic and repair

tools

• Time frame: Approximately 2 months.
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EXHIBIT 72I! AUTOMATION - MAINTENANCE CONTRACT
RENEWAL PROCESS

1'1- ~---F-LO-W~C~HA~R-T---_:_--- __.......~~~-__4
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PAYROU-UNT

The Payroll Unit of the Business and Anance SectIon Is responsible for payroll activities for the

Department. General actMtles performed by this unit Include processing of the labor activity reports system

(lARS), which Is the b&sIs for employee wages paid; dismissals; terminations and retirees; new hires;

transfers and reinstatements; rate changes; various forma for miscellaneous administrative purposes;

miscellaneous payroll work such as updating payroll tables. correctiona Input, and amendments.

ThIs unit Is authorized four fTEs plus one temporary employee. The number of parsonneI served

by the Payroll Unit is approximately 550 at the present time (see Exhibit 79, Business & Anance Section,

Current Organizational Chart).

Time charges on work activities Is recorded by specific sites. However, the current EDP system

does not have the capability to retrieve site speciftc man-hour data tor use by managers or the Cost

Recovery Unit. In order to obtain employee time charged to a project site for cost r8OOl/ery baling purposes

the LARS must be manually pulled and examined by Cost R8OOI/ery Unit personnel.

Approximately 25%, or 138 of the 550 payroll personnel, are spilt funded, I.e., the time Is charged

to two or more fund codes. Care has to be exercised by the payroll personnel to compute correct fund

man-hour charges.

Interviews with Unit personnel revealed that no standard operating procedures or work standards

exist. except for the forms completion Instructions. Further. very little training has been given to supervisors

and operating personnel for completing the LARS forms.

The Payroll Unit Is the central repository for all payroll related aet1v1t1e8 within the agency. A fie

is maintained on each employee containing current and hlstoricallntormatlon relating to payroll, 198V8 and

work information. Leave requests are forwarded with the LARS form and held In the Payroll Unit. No use

is made c:A leave requests except to check the leave Information against the LARS form.
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The review and approval of leave Is a function of supervision and such records should normally

be maintained In the employees' work unit. This data Is used as a part of the employee performance

evaluation. Unless a separate record Is kept at the work unit this InfonnatJon Is not readly avaJabIe to the

supervisor.

The lack of any kind of job standards makes It dlfflcUt for a supervisor to 8S888S employee

performance or determine staffing requirements based on work load.

Information avalable from other State Agencies indicate that for the number of FTEs serviced In

Payroll, this Unit Is staffed higher than most Standards avalable from other agencies indicate that one FTE

should be able to handle the payroll activity for 550 FTEs. It should be noted that all State agencies follow

the same procedures In performing the payroll process. Spilt funding Is not unique to DEC, In that several

State agencies have the same situation.

Recornrnmtietfq.

We recommend achieving greater efficiency and utilization of personnel through the following

steps:

• Provide supervisory training on the LARS process

• Establish standard operating procedures to be followed In the Payroll Unit

• Establish work standards within the Payroll Unit to be used as a basis for employee

evaluation and to determine future staffing requirements within the unit

• Reduce the staffing of the Payroll Unit from four budgeted positions to two Acct Tech II

• Retain the leave request forms within the operating unit.

Implementation of the above recommendations wli res~ In:

DEC - 235



• Reducing the error rates evidenced on the lARS reporting. thereby Increulng the efficiency

and effectiveness c:A the Payroll Unit

• Written procedures ensuring consistency of process. as well as a training source for new

personnel

• Avaiablity c:A the leave forms at the supervisory level within the work unit for better control

and analysis c:A employee attendance

• A reduction of two kd Tech lis, Grade 11 - $35.670 In savings (State funds).

Estimated time line for Implementation Is 60 days and wII require:

• Update c:A policy and procedures documents

• Update c:A organization manual

• Processing personnel action documents
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ACCOUNTS RECEIVABlE

The Accounts Receivable Unit d the Business and Finance Section Is responsible for accounts

receivable aetlvltles for the department. The unit Is authorized seven FTEs Including a vacant Account

Technician III posJtJon (see exhibit 69, Business & Rnance SectIon, Current Organizational Chart).

There are 30 programs. Payments for nine programs come In the mal (see ExhIbIt 76, Accounts

Receivable, Quarteriy BIlIng, Row Chart). Six payments are psJd annually, two quarterty and one Is

on-going (monthly).

Blank Invoices are maled to the customer, who fils In the Invoices and mals them back along

with the checks to the Accounts Receivable Unit of the CEQ. When the checks are not received on time,

a second notice Is sent to the customer. This Is done manually which requires a lot of time (not

quantifiable).

The other 21 program's fees are collected by the program workers In their sections which are then

brought aver to the Accounts Receivable unit where a receipt Is written.

There are some transfers from other agencies that are also handled by the Account Receivable

department. The agencies collect their fees, keep their portions and transfer the portion owed to CEQ.

Approximately 150-200 envelopes with checks arrive daly. Two people are assigned to open

these envelopes and handle the invoices and checks. An envelope takes about 20 seconds to open, verify

numbers and let aside. ThIs amounts to about 67 minutes per day. Since there are two people Involved,

and we were told It Is a polley that there have to be two people Involved for Internal control purposes and,

the mallng portion d the work can be done In 1888 than an hour. Of the 16 hours avaIabIe between the

two Account Techs who handle the mal, they have more than 15 hours avaIabIe to handle other workload

like doing transfers, sending second notices. issuing receipts on the program fees collected, and entering

data In the EON system.
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Entering data Into spreadsheets by the Supervisor and the IPS (888 exhibit 76, Accounts

Receivable, Quarterly Billng, Flow Chart). Information Processing Specialist, Flow Chart) Is a duplication

of effort

Sending the credit/debit memo to the C0mptr0IIer for approvaJ Is unnecessary, and requires extra

handling by the Supervisor.

Sending second notices to the customers manLBIIy Is time consuming and Is not capable a
capturing all the customers In a timely manner.

We recommend achieving greater efficiency and utlizatlon a personnel through the following

steps:

• Train the Account Techs who handle the maD to use the LOTUS spreadsheet and perform

the whole process

• Develop a new database system so data Is Input only once

• 81mlnate the routing a Credit/DebIt memo to the Comptroller

• 81mlnate one vacant Accl Tech. III, one filed Acet Tech. III. one flied IPS II, and one Clerk

Typist II.

• The new database wli print second notices to late customers automatically which wli save

manual labor hours (not quantifiable) and Improve efficiency In collecting late fees

• Wli avoid duplication a data Input In spreadsheets

• Wli save routing time by eliminating extra handling a Credit/DebIt memo

• Cost avoidance of one vacant Accl Tech. III, $20.n3 (State funds)
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• Cost reduction of one filed Acct. Tech. III $2O,na , one filled IPS II $18.101, and one Clerk

Typist II $16,935 (Other funds)

e Total savings of $76.582.

InmIen'9HhPI

• Teach Lotus spreadsheet to the Acct. Tachs.

• Develop new data base

• Time frame: Approximately 60 days.
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EXHIBIT 78
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ACCOUNTING UNIT FUNCDONS

This Unit operates under the Comptroller. Business and Finance Section. There are ten positions

assigned, budgeted or proposed In the organization. as 01 January 1, 1992. Of these ten positions. five were

fBled. three are proposed, one was vacant, and one person was assigned on special duty to the Cost

Recovery Unit.

The general functions of this Unit are financial reconcIlatIons, generaJ ledgers. grants, financial

reporting and special projects. During the study there was no Indication 01 a significant backlog 01 work.

Peaks in work appear on a cyclical schedule. especially during the monthly, quarterly and annual reporting

periods.

Although the man-hours could not be quantified. Interviewed personnel Indicated that a

considerable amount 01 time was spent on special projects I'8888I'Ch and documentation. An example Is

the State LegIsJatlon Impact Assistance Grant (SUAG). which studied the environmental Impact from IlegaI

aliens. Projects 01 this type are never questioned, since federal funds were received.

The financial record keeping on some revolving fund aetMtles Is performed In the FIeld Services

Section of Water Quality. In addition, this Section performs monitoring of the revolving fund projects. This

function In the FIeld Services Section Is Incompatible with the balance of that Sectlon's responslblltles. This

subject was discussed briefly In the Recommendation "The Revolving Fund Unit Transfer.· Ave positions

would be involved In this transfer.

The workload In the Accounting Unit Is such that filing the proposed, vacant and special duty

transferred positions does not appear fruitful. However, the transfer 01 five positions and functions from the

Field Services Section would retain a level 01 ten positions.

The combination of the revolving fund workload from the FIeld ServIces S8ctIon and the

Accounting Unit workload wi! require these ten positions, resulting In a surplus 01 those five positions

mentioned above.
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Recomnw...•••

We recommend the following:

• All generaJ financial accounting functions within oeQ be accomplished In the Accounting

Unit

• Reduce the currently authorized and proposed positions within the Accounting Unit by five,

excluding thoae being transferred from the FIeld ServIces SectIon.

The following benefits will accrue upon Implementation of these recommendations:

• General financial accounting functions will be performed in a central location, enhancing the

efficiency and productivity of those functions

• Special studies and projects accepted or initiated will have a posItJve Impact on Improving

the environment rather than expending tax dollars on projects which are of questionable

value

• Reduction of the identified authorized and proposed positions for a savings as follows:

Four proposed/vacant positions of Acet Tech II at $71,246

One filed position, for a direct saving of $39,559 per year

Total savings and avoidance of $110,805 annually (State funds).

EstImated time line for Implementation is 60 days and will require:

• Revision of manuals and memos to reflect appropriate changes
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• Organization u~te

• Personnel actions as appropriate.
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COST RECOVERY PROCESS

The Cost Recovery Unit In the Business and Anance SectIon Is responsible for reccwering costs

incurred by the State In correcting aetMtles detrimental to the environment In the areas eX air, water, and

waste. In those cases where corrective action Is necessary and the company either can not or does not

take corrective action, the State wli dean up the project and bli the offending company or persons for the

costs incurred. Costs to be recovered Indude labor and payroll-related costs, non-personnel related costs

and costs incurred by independent contractors hired by the State.

This Unit had five budgeted positions as eX January 1, 1992. One of these positions was vacant.

There are also five positions which are proposed for future hiring. One person is assigned as ActIng

Supervisor untI that position is permanently filed (see exhibit 69, Business & Anance Section, Current

Organizational Chart).

Funds udized for the dean-up of hazardous waste sites come from· two sources: the Federal

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) through grants, and from the State of Arizona. State funds Indude

the Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund (WQARF) and state general funds.

Federal grant expenditures are currently being audited by the EPA Inspector General. Most of

the work effort within the Unit has been directed toward resolving the problems outlined by the EPA, leaving

very little time for collecting costs incurred on projects funded by the State.

Under the present system the personnel costs charged to projects are reported on the employee's

time sheet or Labor Activity Reporting System (LARS). There is no way, other than manual, to transfer the

site specific cost data from LARS to a system or format needed by the Cost Recovery Unit for blllng

purposes. Each LARS form has to be individually received and the data manually entered on the Cost

Recovery Unit spread sheets. According to the personneIlntervJewed, the time required to perform the data

collection and data transfer function utlizes approximately 90% of the Cost Recovery Unit's avaIabIe hours.

There are currently 240 sites subject to cost recovery actlona with an addJtJonal900 expected within the next

12 months, according to Unit personnel. The later figure coUd not be verified but was used as best estimate

of the future workload. Further, It was estimated that a new computerized system aIIeMing access to the

payroll system would be on line approximately Juy 1, 1992.
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The current process utlized to obtain site specific charges from the time sheets is extremely labor

intensive. This has been recognized by management and forms the primary justlficatlons for the soon to

be installed computerized system. These FTEs have, in the past, performed all work involved In this

process. Recently an additional FTE was added to aaaiBt and one budgeted position remains unfIIed. FIve

proposed, lU unbudgeted, positions were requested, on the basis of the current and projected workIoed,

following the process as currentty utlized.

The advent of a computerized cost Identiftcatlon for site specific projects shWd reduce the man­

hour requirement by approximately 90%, which wli allow the processing of the expected 900 cost reccN&ry

projects to be processed in less time than required for the 240 sites currently under construction. The gross

amount of recoverable costs presently on the books Is approximately $10.0 mUllan. Additional personnel.

If assigned immediately. would do little to reduce the number of outstanding cases under the present

process. Training time shWd be sufficient to keep errors at a minimum and would coincide with the

avaiablity of the computer system. At that time the staff would be faced with a reduction in force to match

FTE's with workload and process.

Based on best estimates the site specific cost recovery action, under the new computerized

system, would require the services of two FTEs for both Federal and State funded projects. This will

eliminate the necessity to 111 the one vacant budgeted position and five proposed positions as well as reduce

the filled positions from four to two positions. Reducing the filled positions could take place on June 30.

1992 or upon installation of the computerized system discussed herein.

We recommend achieving a greater efftcIency and utlization of personnel through the following

steps:

• Implementation of the computerized system for cornpling cost data for cost reccN&ry

actions at the earliest possible date

• Eliminate the five proposed positions

• Eliminate the one vacant budgeted posItJon
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• Eliminate two of the currently assigned budgeted positions

• Maintain two positions (FTEs) to process both Federal and State cost recavery action (see

exhibit SO, Business & Finance Section, Proposed Organizational Chart).

Implementation of the above recommendations wli res&.* In the foIla.Y1ng:

• Transition of all manual research and transfer of site specific cost recavery data from payroll

files to cost recovery spread sheets, making presentation and calculations Instantaneous,

eliminating the laborious process now being used

• Direct savings of $35,623 per year In personnel cost, by eliminating two filled positions

($17,811 Include ERE x 2 =$35,623)

• A budgetary cost avoidance for the vacant position amounting to $17,811 per year

• A cost avoidance for the five proposed posltlons amounting to per year ($17,811 each

including ERE x 5 = $89,055)

• A total cost savings and avoidance of approximately $142,489 per year ($35,623 + $17,811

+ $89,055 =$142,489). State funds $53,434; Other funds $89,055.

EstImated time line tor implementation Is 60 days after Installation of computers requiring:

• Revision of organization, policy memos, procedures, and related documents

• Processing personnel aetlona

• Installation of the computer to be completed by July 1, 1992.
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PROCUREMENT

The Contracting and Procurement Section d the OffIce d Administration Is responsible for

procurement and contracts for the agency. This SectIon Is authorized eight budgeted FTEs. There are three

Contract Management Specialists, three Buyers, one Clerk Typist and one Information Processing Specialist

[IPS], (see ExhibIt 73, Contracting. General ServIces and Human Resources SectIons, Current Organizational

Chart).

The current process d commodity buying Is shown In ExhibIt n. Commodities Procurement

Process, Current Aow Chart. There are approximately 30 - 50 purchase orders (p.O.s) printed daly.

Purchase orders are printed In batches d 25 and are printed by the Accounts Payable department. Last

year, 8,500 purchase orders were processed. This year about 5,000 purchase orders wll be processed.

As mentioned above, there are three Buyers. If 30 purchase orders are processed daly, then

each Buyer Is processing 10 purchase orders on an average. The purchase orders are printed by the

Account Technician In the Accounts Payable Unit, Business and Finance Section. and are then sent back

to the Buyers. The IPS logs more or less the same kind of Information that the Buyer Is already logging,

which is duplication d work.

The standard to process a P.O. Is 12.5 minutes at some of the other agencies, such as ACOT.

Similar procedures are followed in DEQ. 12.5 min. times 5,000 P.O.s equals 1,042 hours. This Indicates less

than one FTE Is required to process the projected volume of P.O.s (see exhibit 78, Commodities

Procurement Process, Proposed Aow Chart).

Be i' 4l'II!W'¥-'.

Given the volume d purchase orders processed, we recommend the following:

• Transfer the purchase order printing function to the Buyer

DEQ·249



• Eliminate the duplicate logging done by the IPS

• Eliminate two Buyers at $51,041 (Including ERE)

• Eliminate one IPS " at $21,393 Oncludlng ERE)

• Total savings m$72,434

Refer to exhibit 86, OffIce mAdministration, Proposed OrganlzatlonaJ Chart .

• Better udlzatlon of the staff

• Total savings of $72,434 in cost reduction (State funds $51,041; Other funds $21,393)

• Savings are predicated to changing legislation that wli allow up to $20,000 limit for bid

approval by buyers of the Agency VB. going to DOA for approval.

'rnDIen'M'Mhrn

To Implement this recommendation requires the following steps:

• establish work measurement control to achieve the processing speed

• Transfer the printing function

• Eliminate double logging

• Eliminate the Buyer and IPS positions

• TIme frame: 2 months.
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ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

The Accounts Payable Unit ~ the Business and Finance SectIon Is responsible for accounts

payable activities for the agency. The unit Is authorized ten FTEs ~ which two are vacant and two are

proposed. Addltlonally, there are two temporary workers who come In and help out with the fling and other

miscellaneous work (see exhibit 74, Business & Finance SectIon, Current Organizational Chart).

The Accounts Payable Unit's primary functions are vendor claims (payments), expenditure

transfers between agencies, contract payments, travel purchase orders and advances, transfers for

store-room supplies and purchase orders printing (see exhibit 79, Payment Process, Accounts Payable,

Current Flow Chart).

There were approximately 10,000 claims (warrants or checks) processed which includes vendor,

contract and travel payments; 8,500 P.O.s printed; and 653 expenditure transfers made between the

agencies last year. This year, the number of P.O's will be approximately 9,000.

One person Is assigned to process vendor payments, one person Is assigned to process contract

payments, one person Is assigned to print P.O.'s, and the other two persons work closely on travels,

expenditure transfers, change orders, and transfer of store-room supplies.

The verification of invoices with the receipts and P.O.'s Is done four times. Quality control check

was the reason given for verifying 80 many times. This is a duplication.~ effort. Based on 10,000 claims

per year, approximately 45-50 payments are processed daly. Payments are processed in a batch ~ 25

before it Is sent to the DOA (Department ~ Administration). This equals one batch ~ 25 payments per

person or 8 man-hours per batch or about 20 minutes per payment. This represents an unusually high

amount of time expended per payment per person.

The amount ~ FTE time required to process travel activities Is about 20%. Store-room supplies,

expenditure transfers, and change orders take another 50% ~ an FTE time. Clerical activities use up about

30% of an FTE equivalent.
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We recommend achieving greater efficiency and utUlzatJon of personnel through the following

steps:

• Assign only one person to process the payments and send the peper work to the

Supervisor for approval once just before It Is ready to go to the DOA

• Assign one person to do expenditure transfers, store-room supplies transfers, travel related

aetlvlties, change orders and other clerical aetlvlties

• Transfer the P.O. printing function to the Procurement Unit (see Recommendation entitled

Procurement)

• eliminate one filed Acct. Tech. II position ($18,101)

• eliminate two vacant Acct. Tech. III positions ($40,880), one proposed Acct. Tech. II

($18,101), and one proposed Acct. Tech. III position ($20,440).

• Better utilization of the existing personnel

• Cost avoidance of $ 79,421 (State funds)

• Cost reduction c:A $ 18,101 (Other funds)

• Total savings c:A $97,522.

IrnDlenwMh'l1

EstImated Implementation time line for 60 days requiring:

a Revision of policies and procedures
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• Update of organization

• Processing of appropriate personnel actions. .
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PAYMENT PROCESS - AlP (CURRENT) EXHIBIT 79
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RffiAGMIlf Itt=ORMADON RESOURCES MANN'flIENT

The Information Resources Management SectIon~RMS). or Automation SectIon. of the OffIce of

Administration Is presently managed by an EDP Manager II. with five separate Units identified on the

organization chart. These Units are:

• Information Center. managed by an EDP Programmer Analyst III. with four current or

proposed additional staff; providing general oversight and management of the PC portion

of the department's automation aetMtles

• Business Systems. managed by an EDP Programmer Analyst III. with four current or

proposed additional staff; providing program development and operation for the Business

and Finance Section

• Scientific Systems. managed by an EDP Systems Project Leader, with two current or

proposed additional staff; providing program creation and modification for Groundwater

Hydrology and other specific programs

• OD8!'8t1ons and R&D. managed by an EDP Technical Support Specialist I (this Unit

Manager position Is presently vacant, with the Incumbent special detaled [SID] to Section

Manager), with three current or proposed additional staff; the two existing staff provide

direct support service to the program personnel

• Data Base. managed by an EDP Data Base Specialist II, and the sole staff In that Unit.

There additionally Is shown a dotted line relationship to the -LAN Administrators- scattered

throughout the Department, with those positions being located In the various program areas. Those

positions are flied by persons of several different personnel tides, only a few of whom are actual EDP

persons.
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The existence of the various -LAN Administrators- throughout the program units of the Department,

as noted In previous recommendations,r~ In time not being spent by those staff on the ar888 c:A primary

responslbllty c:A the unit to which they are assigned. Example: In the Offlce of Waste Products, Pre­

Remedial and Remedial Section, an EnvtronmentaJ Program Specialist Is assigned neerty JUI time to EDP­

related functions, whle his job description and organization chart position call for him to be doing pre­

remedial Investigations and reporting. The work load which should be carried by that EPS thus Is having

to be borne by other staff In the Unit.

The existence c:A the EDP Committee, composed of the designated LAN Administrators, some

alternates, some automation unit staff and some executive staff, also creates problems within the

Department. At present, this Committee Involves a signlftcant amount c:A time with twIc:e-monthIy half day

meetings, plus other time Investment for individual communication. The value c:A the meetings, from

interviewees information, Is highly questionable. Some characterizations of these meetings are that

essentially they simply are -gripe sessions,- with little productivity from them.

WIth automation staff n<M segmented Into task-specific Units, there Is limited &bI1ty of the Section

Manager to shift tasks and responslblltles where avalable staff time might exist (e.g., one staff feels he Is

responsible solely to the financial services people, and takes task assignments directly from them, rather

than through the Section Manager's assignments).

The duplication of efforts between the automation staff and the EDP Committee, the minimally

productive time Invested In the EDP Committee meetings, In addition to the unproductive efforts expended

by automation staff In maintenance contracting and equipment purchasing (addressed In previous

recommendations) I demonstrates a significant amount of manpower avaUabie to be redirected, subject to

some reorganization and concentrating of authority and responsibllty.

Recomnwf¥'.

It Is the recommendation c:A the ProjectTeam that the following reorganization occur, together with

the Implementation c:A the previous EDP-reIated recommendations:
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• Blminate the EDP Committee as a formal decision (or recommendation) making body,

retaining the contact persons as needed to serve as liaison to the automation section staff

• Reorganize the Automation SectIon Into two working units, identified as 'Technical Support"

and ·Operatlons Support" Units

• Red888lfythe present InformationcenterUnitManager (EDP Program Analyst III, Grade 20)

to an EDP Systems Project Manager, Grade 22, assigned as 'Technical Support Unit

Manager-

• Create a Secretary position, Grade 11 for this Section

• Change one proposed EDP Programmer Analyst II, Grade 22 to an EDP Programmer

Analyst I, Grade 20

• Blminate the following listed positions which naN (January 1, 1992) are shown on the

organization chart (see Exhibit 81, OffIce of Administration, Proposed Organizational Chart)

EDP Programmer Analyst III, Grade 20

EDP Management Information Specialist, Grade 19

Administrative Assistant I, Grade 13

State Service Intern (c. $27,700).

The following benefits are to be derived from these changes:

• Cost savings of $55,546 ($44,136, $17,700 & $20,n3) by elimination of a PA III, Intern, and

AAI

• Cost avoidance of $52,267 ($39,559 & $12,708) by elimination ofa proposed Info Specialist,

and down grading a proposed PA II to a PA I
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• Off set by adding a Secretary (pay grade 11) for $18,101 and upgrading a PA III to a

Systems Project Manager (pay grade 20 to a 22) at $8,862 difference. or a total added of

$26,963

• Total savings and avoidance. between the current organization chart and the proposed

structure (see exhibit 80. Information Resources Management SectIon. Proposed

Organizational Chart), amounts to $107.913 annually (State funds).

Implementation of this recommendation Involves an administrative decision to reorganize as

suggested, plus submitting one position for reclassification.

• Time frame: Approximately 60 days.
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UTIliZATION Of HUMMI RESOURCE PERSONNEL

The Human Resources SectIon under the Office eX Administration has currently a total eX 11

budgeted poeItIona. Four eX those positions are vacant (888 Exhibit 73, Contracting, General Services and

Human Resources SectIons, Current Organizational Chart). General functions performed by the Human

Resources SectIon are as follows:

• Occupational safety for the department

• Training both technical and administrative personnel

• Serving as the Department EEO and AffIrmative ActIon representative

• Interpret and provide guidance relatlng to employee benefits, EPA and the Human

Resources Management System (HRMS)

• Processing staffing actions and recruitment efforts.

Presently there Is no significant backlog of work to be performed.

The number eX FTEs In an organization Is not a gauge eX the staffing requirement for the

occupational safety function, nor should the safety workSoad vary In proportion to the number eX FTEs. A

significant dispersion eX actlvltles and the number and types eX faclltles wit have a bearing. The future eX

the safety workSoad should tend to be somewhat less, especially If the DEQ continues to move toward

centralization eX personnel and faclltles.

The training programs wIl expand somewhat If the recommendations contained In this report are

approved. It Is our opinion that the training effort wi! require an additional FTE. No measurement was

avalable to quantify the number of annual man-hours required, therefore the addition of another training

officer Is based on our best estimate.
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The personnel support functions are currently authorized six budgeted positions. Two of these

positions were vacant at the start of the study In October 1991 but one was filled at the beginning of 1992.

The section Manager's office Isauthorized three FTEs; the Manager, Administrative Secretaryand

a State ServIce Intern. None of these positions were flied at the time of the study. The Manager position

Is filed by a Unit Supervisor acting for the SectIon Manager.

Becomrnw......-.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and management effectiveness through the

following steps:

• Increase the Training Unit by one Training OffIcer

• Reduce the manager's staff by one FTE, the State ServIce Intern ($17,700)

• Reduce the personnel support staff by two Oarl< Typists (Grade 9 & 10)

• Expand the training program with emphasis on policy and procedures and their application

In the work center, and management training for managers and supervisors.

Implementation of the above recommendations wli result In the following:

• A trained staff of managers and supervisors to handle the complex workload within the

DEQ

• A future savings as the result of better qualified and trained operating personnel

• Reduction of time taken for on-the-job training

• A cost savings of two SecretarIes, Including ERE, of $36,202 ($18,101 X 2 = $36,202)
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• A cost avoidance of a State Service Intern of $17,700 Including ERE

• An additional cost of $39.539 Including ERE for a Training Officer I

• A total savings of $14,363 (State funds)

• Quantifiable savings r88IitJng from an effectJve training program cannot be calculated at this

time.

InUen'wMh'l1

• Process personnel action papers

• Revise organization, policies and procedures as appropriate

• Estimated time frame Is 60 clays.
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION - HUMAN RESOURCE & CONTRACT PROCUREMENT
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BUDGET WORI<I..OAD

Untl recently very few written procedures existed for the budget preparation and control process.

However. a concerted effort is now underway to document such procedures.

Budget forms are distributed to the Assistant Directors eX .ch DMsion. Budget data Is submitted

on forms provided. and reviewed from Section level upward to the Management, Budget and Audit Section.

Office eX Administration. Managers are Interviewed regarding their budget submtssion and deflciendes

noted. If any.

After conferring with the managers. the Budget staff prepares the formal budget request and. after

approval of the Director, the management staff Is briefed on the final product. The budget Is then signed.

entered In the computer and a copy provided to the program managers.

Work In the Budget Unit ~ches a peak twice .ch year, once for the submissions to the Federal

Government (EPA) regarding grants, and once for the State budget cycle. Grant applications are prepared

in the Budget Unit rather the at the program level. Most eX the Information Is provided from the Program

and Planning Unit with some Information that Is In the data base on sp~ sheets. Program personnel

provide data such as outside services, travel and antlclpated equipment purchases.

The Budget Unit indicated that all organization levels down to and Including Section level

participated In the preparation eX the budget. However. Interviews with Section Managers Indicated that

most were unaware eX the contents eX the department budget. Including their own. The DEC budget book

Is prepared In accordance with the Governor's OffIce eX Strategic Planning and Budget (OSPB). There is

no linkage to the DEC Budget Plan and Work Plan. It Is dlfflcUt to cross reference from the OSPB budget

to the Budget and Work Plans. ThIs linkage shcUd be made In order to be able to effectively manage DEC

resources.
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The budgeting function Is not solely performed by the Budget Unit. Much eX the preliminary

budget work Is done by personnel within the DEQ OffIces eX Water. Air and Waste. Their data Is

consolidated at the Budget Unit level.

Preparing grant applications In DEQ Is normally the responsibIlty eX the work center benefitting

from the grant or management eX the grant effort. The program (work center) area Is more famllar with the

objecttve eX a grant than the Budget Office. Including the funding requirements.

Workload within the Budget Unit does appear to keep all assigned personnel galnfUly employed.

Two FTEs are performing the basic budgeting workload whle the rest are engaged In special projects and

assignments. reviewlng task assignment. spread sheet changes to the Work Plan. and various automation

projects.

A comparison was made with other Budget OffIces In state service responsible for a slmUar

monetary value. number of grants of all types and staffing. Based on this comparison the DEQ Budget Unit

is over-staffed by at least two positions.

We recommend a greater effIclency and management effectiveness through the following steps:

• AssIgn the responslbillty for preparing grant appilcatJons to the program eX primary Interest

or benefit

• Revise the Budget Plan and Work Plan to ensure compatibllty and linkage with the Budget

Books

• Reduce the budgeted positions from six to four by eliminating the AAJ and Admin. Budget

Intern

• Reorganize the current Management, Budget and Audit section to reflect only the

supervisory position and four subordinates (see exhibit 82. Management and Budget

Section. Proposed Organizational Chart).
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Implementation of the above recommendations will result In the following:

• Grant applications wII be completed by program personnel most tamlJar with requirements

of the project and having the most technical expertise

• The Budget Book, Budget Plan and Work Plan will be linked together, easing the effort of

cross referencing, and a possible elimination of the Budget Plan

• A savings In salary and ERE of $40,880 per year ($16,618 X 2 = $33,236 X 1.23 = $40,880)

State funds.

• Revise organization structure and manual

• Revise policies and procedures documents

• Process personnel action documents

• Estimated time frame Is 60 days.
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DEPARTMENT mENVIRONMENTAL QUAI.JTY

RULES DRAFTING RECOMMENDATIONS



RI! ffl DRAFTING

The Rules Development Section has three functions. These functions are to develop rule

packages. asaist In legal compliance enforcement Issues, and to develop agency policies. The overall

mission of the SectIon Is "to keep regulatory development goIng.-

The SectIon Is currently authorized 15 FTEs, Including the SectIon Manager. Presently one
position Is vacant. Four of the five ASO II and both of the P & PS II positions are directly Involved In the

rules drafting process (see EXhibIt 83, OffIce of the Director. Current Organizatlonll Chart).

exhibit 84. List of Certified Rules. Indicates that 26 rule packages have been developed and

adopted since 1987. HClNever. there are stll46 more packages to be developed as of this writJng.

The present DEO plan Is to get approximately seven packages drafted and adopted this coming

year.DEO employs two distinct processes. one Informal and voluntary (a DEO aetfvlty). and the other being

the formal. legal state process used by all agencies In state government (see exhibit 85. Rules Development

- Informal and Formal Process, FICIN Chart). The formal, legal process Is Initiated when the package Is

submitted to the Governor's OffIce of Strategic Planning and Budget (OSPB) as shown In the fiCIN chart.

Program staff. In the Informal process, do much of the leg work Involving the research required

to draft a rule. Sometimes there Is no BXlsting precedent such as federal regulation.

Since approximately seven rule packages wli be processed next year, prioritization of the 46 rule

packages (RP) restricts the number of rough draft RPs which can be received and finished for the legal

process. It requires an average of approximately 40 Rules SectIon man-hours to develop an RP submitted

by program staff and develop It to the point where It can be presented for public (Informal) review.

ApproxImately 75% of the rough draft proposals are submitted to the public In this InfonnaI review

process prior to drafting both the legal draft (which wi go before the Governor's Regulatory Review CouncI

(GRRC) ) and the Economic Impact Statement (EIS). ApproxImately five public meetings are held each year.

Each public meeting requires approximately 40 man-hours of effort, Including the one day meeting Itself.
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Once the public meeting has been held and the results of the meeting have been tabUated and

reviewed internally by the A.G.s, It requires an average of approximately 160 man-hours to draft and review

the RP, and 160 man-hours to complete an average E.I.S.

Drafting RPs generally require more time when:

• There are no state or federal regulation precedents, or If the legislature has passed a very

broad and non-deflnltlve statute, and

• When the GRRC rejects an RP as a resUt c:A the formal public comments. Redrafting and

resubmitting the rule through another lengthy legal process Is then required. The Informal

process c:A voluntary public comment Is designed to prevent these rejectJons. and In DEQ's

case It does that 90% of the time.

Comparing DEQ's manpower (see exhibit 83, Office of the Director, Current Organizational Chart)

with staffing used by other agencies to draft RPs for the formal, legal process (even for agencies which are

faced with frequent updates of RPs), DEQ's staffing appears to be high. For example, at DEQ's present ftJl

time staff and Rules completion pace, It wli require another seven years to complete the currently identified

Rules at a cost of $1,911,000 (see exhibit 83, OffIce of the Director, Current Organizational Chart). By

contrast, most other agencies do not employ a full time RP writer.

An unquantlftable change Involves modifying the legal process (see exhibit 85, Rules Development

- Informal and Formal Process, Flow Chart) whereby the Attorney General (A.G.) may reject the RP after

formal public comment because It differs from the Intent of the RP as published In the -Notice of Proposed

Adoptlon.-

legislation dealing with the envtronment Is often too broad and non-specIfIc as enacted. When

statutes are written In more specIftc language, there Is less requirement for rule-rnak1ng. Enforcement can

refer to either the Bt.at1.H or a rule, but I referring to a statute, that statute must be UIIcIendy apecific. DEQ

has a legislative IIaI&on In the OffIce c:A Public Affairs who shoUd be used to effect Improved legia&ation by

focusing on this opportunity for obtaining specificity In legislation.
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Recomnw....••

The foIlCMing Is recommended:

• 81minate the vacant AS.C. II position and replace It with an Economist (a wuh-out)

• 81mlnate the Secretary and transfer IPS II to the Secretary position

• Require a fully detaled rough draft from program staff (more than just a concept) for the

rUes drafting staff

• SChedule the Informal public meetings to handle more than one RP. or related subjects

thereby reducing the number held each year

• Revise the GRRC system. with taxpayer cost In mind

when a RP results In some change from the published proposed format, allow It to

be changed and sent on through the legal process

require AG. certIfIcatlon to be done when the RP Is prepared and revI8YIed by the

AG., rather than after the Director adopts the rUe. since at that time the AG. can

stII reject the RP. further reducing elapsed time In the GRRC process

• DEC should. through Its legislative liaison and the rUe drafting staff and In concert with

house and senate environment committees. focus on a cost saving approach to produce

more specific legislation which wi! result In requirement for fewer rUes.

• Elimination eX a Secretary wi! result In approximately $17.800 savings (State funds)

• Improving the Informal and formal processes wli result a In gained efficiency In completing

the rUes adoption requirements prior to the seven years anticipated under the present

budgeted position plan.
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•

•

•

Prepare necessary personnel documents to eliminate the position

Revise the GRRC System per recommendations

Time frame: ApproxImately 12 months.
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EXHIBIT 84

certified Rules [As of January 31, 1992]

Aquifer Boundary [effective date 10/22/87]

Pesticide Dispute Resolution [effective date 8/27/87]

Operator Certification [effective date 10/23/87]

Hazardous Waste 86 [certification date 5/26/87]

WQARF Administration [effective date 12/18/87]

NSPS/NESHAPS 86 [effective date 2/26/88]

Pesticide Numeric Values [effective date 5/10/88]

Public Participation [effective date 7/7/88]

Vehicle Emission [effective date 8/1/88]

Operator Certification Fees [effective date 11/30/88]
. .

Rule Transfer [certification date 11/30/88]

Water Supply Systems [effective date 6/30/89]

Aquifer Boundary Public Participation [effective date 6/29/89]

Aquifer Protection Permit [effective date 9/27/89]

Repeal of WQCC Rules [certification date 10/10/89]

Hazardous Waste 87 [effective date 10/11/89]

Discharge to Wells [effective date 10/19/89]

Aquifer Water Quality Standards [effective date 1/4/90]

Subdivision Violations [effective date 4/2/90]

Vehicle Emission Loaded Test [effective date 9/19/90]

Phase I Air Quality [effective date 9/26/90]

APP Agricultura~ General Permit [effective date 1/4/91]

State Revolving Fund [effective date 5/31/91]

Water Supply Systems II [effective date 8/8/91]

Hazardous Waste 90 [effective date 8/14/91]

UST Excise Tax (effective date 12/26/91]
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MANHOURS REQUIREP IN INFORMAL PROCESS

FOR RULE PACKAGE APOPIION PER R,P.

1) Development c:A concept or rough draft for Informal Public review 40 hours

2) Development c:A meeting place, advertise. travel and meeting time 40 hours

3) Legal Draft RP 160 hoyrs average Economic Impact Statement (EIS) 160 hours average

4) TOTAL HOURS REQUIREP: 400 MANHOURS

DEQ - 280
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DEC LABORATORY SERVICES

Although DEC uses the servtces a several labs to process thek' samples, the vast majority a their

sample volume Is processed by the Department a H88Ith S8Mces (DHS) lab. ThIs volume amounts to

nearty $1,000,000 annually.

Currently DEC pays for the services they receive from DHS In two different ways:

• Memorandum a Understanding (M.O.U.)

• Contract.

The M.O.U. originated approximately six years ago when DEC emerged as a separate department

from DHS. It was agreed at that time that DEC should have a share a the DHS lab budget. Each year DEC

and DHS meet to work out the M.O.U. amount. Last year the M.O.U. amount agreed upon was

approximately $428,000 In lab services.

Per our Interviews. In order to get the total value of the M.O.U. In seMcea, DEC must keep the

sample volume up. but It cannot exceed the volume that DHS has the ability to process. The time period

In which DEC Is most likely to deliver samples to DHS Is the same time period In which DHS has the most

volume to process, since they also do their CMT1 work, 88 well 88 work for other agencies. At the present

time DEC programs frequently have to schedule their fleId monitoring and sample gathering work around

the DHS lab's ability to process the samples.

Entire DEC programs scheduling their aetlvltles around another agency's agenda, rather than

around Internal program needs, Is not l'888OI18ble when, according to our Information, the costs a other

laboratory seMcea are either equal to or 1888 than those a DHS.

Last year. 88 In almost wary previous year, DEC received approximately $100,000 1888 In services

than the amount actually agreed upon. In the first quarter (alone) a this year, the negative difference was
$50,000.
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R8COI'I'1I1W.....!.
We recommend the following:

• CEO request all d their portion d laboratory funds be allocated directly from the legislature,

for them to manage along with their other budgeted funds

• CEO can then treat their laboratory· C08ta u a management variable cost, and look for

alternatives which may resUt In better service at equal or lower cost.

• $100,000 additional In CEO's laboratory budget

• The opportunity to Improve effectiveness d work activity sched~lng

• The opportunity to Improve services at equal or lower cost.

• Propose to the legislature to appropriate CEO's portion of the CHS Laboratory budget to

DEO

• Time frame approximately 12 months.

CEO - 282
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POUQES. PROCEDURES. TlWNNG. MMfAGEMfNT IUd PERSONte,

Interviews with aU levels 01 management revealed that there Is a lack 01 department policies,

procedU1'88 and a formal or Informal training program, management controts, plus there are numerous

personnel problems which adversely effect efflciency and 8ffectIveness 01 DEQ op8I1ItIons..

The Department 01 Environmental Quality (DEQ) Is a relatively newagency, having been sepBIBt8d

from the Department 01 Health ServIces (DHS) approximately six years ago. Although some 01 the beak:

activities performed by DEQ remain the same 88 when the DEQ was a part of DHS, some new programs

have been added and emphasis and prlorftles were altered In keeping with both Federal and State

requirements.

Policies have been slow In developing resUting In some confusion at the worker level. Since

policies are the governing direction In organizations they set the Initial premise on which procedures are

developed. Emphasis shoUd be placed on establishing a DEQ policy manual where all such documents

can be placed and made avaIabIe to the entire staff. ThIs manual may then form the guidelines from which

operating procedures can be developed.

Operating procedures define the aetlvltles or work element to be performed and specHles the

step-by-step process for completing the activity within the work center. During our Interview phase 01 this

study, it was discovered that only four Units within the department had such written procedures. New

employees were given on-the-job training by their supervisor using verbal Instructions. In some cases,

supervisors were so newly assigned on the Job that the employees were on their own to leam processes

88 best they could. The rapid tumtwer and hiring pace for the expanding organization created additJonal

problems In having a well trained and stable work force.

The situation outlined above Is also the I'8880I'l that check lists for field work and office reviews

have not been fully Implemented. Check lists were evident In only two 01 the Units. These lists are an aid

to personnel to ensure that a standardized process Is followed which covers all necessary points 01

inspection and review.
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The OeQ training program Is In Its embryonic stage and Is staffed with one FTE. Training

requirements are In the process of being established. OffIce and Section Managers need to work more

closely with the Training OffIcer In order to determine the specJfIc needs of the staff and operational

organizations. Once the needs have been identified and prioritized, the Training OffIcer can then prepare

speciftc programs to meet those needs. A high priority shWd be assigned this effort because of the lost

produetMty experienced under the preen over-the-ehoUder method of anpIoyee training.

ConsIdering the lost time on the part of both the Supervisor and employee under the present

situation, sub8tantiaI savings wli accrue with an effective program. We were unable to quantify savings In

this area. however, when considering that during a six month on-the-job training period the employee wi!

be only 50% productive and wi! require at least 10% of the supervisors' time, and an average salary with

fringe benefits of $39,559 potential savings Is approximately $9,890 per employee, plus approximately $2,000

of supervisory time. Total costs of OJT cannot be quantified, since the total number trained was unknown.

We encountered very few Instances where SectIon and Unit managers knew the make-up and

amount of their budgets. The budget process began at the lower levels where managers wolid estimate

their basic requirements, principally with respect to staffing and travel. As the process flowed upward,

contact with the estimator was lost In the consolidation process at SectIon, OffIce and Olrector levels. Upon

completion of the budget process the information as to final budgetary amounts did not flow back down the

management chain. Status reporting Is done at the lower levels, however, there Is nothing to evaluate

progress against. No trends are calctiated against which to measure effectiveness. OeQ has recently

instituted a practice to Involve the managers to a greater extent and to provide a coordination and

management reporting process.

One of the major Impediments to efficient and effective operations Is the lack of a stable work

force and the constraints placed on highly qualified technical employees. Under the present state personnel

system It Is not possible to pay these Individuals a competitive salary without assigning them to a

supervisory or management position. There Is no recognition of the value of persons within a high level of

technicat expertise to the Department's mission. They are forced to accept management positions In order

to advance In pay. The r8Slit Is a technical person In an administrative position with which they are not

happy.

In this scenario we have a poor supervisor In place and have lost an outstanding technical person.

Some engineering types want to change careers, but they appear to be In the minority. Industry has

recognized their dlemma and has established a -dual career path- concept. This has solved the problems

OeQ·284
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mentioned above by providing upward mobIlty for not only managers but technical personnel as well. The

technical person Is paid according to his/her value In the technical discipline. as Is the manager according

to his/her management expertlse.

We recommend achieving a greater efflciency and management effectIvenes8 through the

following steps:

• Complete a Policy Manual at the earliest possible date

• Prepare and publish standard operating procedures 88 soon 88 possible

• Establish work standards. or reasonable expectations, wherever possible

• Prepare training materials for newly assigned personnel for use In the on-the-Job

training period

• Prepare or obtain course materials for formal training sessions In the various

speciaJtles

• Establish or provide for management training for both mid and upper level managers

• EstabIIsh·a budget review process to Include aJlleveis of management from Unit level

upward

• Provide the Section and Unit Managers a copy of their budgets 88 approved

• Provide a meuurement control process whereby all submlasion8 and changes to

budgets are thoroughly coordinated with all managers effected

• In concert with the Department of AdmlnJstratJon. prepare the necessary posJtJon

descriptions reflecting a dual career path for technICal personnei within DeQ.
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NOTE: This subject Is also being addressed by a special study group ~ Project SUM, who wli

be provided a copy ~ these recommendations.

Implementation ~ the above recommendations wli I'8lUt In the following:

• All department personnel wli have a clear understanding ~ the goals, objectives and

mission ~ the organization

• Personnel wli have available the detaled procedures followed In performing their jobs

and wi! provide a ready reference durtng their training period

• On-the-job training time wit be reduced making th8 employee more productive at an

eertler date

• Employees wli be able to cross train Into related specialties In minimum time. having

course materIaJs ready tor reference

• A broader based staff allowing for Increased utBlzatlon ~ personnel, and the

capablity for special assignments as the need arise

• Managers trained In the principles and functions ~management, adding to their value

In addition to their technical expertise

• DEO managers wit have knowledge ~ their budgetary resources with which to do

an effective job ~ managing their organizations

• Technical personnel wli have the option to follow a technical career path or

management career path, and be fairly compensated In either one

DEO·286
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• Reduction of turnover In the technical positions, thereby Increasing produetMty.

The estimated time line for Implementation of these recommendations Is 12 months to:

• Prepare current policies and procedures manuals and publish

• Prepare training manuals

• Prepare budget guidance and preparation documents

• Develop position Description Questionnaires (PDQ).
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PRCMPING DEQ WITH STAfF AJIORNEYS

Considerable amounts of legal work are routinely carried on by the Department of EnvIronmental

Quality. All of their enforcement actions are subject to legal nMew of some degree. Any actions being

prepared for the courts (injunctions, cIvI penalties aaseurnents, etc.) required nMew by staff of the state

Attorney General.

We are advised that approximately twenty-flve percent (25%) of the Drinking Water compliance

actions result In an adual compliance order Issuance, signed by the agency Director, and at that time

requiring Involvement of the Attorney General's staff.

Other areas of DEQ s1mlarly refer their enforcement adlons tor legal review at that level. For

these services there are a designated number of AssIstant Attorneys General designated to handle DEQ

adivities. In addition, outside legal counsel Is 0ccaslonaily obtained.

Irnrw;t

The department pays $372,000 per year for the dedicated time of these Assistant Attorneys

General. The various Divisions have lists of Assistant Attorneys General which they use for their type-specIfIc

issues (In one area we were shown a list of nine identified attorneys, but were told those assignments are

frequently changed.

Although these attorneys are supposedly designated specifically to DEQ needs and Issues, we

are told that, In reality:

• There may be as little as one-haIf to thr8e-qUBrt8l'S ofa day in which that service Is avaIabIe

• The attorney assignments are constanIIy changing, with the need for DEQ to "train­

the newly assigned attorneys regarding the nuances of environmental Iasue8 with

which they wli be working, resUtlng In significant losses of time

• The Attorney Generalis responsible for assigning priorities for these designated attorneys,

not the Department of Environmental Quality.

DEQ - 288

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Because of these dual-supervisory structures, time Is lost In waiting for the attorneys response

to issues which have been submitted, waiting for them to become familar with the particular Issues Involved

In the different types of environmental concerns, and In the added needs for cover letters, memos and mal

transmission time and costs for the packages requiring review.

Although we did not obtain data showing the total cost of all services noYI provided by the office

of the Attorney General, as well as the prtvate counsel costs being Incurred, those specifically identified

costs for A.G. services are signlflcanl

We therefore recommend the following:

• The Department of EnvIronmental Cuality be authorized to employ two full time Attorney Ills,

at a (mld-range) computed saJary package of $52,150 each, a total of $104,300

• That DEC be relieved of the statutory reqUired to secure legal services from the Attorney

General

• That employment of these attorneys be gauged to obtain persons with specific skils In the

areas of environmental law

• That the four Legal AssIstants being transferred In other recommendations In this Report

be assigned to these Attorneys In an OffIce of Legal Counsel

• Reserve approximately $120,000 appropriated funds to purchase legal counsel from the

Attorney GeneraJ for litigation cases.

The beneftts to be secured through implementation of this recommendation Include:

• Enhancement of the generaJ counsel services to DEC, responsive to the Director's priorities
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• Faster and more efficient legal counsel service to DEC

• Day-to-day legal advice being a staff function within DEC

• Savings d $147.700 (State funds). by hiring two pay grade 22 Attorney 11I1 at a combined

salary package d $104.300. and eliminating the $372.000 payment to the AG.

I!IIlIImMMhA

Implementation d this recommendation wli require:

• Amending AR.S. 49-103.8. which requires D.E.C. to utlize the services of the state Attorney

General

• Authorizing DEC to utlize those presently designated funds now going to the AG. to hire

the recommended attorneys

• Retain the terminology of AR.S. 45-109.G by which the Department Is permitted also to hire

legal counsel. as Is allowed numerous other state agencies

• Time frame: Approximately 6 months.
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DEPARTMENT ORGANZADQN SJRUCTURE. PEQ

Except for the OffIce d Administration, the present organization structure for DEQ Is designed

to rafted topical aetMtles rather than function, I.e., water quality, air quality and waste. The resUt d this

type of arrangement Is a parallel devolution d like functions, In each d the topical areas such 88

Inspections, compliance, permits, assessment. monitoring, evaluations, etc.

The broad fteId d environmental engineering prepares the specialist for duty In all three topics

mentioned above. In the operating environment as presently organized, the exercise d the specialties Is

restricted to one topic rather than the broader spectrum for which they were trained. For those entering the

environmental fteId without academic training as engineers, the specialist learns only one area d expertise

and Is limited to operating within the confines d that toplcal and functional area. In these cases a person

working In the water area has no opportunity to broaden their knowledge by working In air quality even

though the technologlcaJ bridge between the two Is not that dlfflcUt to cross. General procadures and

processes are similar In all three topics.

The present topical organization results In the following:

• A limitation Is placed on the environmental specialist restricting this person to dealing with

only one function In one area d environmental aetlvltles, such.as permits regarding air

quality

• The utllzatIon d the persons In the situation as above places restraints on the application

d those persons' expertise, confining them to only a small area d environmental problems

rather than ~obaI Issues

• Upward mobIlty d Individuals Is restricted In that the broadening d the teehnoIoglcaI

experience base Is not possible, thus the person Is unprepared to meet a higher level d

responsibllty
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• There Is a dlution c:I responsIbilties In the current situation that resUts In treating only one

aspect c:I one topic, rather than transcending all three topics

• The present organization resUts In confusion among the permit applicants and In many

cases, exasperation. As an mcample, a manufacturer needing a permit to construd and

operate his facllty may well have to deel with three different offIc8Iln DEQ, and In some

cases many more

• In addition. the applicant may a180 have to deBI with I8Y8I1II other lItat8 agencies. such as

the CorporatIon CommIs8Ion, Revenue Department. R98I Estate Department, etc.

In order to be responsive to the public we sI"loUd, whenever possible, provide one central point

of contact within an agency, to handle all the needs c:I the applicant. If It Is permits, all such documents

required by DEQ should be avalable In one place and from one staff group. The same holds true for

compliance, Inspections, monitoring, and 80 forth.

A functionally organized agency can best respond to the public needs. regardless c:I the topic

covered. I.e., water, air or waste.

Recomnw"'.
Due to the time constraints placed on the Project SUM review of DEQ, we were unable to

adequately address this Issue. However, we feel that an In-depth review sI"loUd be undertaken, to assess

• the feasibllty c:I an entire agency restructuring along funetlonallines. This could very well be done as a part,

or at the same time, as the Implementation phase of the SUM effort.

BenefIts to be acquired from this Recommendation Include:

• Broadening c:I employee Job experience, which wi! have the effect c:I an employee being

well versed In the tecMology associated with envtronmentaI Issues

• Employee utllzatIon wli be enhanced since staff may work on all topical Issues In their

functional areas
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• A brO&der based employee Is better equipped to ascend the career ladder. being better

schooled in the processes relating to the total effort or mission c:A the agency (a concern

of the present Director was promot8bl1lty and career ladder opportunities for his staff)

• Provision c:A a central point c:A contact for the public. regardless c:A the type c:A service.

license or permit required. saving a considerable amount c:A time and relieving frustrations

and poor public relations.

Implementation of this Recommendation wli require a Team being granted far more time to

perform an in-depth evaluation of the current staff. to reconfigure it against the proposed new structure of

a Division of Permits. a DMsion of Compliance. and a DMslon of Support ActMtIes (or some similar

terminologies).

Evaluating the dUplicated services which would stll remain after such a reorganization were

accomplished needs eatefU consideration. without being rushed against an established time line. although

the task - given a Team which is properly staffed and motivated - shoUd be capable of accomplishment

within six months to one year.
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WORK STNIlARDS I V«)RK MEASUREMENTS

During this study there was no evidence ~ any kind ~ work or job standards being used to

control the ftow. timing and staffing~work assignments. All staffing requirements have been based on the

best estimates ~ management personnel using put experience as guidelines. To date there has been no

work measurement program from which standards can be developed using accepted Industrial engineering

processes and practices.

The lack ~ work and staffing standards deprives the manager ~ any kind ~ gauge with which

to:

• Determine the efficiency ~ a unit

• Determine staffing requirements scientifically

• Establish a basis on which future manpower may be calculated, and

• Determine manpower budget requirements

• Measure the performance ~ the employee.

Most of the activities and tasks performed In DEQ lend themsetves to being meuured. The

Issuance ~ permits. Inspections, ensuring compliance. testing and monitoring In all three OffIces (Water.

Waste and Air) are measurable. The paper handling proces881 In the Comptroller's OffIce. being repetitive

In nature. are ee.sIy measured. There are a number ~ measurement techniques utlized successftjly In

slmDar operations throughout government and Industry organizations. DEQ activities are not beyond the

scope ~ measurement or outside the axiom that aone cannot manage that which cannot be measured.a

Put experience with work meuurement studies has shown that there II a 15% Ir'npro\wnent In

operational effectiveness In those organizations where work measurement techniques have been applied and

work standards established. AsIde from managerial and secretarial positions. we believe that about 170
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positions can be subjected to work measurement standards. The balance cj the positions are excluded.

initially, due to the technical nature of the work.

Work standards may be set for key tasks or activities down to the task element level for

producUon atandarda. In the Instance of CEQ a standard for key tasks, such as In8pectIona completed or

plans reviewed and apprcwed. should suffice. The same level should be appropriate for paper handling

aetMtles. It is essential under good management practices to institute some form of work measurement

program.

RecomnwM·.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and management effectiveness through the

following steps:

• Upon completion of this Phase I SUM effort, and the recommendations being Implemented.

a work measurement program be established

• Major work tasks be identified by measurements which reallstJcally gauges pertormance

• Establish work standards on reasonable expectations.

Implementation of the above recommendations wli resUt In the following:

• A defendable basis on which to justify manpower budgets

• Abasis on which to grade the efficiency and effectiveness of Individual organ1zationai units

• A scientlftc basis on which current and future staffing requirements may be established

• Work standards which wi! indicate employee work output expectations

• A basis on which to measure employee pertormance
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• Upon Implementation, an expected Increase In productivity of approximately 15% shoUd

be realized. This wllreslit In an additional savings of approximately 26 FTEs which, when

translated to budget amounts to $1,040,000 per year, Including ERE (26 FTEs X $40,000 =
$1,040,000). These FTEs are not reflected In the recommended organization chart, but wli

be reftected In the anticipated long term savings.

IIIIP-YWM'....

• Implement changes

• Establish Initial standards

• Review with employees

• Establish working standards

• Revise staffing levels as appropriate

• Estimated time line Is 6 months.
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REQUIREMENT FOR SIAMlARPIZEP POUCYjPROCEDURE

Whle conducting Interviews within the AIr Quality and Waste Programs Divisions, It was observed

there are very few written Department Policies or Procedures designed to Instruct staff as to the appropriate

manner In which to perform their functions.

Many thick mant.BIa of E.PA reguIatIona, and many established -Rules- (ArIzona Administrative

Code Rules) exist. with many more Rules currently In d8V8lopment.

However. the situation appears. as one engineer described It, to be that each staff determines

essentially on their own or by questioning other staff how to proceed on a given Issue. what answers to

present to the public who may be making an Inquiry. or where to direct clients to receive the best, most

efficient services.

• Clients are given differing responses to their Inquiries. dependent upon which staff person

may be contacted

• ConfusIon exists on the part of the served public (and seemingly on the part of much staff

also) regarding just what Is required of them In any given situation. or whom they need to

contact to obtain clarification.

Recorrmw..••

We recommend taking the following actlona:

• Create a standardized Policy Manual which wII govern thole Issues relevant to a

Department of this size and nature

• Ensure the Policies contained therein are partIcuIar1y specific to the responses and

dlrectlona which wli be provided to the public
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• Provide adequate dlstributJon d Policy Mam.als throughout all Olvislons, SectIons and Units

d the Department 80 as to ensure access by all staff

• establish Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) based upon these Policies by which staff

wli be guided In the answers provided to members d the public making inquiries to the

Department

Include sufficient dlr8ctlves In the SOPs to ensure all engineering expectations d the

public. and the processing d documents Impaet!ng the public, are managed In

essentially the same style for all clients.

The beneftts of Implementing these recommendations will Include:

• A more consistent style of Interaction with the public

• A better Informed staff as to how they are to respond to public Inquiries. schedule their

work load. and the standards by which they wli make work requirements known to their

customers

• Improved public relations, restitlng In a more cooperative Interaction with customers

• Lessened number of complaints received, and needing response.

ImderMMIoo

Implementation steps are essentially identified within the -Recommendations- section dthis Point.

• TIme frame: ApproxImately 6 months.
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NEED FOR SEfMCE-ORIENTED. CUSTOMER CQNCERNED AUIDJDE

Throughout the Interviews conducted within the Air Quality DMsJon. and some beyond that

Division. we have observed a general lack eX reel concern for the clients (the regLUted community.

businesses) eX the Department eX EnvironmentaJ .Quality.

For example. during one Interview when a staff stated a strong resistance to accepting a

backlogged workload eX other staff In order to assist In bringing assignments current. he was questioned

about the effect eX these backlogs on the customer. His response. after a consJderable pause. was ·Oh.

I guess we do need to think eX them.·

ActivIties charged to the Department as a major part of their responslblltles are being slowed

down (e.g., Issuance eX permits In the various divisions; review of applications for various aetMtJes), thus

creating these backlogs On part; staffing Issues from the past have also signlflcanUy Impaded on that

situation). More Importantly, the public's view of and attitude toward this regulatory agency Is Impaded In

a very negative manner.

RecormwtW-.

We recommend the following actions be taken:

• Immediately Initiate a continuing Inf0rmatlonai campaign. from the Dlredor's office down

through all management stnIdUres, Impressing upon staff the necessity eX a c1Ient-focused

work attitude

• Initiate a training program designed for regular delivery. promoting the necessity eX being

concerned for client Issues and considerations

• Ensure that Policies and Procedures reIIect this arlee1tatJon. by establishing work sched~e

requirements to prevent long delays In responding to client contacts.
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The benefits of Implementing these recommendations will Include:

• Improved Image 01 the Depertment In the eyes 01 the client public

• Improved cooperation from that dlentele In all transactions with the Depertment

• lBYeled work loed demands and lessening 01 frustrations. resUtIng from the Improved

cooperation anticipated

• Fewer number of complaints channeled through the Governor's office directed at the

Department.

Implementation is essentially delineated In the -Recommendations- section above, and requires

simply:

• Initiation of the communique system from the Director's office

• Implementation of the training program

• Emphasis, through AssIstant Directors and SectIon Managers, on the Inclusion 01

appropriate policy, procedure and work directive to ensure these concerns are met

Time line for ImpiernentatJon may be very short, with top management sharing these

concerns - approximately 2 months.
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ESTABUSHMENI OF A CENTRAL PLNNNG OFFICE

Cumd S"1IIfIm

Most of the formal planning function Is performed within the three areas of air, water and waste.

Two of the Offices have a SectIon or Unit specIf\caIIy designated 88 Planning: the Offtce of AJr Quality and

the Office of Water Quality. The third 81'88, the Offlce of Waste Programs, has no designated planning unit.

The principal effort at the OffIce level Is devoted to preparing the DEQ Work Plan. Very little

planning gUidance Is Issued from the top except that associated with what Is referred to as the "Strategic

Plan.· which Is related to the budget. Primary programs are not developed on a long term basis, making

It difficult to project resource requirements over a five year period, as a minimum.

The absence of a formal, long range plan and phased program leaves the Director and senior

mangers without firm goals and objectives with which to guide the organization from It's currently recorded

status to some established point In the future. The r88lJt Is the maneuvering of the organization from one

crisis to another. There can be no consistency In effectively managing the resources without Identifiable

landmarks from which to assess programs against their goals and objectives. Further there Is no gauge with

which to measure the performance of the organization.

This Issue Is briefly discussed In the Recommendation ·Program Coordlnatlon-Certiftcatlon

Section-Placement,• which provides the manpower resources to staff a central planning oItIce. A total of

five FTEs are made avalable tor this purpose.

The general functions of the planning organization would be to prepare a long range projection

of the workload to be performed, the supporting resources such 88 equipment, materials and faclltles, all

of which are to be translated In terms of budgets. A further function Is to translate guidance and

requirements from EPA Into operating schedLjes and to prepare the FY Programs to be presented to the

Governor's Office and State legislature, and to provide the basis on which the annual budgets may be

calculated.
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In addition, this offlce would be responsible for program adjustments as effected by changes In

budgets and other resource avallabllty. Other functions such as reporting program status and progress to

senior management would also be performed.

Recomnw.....

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and management effectiveness through the

foIlowingateps:

• Establish a central planning office within DEQ und.. the Deputy Director

• Provide atafflng for this office by utllzlng positions made avalable from the office of Watw

Quality

• Approve the organization assignment (see exhibit 82, Management and Budget SectIon,

Proposed Organizational Chart).

Implementation of the above recommendations wli resUt In the following:

• The Director and senior management staff will be provided a documented plan which will

Incfude the basic goals and objectJves of the Department from a centralized office

• The entire Department can benefit from guidelines which transcend all functional and topical

areas

• There wII be a central point of contact from which all plans and program data wli be

avaIabIe

• Coordination of planning, guidance and data wII be effected from one place, Inu1ng that

all such data Is completely reviewed, understood, and not conftlctlng or at cross purposes

between the operating oIfIcea
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• No additional posItIona wli be required In that the Plans and Programs OffIce can be staffed

from manpower resources already avalable within the Department

• Budgets may be fully supported by coordinated and approved programs formed Into a

cohesive Departmental management position or policy

• It. coordinated translation c;A Federal and State mandates as affeds the total Department or

Its Integral parts.

The time line to Implement the recommendations Is estimated approximately 60 days to:

• Process personnel transfer documents

• Revise personnel services reporting codes as appropriate

• Revise policies, procedures and organization structure

• Revise organization manuals to reflect assignment c;A function Including mission and goals.
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PLACEMENT OF AUDIT FUNC110NS

The IntemIII audit organization Is located as a unit under the Management, Budget and Audit

Section d the OffIce d Administration (see Exhibit 68, Management, Budget & Information Resources

Management SectIons, Current Organizational Chart).

As d January 1, 1992 ttwe were three FTEs authorized for the audit functions. One position was

vacant. The functions performed are the same as neBI1y all Internal auditing organizations, whether they are

in the governmental or the private sector. The general auditing functions cover such topical areas as

financial performance and compliance. The DEQ auditing organization also performs other duties such as

special investigations and studies.

Most of the auditing workload In DEQ Is related to the OffIce of Administration's financial

functions. The generally accepted auditing practice Is that audits be performed at arms length from the

SUbject audited. In the case of DEQ this arms length posture does not exist, since the auditing unit Is under

the same manager as are the comptroller units being audited.

The less-than-arrns-length relationship between auditor and the audit subject could allow

unacceptable bias into the audit practice. In other words a manager can audit himself/herself. The current

situation does not allow the Director to insure accurate and unbiased evaluation of his department. This is

not to say that the present organizational assignment of the audit function has created any problems, and

no evidence was found which might so Indicate. However, the safeguards against this poasIbIlty sI"IoUd

be in place and Is the primary reuon that the auditor normally reports to the Director.

We recommend achieving a greater efficiency and utlizatlon of personnel through the following

steps:

• Transfer the Auditing Unit functions from the OffIce of Administration to the Deputy

Director's OffIce
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• Transfer three FTE positions from Administration to the Deputy Directors OffIce to perform

the audit functions.

Implementation of the above recommendations wit resUt In the following:

• The Director wit be assured that the auditing functions are performed at anna length

• Any possible bias or Influence that could exist from the present assignment within

Administration wli be minimized or eliminated

• The manager of the OffIce of Administration wli be relieved of the task of auditing hlmsetf

• The credibility of the audit reports wli be s1gnlflcanUy enhanced by the Independence of the

audit function.

Estimated time line tor implementation Is 30 days requiring:

• Processing appropriate personnel actions

• U~t1ng cost center codes for reporting

• U~ng policies and procedures

• Revising organization and functions manuals.
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