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SUMMARY

An evaluation of the US Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) National
Petroleum Refinery Program demonstrates how choosing performance measures that do
not measure program impacts can lead to uncertainty about results. Public reports on the
petroleum refinery program claimed that the program eliminated 200,000 tons of pollutants
from the air surrounding refineries every year. However, USEPA and refineries reported
predicted emissions reductions instead of actual reductions achieved. Moreover, USEPA
did not actually know how much pollution participating companies had eliminated. USEPA
claimed the program a success based on the modeling of predicted emissions reductions,
most of which would not occur for 10 years or more, and the number of companies patrtic-
ipating in the program. This case study demonstrated the challenge program managers
face in choosing performance measures that clearly connect outputs, intermediate out-
comes, and end outcomes. Enforcement personnel must demonstrate that their program
improved compliance within the targeted population, or that the risk posed by the popula-
tion decreased. Given the challenge of choosing measures that capture the data most
indicative of a program’s relative success or failure, the USEPA Office of Inspector Gener-
al (OIG) developed a list of key assessment questions for performance measures so that
program managers can improve their performance measurement schemes. Thereafter, the
OIG recommends for testing the key assessment questions by evaluating sample enforce-
ment programs in the spring of 2005.

1 INTRODUCTION Petroleum Refinery Compliance Program

could be improved to better demonstrate

In this paper, we discuss the impor-
tance of performance measurement for
environmental enforcement and compli-
ance programs and outline criteria for
developing and assessing performance
measures. We discuss how performance
measurement for the USEPA National

program outcomes (based primarily on the
22 June 2004 USEPA Office of the Inspec-
tor General evaluation report EPA Needs to
Improve Tracking of National Petroleum
Refinery Compliance Program Progress
and Impacts, Report No. 2004-P-00021).
Finally, we describe a set of key questions
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for assessing existing performance meas-
ures and performance measurement suites
developed for environmental enforcement
and compliance programs, and make rec-
ommendations for testing the questions
and subsequent use.

1.1 Challenge of Performance
Measurement for Environmental
Enforcement and Compliance
Activities
Public officials responsible for envi-

ronmental enforcement and compliance

personnel face unique performance meas-
urement challenges: (1) they must demon-
strate that their programs improve compli-
ance with regulations across the entire reg-
ulated community in order to demonstrate
that their programs improve regulatory
compliance, in general; (2) at the same
time, they must demonstrate that they tar-
get significant non-compliers to ensure that
their activities address the most significant
risks to human health and the environ-
ment.2 They must meet these challenges
and report results in a way that enhances
their credibility and accountability with law-
makers, the public, and the regulated com-
munity.3

With over 40 million regulated enti-
ties in the United States,* demonstrating
improvements in compliance across all reg-
ulated entities is a challenging endeavor for
the USEPA. USPEA allocates scarce mon-
etary and staff resources between random-
ized inspections (for determining statistical-
ly-valid compliance rates) and targeted
inspections (for ensuring that they regular-
ly inspect the most high-risk violators). In
addition, USEPA must measure these con-
ditions in the face of a multitude of addition-
al factors contributing to environmental
compliance — prevailing economic condi-
tions and market forces, inconsistent and
competing local, state, and federal priori-
ties, environmental advocacy and citizen
groups’ efforts, and media attention among
others.5

Recently, some public watchdog
groups have criticized USEPA for a report-
ed decline in enforcement actions, saying

that the agency relaxed its enforcement
efforts.6 However, others could have attrib-
uted the reported decline to increased com-
pliance — perhaps fewer enforcement
actions were necessary because fewer
regulated entities required enforcement.
Counting how many people or companies
the agency found in violation gives no infor-
mation about the severity of the violation,
whether the facility corrected the violation,
whether the company was a repeat-offend-
er, or whether Americans and their natural
environments will be safer because of the
enforcement action.”

Because USEPA did not have
measurable environmental results to com-
plement its enforcement and compliance
assurance claims, it faced pressure to
increase the number of enforcement
actions.8 USEPA officials recognized that
they should improve measurements of
enforcement and compliance accomplish-
ments, and did not want to be held to pre-
conceived expectations that more enforce-
ment actions meant better compliance in
the regulated community.®

Experts in performance measure-
ment and regulatory programs also stress
the importance of effective performance
measures. In operating integrated compli-
ance programs, Kiener, et al. said that
effective planning depended on agencies’
abilities to gather data, measure perform-
ance, and monitor environmental condi-
tions.10 They said doing these things would
enable an agency to establish baselines,
identify and prioritize compliance problems,
and manage programs in response to
incoming performance information. Met-
zenbaum agreed, saying that a good per-
formance measurement system holds an
organization accountable, and improves
outcomes, including increasing awareness,
sharpening focus, motivating improved per-
formance, encouraging innovation, and
allowing for adaptation in response to
results. 1

Behn says performance measures
enable public managers to accomplish sev-
eral necessary tasks: evaluation, control,
budgeting, motivating staff and stakehold-
ers, promoting their programs, celebrating
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successes, learning about what works and
what does not work, and improving upon
programs based on that information.12 In
addition, Sparrow said regulatory enforce-
ment performance measurement systems
cover six factors: (1) customer or client
satisfaction, (2) employee satisfaction, (3)
likelihood of identifying a complier as a
non-complier or not correctly identifying a
non-complier, (4) ensuring that most activi-
ties are aimed at high-risk groups and non-
compliance is meaningful (contributes to
environmental or human health problems),
(5) measuring internal productivity, and (6)
measuring efficiency.13

To ensure that they adequately
characterize program performance, pro-
gram managers can use logic modeling or
a similar tool to demonstrate logical con-
nections between outputs (also called
activity counts, such as the number of facil-
ities inspected), intermediate outcomes
(such as pounds of pollution reduced by an
enforcement action), and end outcomes
(human health improvements as a result of
an enforcement action).

By using these and other criteria to
choose, change, and use performance
measures, enforcement and compliance
program operators can manage programs
based on results to ensure they use the
best techniques and achieve the best pos-
sible outcomes.4

2 DEVELOPMENT OF USEPA’S
PETROLEUM REFINERY STRATEGY

USEPA began a targeted strategy
in the petroleum refinery sector in 1996
because they accounted for significant
releases of pollution into the environment.
In 2001, refineries released over 35,000
tons of toxic air pollutants according to
USEPA’s Sector Facility Indexing Project
data (a publicly available on-line database
retired in 2004). In 1999, according to the
most current data from USEPA’s AirData
system, refineries released approximately
243,000 tons of nitrous oxides, 396,000
tons of sulfur dioxide, and 412,000 tons of
other common air pollutants.s

Petroleum refinery emissions seri-

ously impact human health and the envi-
ronment. In 2000, USEPA reported that 45
percent of all refineries at that time were
within 3 miles of population centers con-
taining 25,000 or more people, and 26 per-
cent were within 3 miles of population cen-
ters containing 50,000 or more people.
Varying environmental and human health
effects resulted from the following common
air pollutants released at refineries: volatile
organic compounds, sulfur dioxide, nitrous
oxides, particulate matter, carbon monox-
ide, hydrogen sulfide, and toxic air pollu-
tants. Toxic air pollutants include pollutants
known or suspected to cause cancer or
other serious human health effects.16

USEPA and the U.S. Department
of Justice developed and implemented a
petroleum refinery compliance strategy to
address important noncompliance prob-
lems in the industry. USEPA and regional
officials used inspections, formal USEPA
information requests to refineries, and
industry trade journals to identify refinery
priority areas. USEPA used the results of
these initial research efforts to focus (or tar-
get) investigations on the noncompliance
areas indicated by their research. USEPA’s
national experts continued gaining experi-
ence regarding compliance issues within
the refinery industry, and helped select the
four Clean Air Act priority areas that
became the refinery program’s focal
point.17

USEPA’s national refinery compli-
ance program evolved as USEPA learned
more about the noncompliance issues and
applied various tools and strategies to
address those issues. In 2000, USEPA
began pursuing voluntary global settle-
ments with refinery companies that result-
ed in consent decrees. USEPA and region-
al officials coordinated with the U.S.
Department of Justice, who led all of the
global settlement negotiations. USEPA
offered corporate officials the opportunity to
avoid possible investigation and litigation
by signing consent decrees. USEPA'’s strat-
egy included coordinating with interested
States and local authorities.

The first two consent decrees
entered the implementation phase in early
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2001. The consent decrees spanned 8 to
10 years and required coordination and
communication among USEPA, USEPA
regions, States, and industry. The signing
of a consent decree ended the settlement
process for that company and began a new
process of oversight by USEPA and inter-
action between USEPA, states, and the
companies. As of 2004, USEPA continued
to conduct negotiations, assist regions in
assuming a larger role with the refinery pro-
gram, and work with refiners to implement
consent decrees.18

3 METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE

We evaluated USEPA’s national
petroleum refinery program between June
2003 and March 2004 to determine what
impact the program had on compliance
among refineries.

To understand the nature and
extent of the petroleum refinery universe
and what strategies USEPA and its part-
ners developed to address compliance at
refineries, we interviewed and collected
documents from USEPA staff, USEPA’s
National Enforcement Investigations Cen-
ter, regions, States, industry, environmental
groups, and the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. To determine what impact the program
had on compliance among refineries, we
evaluated the performance measurement
and reporting approach for petroleum
refineries by interviewing staff in USEPA’s
Office of Regulatory Enforcement, Office of
Compliance, and USEPA refinery issue
experts in Headquarters, USEPA Region 5,
and the National Enforcement Investiga-
tions Center, and by analyzing supporting
documentation.1®

After discovering inadequacies in
refinery program performance measures,
we determined to develop key questions for
environmental enforcement and compli-
ance performance measure assessment.
In developing the key questions, we
reviewed public policy literature to summa-
rize up-to-date criteria for developing and
assessing performance measures (see
References). We also interviewed national
performance measurement, environmental,

and enforcement and compliance experts
to discuss assessment tools’ criteria, and to
inquire about any additional criteria that
may be appropriate. These included indi-
viduals from government agencies, non-
profit policy groups, and universities. Our
literature summary and interviews provided
the basis for developing the key assess-
ment questions for the identification of
strengths and weaknesses of measures.

4 RESULTS

USEPA’s strategy to improve com-
pliance at US petroleum refineries reported
outputs and predicted intermediate out-
comes, but did not track or report actual
results (intermediate or end outcomes).
The outputs and predicted intermediate
outcomes demonstrated success in reach-
ing settlements and getting companies to
promise emissions reductions. However,
because USEPA did not measure or report
outcomes, it did not have information about
the actual program results. In fact, a recent
investigative news report indicated that
refineries in the program were not achiev-
ing the promised emissions reductions, and
that EPA was not reporting that information
to the public.20 If program managers
assessed the refinery program’s perform-
ance measures during the program,
USEPA could better determine what pro-
gram improvements would increase
accountability and credibility for the pro-
gram among regulated entities, lawmakers,
and the public. They would have been able
to demonstrate whether their program
improved compliance within the targeted
population, or whether the risk posed by
the population decreased as a result of the
program.21

To provide sound criteria for
assessing performance measures, we
summarized criteria and suggested key
questions for assessing performance
measures so that program managers can
ensure that they are measuring the best
indicators of success.
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41 Settlements Projected to
Result in Significant
Emissions Reductions22

By January 2005, USEPA had
entered into 12 global settlements (or con-
sent decrees) covering 48 of the 145
refineries. The settlements covered more
than 40 percent of total U.S. petroleum
refining capacity. Based on settling compa-
nies’ estimates, EPA predicted it would
achieve annual atmospheric emissions
reductions of approximately 50,000 tons of
nitrous oxides and 120,000 tons of sulfur
dioxide, as well as reductions in benzene,
volatile organic compounds, and particu-
late matter once companies fully imple-
mented the consent decrees. The settling
companies agreed to invest more than $2.1
billion in pollution control technologies and
pay civil penalties of $40.4 million. These
refineries also agreed to implement supple-
mental environmental projects valued at
approximately $30 million. In exchange,
USEPA offered a “covenant not-to-sue,” or
a release from liability for any pre-consent
decree regulatory violations associated
with the four priority areas.

The global settlements also
relieved USEPA from having to conduct
resource-intensive investigations at each
refinery a company owned. According to
USEPA, a refinery-by-refinery, issue-by-
issue approach, in which USEPA conduct-
ed an individual inspection or investigation
at each and every refinery followed by
information requests, notices of violation,
negotiations and/or litigation, could take
many years and require resources beyond
USEPA’s means. The refinery consent
decrees required each company to take
various actions over the next several years.
These actions include implementing air pol-
lution controls as well as developing poli-
cies and procedures that go beyond com-
pliance with existing regulations. In addi-
tion, USEPA and the companies agreed to
test and use innovative technologies.

4.2 Performance Measures
Focused on Outputs and
Projected Outcomes?23

The performance measures
tracked internally and reported to the press
focused on outputs, such as the number of
companies in consent decrees and the per-
cent of the refining capacity covered by
consent decrees, and on projected rather
than actual environmental outcomes.
USEPA reported program results in two
ways:

First, USEPA reported results to
the public through press releases. USEPA
used press releases to communicate the
signing of consent decrees to the public,
the projected emissions reductions at full
implementation of consent decrees (con-
sent decrees lasted 8 to 10 years), and the
dollars companies agreed to pay in penal-
ties as a result of consent decrees. USEPA
management did not plan to issue press
releases or other reports to the public
detailing the end outcomes of consent
decree implementation because USEPA
management did not believe the press
would be interested.

Second, USEPA reported results to
Congress using a compliance information
system. For refinery consent decrees,
USEPA input data into the system repre-
senting (1) the projected annual emissions
reductions that would be realized once
implementation was complete, (2) the dol-
lar amount of penalties generated, and (3)
the dollar value of required supplemental
environmental projects. According to
USEPA, the system was not designed to
capture, and did not capture, information
about environmental outcomes from the
consent decrees, such as demonstrated
environmental and human health benefits.

USEPA used three systems for col-
lecting information on consent decree
implementation for internal use: (1) compa-
ny data collected through consent decree
reports, (2) monthly conference calls
between USEPA managers and staff work-
ing on consent decree implementation, and
(3) a contractor-developed consent decree
tracking system. However, USEPA did not
use these systems to demonstrate
progress toward meeting consent decree
goals.

Consent decrees required compa-



202 SEVENTH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT

nies to provide quarterly reports that includ-
ed actual emissions data related to the
most significant emissions issues con-
tained in consent decrees. USEPA used
the information to set some emissions lim-
its that consent decrees did not specify, but
did not use this information to monitor, ver-
ify, or report progress toward achieving
consent decree goals. An assessment of
their performance measures could have led
USEPA to incorporate this existing informa-
tion into their performance measurement
system for the refinery consent decrees,
providing them with actual knowledge
about the state of emission reductions and
the ability to make program changes as
necessary to improve compliance.

USEPA’s internal and external per-
formance measurement system did not
account for intermediate outcomes or end
outcomes, even though the effort relied on
new, unproven technologies, and even
though USEPA reported predictions to the
public.

4.3 External Report Suggested
Refineries Were Not Achieving
Projected Results

A 12 December 2004 investigative
report in the Fort Worth [Texas] Star Tele-
gram indicated that USEPA allowed two of
every three companies to miss consent
decree deadlines, and did not notify the
public, courts, or local pollution control
authorities, as required by the settlements.
Therefore, the Star Telegram said, USEPA
had not achieved promised environmental
benefits. They found that the program had
reduced about 40,000 tons of nitrous
oxides, sulfur dioxide, and particulate mat-
ter combined from 2001 to 2004, while
USEPA claimed in the press that reductions
totaled 200,000 tons per year. When
pressed, USEPA said it did not actually
know how much pollution the initiative had
reduced.

Further, the Star Telegram found
that USEPA was not sure that some tech-
nologies would work when companies
signed the consent decrees, and some
technologies were not reducing pollution as

predicted. Although several companies told
USEPA that a new technology employed
did not have the intended pollution-reduc-
ing effects, USEPA continued to require the
technology in subsequent consent
decrees. The article said that the refinery
program gave “the illusion of progress
without actual progress’.”24

4.4 A Method for Assessing
Enforcement and Compliance
Performance Measures

To ensure that compliance pro-
grams achieve the intended results, pro-
gram managers should be able to periodi-
cally assess their performance measures
to ensure that they are still reliable, rele-
vant, feasible, and comparable with others’
efforts. If program managers in the refinery
program assessed the program’s perform-
ance measures, they could have made
improvements to consent decree outcomes
and could have improved subsequent
negotiations based on accessible outcome
information reported to the agency.

Experts considered USEPA’s
enforcement and compliance measure-
ment program to be a national and interna-
tional model.25 However, while USEPA
assessed its performance measures for
enforcement and compliance based on
internal criteria, neither USEPA nor the lit-
erature had a systematic methodology for
assessing enforcement and compliance
performance measures. We subsequently
developed a series of key assessment
questions based on the literature, and a
scoring system for determining strengths
and weaknesses based on key criteria
(Appendix A).

4.41 Key Performance Measure
Assessment Questions

Below, we summarize major issues
in performance measure adequacy and
propose questions for program mangers
that address these issues.

4.4.1.1 Measuring Outcomes

Performance measurement and
environmental professionals agree that
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performance measures should relate to
intended outcomes and activities as close-
ly as possible. They say that users should
be able to clearly understand performance
reports that organizations present to them.
Existing literature recommends developing
performance measures that are relevant to
overall program goals, policies, manage-
ment decision-making, other users’ needs
(both user-friendly and user-focused), and
intended results, and that provide connec-
tions between activities and outcomes.26
However, the connection between program
activities and end outcomes is especially
difficult to prove in enforcement and com-
pliance programs (due to other influencing
factors and the sometimes-substantial time
lag between program activities and envi-
ronmental results), so program managers
should focus on demonstrating their suc-
cess at focusing programs on risks and
subsequently decreasing the risks identi-
fied.27” By describing how they connect
activities with inputs, outputs, intermediate
outcomes, and end outcomes, program
managers can demonstrate how different
types of measures establish connections
between activities and outcomes, including
organizational goals and objectives.28 To
address connections to outcomes, we ask
the following questions:

—Are the measure’s connections to orga-
nizational goals and objectives demon-
strated through logic modeling or a simi-
lar method?

—Is the measure categorized as an input,
output, intermediate outcome, or end
outcome measure?

—Are the important aspects of perform-
ance (based on program goals) included
in the family of measures (such as
change in compliance for the targeted
population, or change in risk posed by
the targeted pollutant)?

—Do measures meet needs of users
(such as geographically-specific infor-
mation)?

4.4.1.2 Making Measures Useful

In order for performance to actual-

ly improve through the use of performance
measures, program operators must give
constant attention to measures — as fre-
quently as on a weekly basis,29 using the
information to improve the program as nec-
essary. In addition, public use of perform-
ance measures requires that managers,
lawmakers, and the public have access to
information within a reasonable time peri-
od. To address data use, we ask the follow-
ing questions:

—Does the suite of measures provide all
the information that is important for pro-
gram decision-making?

—Are compliance data reported within a
timeframe that allows users to take
action or make decisions based on the
results?

— Are stakeholders’ comments on compli-
ance data, measures, and reporting sys-
tematically considered (e.g., collected,
assessed, and addressed)?

—Are there plans to incorporate, develop,
or implement compliance measures into
the suite that would improve
relevance/reliability of the suite?

4.4.1.3 Using Accurate Data

To make sure that program man-
agers make decisions based on analytical-
ly-sound information, we ask the following
questions:

—Did the activities and results reported
actually occur in the time period
indicated?30

—If the measure is based on modeling
or predictions, has it been verified to
ensure reliability and validity of the
estimate?

—Was counting of transactions,
conditions, and events accurate
and complete (no over- or under-
counting) ?31

—Did the measure adequately represent
the population so that inferences can
be drawn?32

—Were performance measure data
calculations correct (e.g., computations
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of field data, incorporations into
measure reports, etc.)? (Assessor
should check a sample of data for
accurate computation from collection
sheets through incorporation into
measure reporting.)33

—Are data from different sources (e.g.,
offices, projects, or organizations) based
on similar definitions of compliance and
compliance assessment procedures, or
did you make them comparable?34

—Do repeated compliance measurements
or measurements by different parties
(e.g., states versus EPA) yield the same
results?35

—Has the organization recognized and
addressed known flaws or errors in
collecting, reporting, presenting, or
transcribing data that is used in
performance measures?36

—Are there systems in place to detect
abnormalities in compliance measure
values?37

—Are there adequate procedures in
place that ensure compliance data
records are not altered, lost, or
incorrectly transferred (e.g., data
storage, certification)?38

4.4.1.4 Making Measures Feasible

Although recent efforts to assess
government programs in the United States
focused heavily on measuring ultimate out-
comes, like “human lives saved”,3° this may
not be possible to measure using current
data sources and technologies, or given
current funding or training limitations.
Agencies could consider including this type
of measure as “developmental” to indicate
that they intend to move toward measuring
it. To address this issue, we ask the follow-
ing questions:

—Are data required for the measure
measurable (ie. does the technology
exist for measuring)?

—Are the costs associated with the
measure achieving maximum benefits?

—Is there sufficient staff and funding for

data collection, analysis, and reporting?

—Do staff collecting the information have
the training to accurately measure
compliance —e.g., collect sufficiently
complete, consistent, and accurate
data?

4.4.1.5 Making Measures Comparable

To compare results with those from
other, similar programs, measures should
be comparable with those used by other
major colleagues’ programs. For example,
the North American Agreement on Environ-
mental Cooperation has developed cooper-
ative enforcement programs across Cana-
da, the United States, and Mexico. Com-
munication of compliance information using
similar measures or indicators requires that
the countries involved generally agree
about what should be measured.40 Differ-
ing definitions of “compliance” among
reviewers could lead to inconsistent
inspections; for example, non-compliers
may accidentally be identified as “in compli-
ance”, or compliers may accidentally be
identified as non-compliers.4! If this hap-
pens, decisions about enforcement and
compliance activities may be made using
inaccurate compliance information. To
address comparability, we ask the following
questions:

—Can compliance measures be
compared against baselines, previous
performance, or others who conduct
similar activities?

—Are data from different states, countries,
or other pertinent organizations based
on similar definitions of compliance and
compliance data collection procedures?

—To address this issue, we asked the
following question:

—Are data from different offices, projects,
or organizations based on similar
definitions of data elements and data
collection procedures?

4.4.1.6 Reporting Performance Measures

In preparing external reports on
performance measures, program man-
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agers should provide enough information
for users to correctly understand results,
including information about how present
performance compares with past perform-
ance or performance against a baseline,
and explanations of results.42 To address
reporting, we ask the following questions:

— Are performance measures presented
along with comparison data that
illustrate the adequacy of performance
(e.g., performance trends, performance
against benchmarks)?

—Are changes in performance,
methodology, or compliance explained?

Are data limitations (e.g., missing
data, lag time, etc.) described in perform-
ance communications?

—Is the measure explained, interpreted,
and presented, so users can understand
what the measurements say about
changes in compliance?

By asking these key questions,
program managers will have considered
the key criteria for ensuring that perform-
ance measures are feasible, and provide
reliable, relevant, and comparable informa-
tion about on-going programs.

4.4.2 Proposed Method for
Determining Strengths
and Weaknesses

After assessing how well measures
meet the criteria listed in the previous sec-
tion, we propose that managers score
answers based on five overall criteria: rele-
vance, accuracy, feasibility, comparability,
and reporting. Appendix B offers a template
for scoring according to these criteria,
based on the answers chosen on the ques-
tionnaire presented in Appendix A. We
determined that neither questions nor over-
all criteria would be weighted during scor-
ing to enable program managers to assess
the relative importance of each question
and criterion for their programs as they see
fit. The end result for a measure scored
using the proposed system would be a
series of histograms for each category.
Program managers could assess how well

a given measure met each criterion repre-
sented. Finally, once program managers
assessed a suite of measures for a given
program, they could look across the his-
tograms for each criterion to determine
which measures met which criteria. This
information would help them to make spe-
cific decisions about how to improve exist-
ing measures or add additional measures
to better demonstrate results, and to
improve credibility and accountability for
the program.

5 CONCLUSIONS

Successful enforcement and com-
pliance programs change the performance
of targeted companies, including behaviors
(such as implementing environmental man-
agement systems) as well as actual compli-
ance with regulations.

Improved performance measures
for the USEPA National Petroleum Refinery
Compliance Program could have better
demonstrated changes that resulted from
the program (outcomes), and alleviated
perceived problems in public accountability
posed by reporting predicted outcomes.
Consent decrees required companies to
provide quarterly reports that included
actual emissions data related to the most
significant emissions issues contained in
consent decrees. USEPA used the informa-
tion to set some emissions limits that con-
sent decrees did not specify, but did not
use this information to monitor, verify, or
report progress toward achieving consent
decree goals. An assessment of program
performance measures could have led
USEPA to incorporate this existing informa-
tion into their performance measurement
system for the refinery consent decrees,
providing them with actual knowledge
about the state of emission reductions and
the ability to make program changes as
necessary to improve compliance.

In order to ensure that program
managers choose the best measures of
program performance, they should assess
performance measures on a regular basis
to determine how well they meet estab-
lished criteria. The key assessment ques-
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tions and scoring system we proposed
based on extensive performance measure-
ment and regulatory program literature
could aid program managers in such an
assessment. The USEPA Office of Inspec-
tor General intends to test the key assess-
ment questions and scoring system by
evaluating a sample of enforcement and
compliance measures at USEPA. We
intend to validate our assessment by ask-
ing a panel of enforcement and compliance
personnel to duplicate our evaluation and
offer comments on ease of use and per-
ceived accuracy for the assessment tool.
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