Justification Documentation Form (JDF) Example Doc
*This is a fictional example. Please turn on comments if not on already.*
To fill out the JDF, open and complete the form using the Word desktop app, not the web browser. The form field functions are not supported by the online version of Word. Do not modify the JDF document outside of the form fields.  Each question should be completed. 
 
Instructions
Complete this JDF to describe and support each budget request. Do not paste your responses into IBIS; just attach each JDF to its corresponding Worksheet-II (WS-II). 
OSBM recommends that budget offices delegate the JDF to staff who are most familiar with the program or policy related to the budget request. Program staff are usually in the best position to complete the JDF—especially the questions related to outputs, outcomes, and evidence—and this division of labor will reduce the burden on budget staff. Budget staff should review all form fields for completeness and to ensure accuracy of the information provided.


Agency/Division
Department of Environmental Quality
Budget Code
14300
Priority rank of request
To be completed by agency leadership upon review of all departmental JDFs. No two requests should have the same rank. 
4
Title of request 		Comment by Agsten, Ben: Provide a descriptive title. Ideally, include the title in any attachments and (for budget staff) the final Worksheet II submission. 
12 New Septic System Specialists
Name of individual(s) who completed the JDF
Who are the best contacts for questions about this JDF outside of the budget office? OSBM will also use this contact information if a consultation is requested (per Questions 11, 12, and 14). OSBM includes the budget office on all communications involving budget requests.   
	Name:  Bob Bobertson
	Name: Click or tap here to enter text.

	Title:     Division Head
	Title:    Click or tap here to enter text.

	Email:   bob.bobertson@deq.nc.gov
	Email:  Click or tap here to enter text.



Funding and FTE requested		Comment by Agsten, Ben: Enter the total requested ongoing (recurring) and one time (nonrecurring) funding for the upcoming biennium. Contact budget staff if needed to break down total cost estimates by requirements, receipts, and net appropriations. FTE represents full time equivalents for positions.

Include any nonrecurring funds needed for evaluation in these totals (see Questions 12 and 16)

Enter only numbers here; provide detailed explanations of the cost estimates in Question 16.
	
	FY2026-27

	
	Recurring
	Nonrecurring

	Requirements
	$796,000
	n/a
	Receipts
	$0	$0

	Net Appropriation
	$796,000	n/a
	FTE
	10.0	n/a


1. Request summary
Summarize your request in three to five sentences, including information on the specific activities, functions, and services (if any) that will be provided if this request is funded.
The Wastewater Division requests $796k recurring for 12 additional Septic System Specialists to complete 120 additional septic system permit reviews and inspections per month. This additional staffing will enable us to: 
Increase our capacity to provide engineering reviews, site condition analyses, and installation inspections that lower the risk of septic system failures and associated waterborne illnesses, and 
Reduce development project delays, decreasing permitting timelines from 60 days to 30 days.
2. Does this request require an IT survey?
See the  to determine if an IT survey is required. 
☐	Yes
☒	No
3. Is this request related to Hurricane Helene?
☐	Yes
☒	No
Problem or opportunity	Comment by Agsten, Ben: Outline the problem for an unfamiliar audience. Include supporting information about its scope and severity. It should be clear how the proposed activities, address the underlying causes of the problem.
What problem or opportunity does this request seek to address? What happens if this request is not funded?
Over the past decade, the Division’s annual caseload increased approximately 72%, from about 1,800 permits requiring review in 2014 to over 3,100 in 2024. Meanwhile Specialist staffing remained flat: 15 in 2014, and still only 15 in 2024. This translates to an increase in workload from roughly 10 development projects per Specialist per month to about 17–18 per month.
 As a consequence, average permitting turnaround time increased from about 35 days in 2014 to over 60 days in 2024, delaying the construction of housing, schools, and other infrastructure in North Carolina’s fastest-growing regions. Higher workloads also constrain the time available for thorough engineering reviews and on-site inspections, increasing the risk of septic system failures over time. Failures can contaminate drinking water wells and recreational waters. Exposure to harmful bacteria, viruses, and parasites in wastewater can cause illnesses ranging from mild gastrointestinal symptoms to severe infections requiring hospitalization.
Data on septic system failures reported by local health departments indicate 5% of systems fail annually; this is likely an underestimate as not all failures are detected and reported. Approximately 35% of NC’s private and public buildings are on septic systems.
We expect the number of permit requests to continue increasing, based on NC’s population projections, as development activity tracks population growth. We expect project delays and risk of septic system failures – and associated health risks – to increase without additional staffing.
Expected outputs	Comment by Agsten, Ben: Inputs are used to deliver Outputs, leading to Outcomes

Your justification should clearly explain how the inputs you are requesting will be used to produce outputs, and how and why those outputs will result in better outcomes.
What output(s)—that is, units of a service or product (e.g. # trainings delivered, # people served, miles of highway constructed)—does the agency expect to deliver if this request is funded?
Permit tracking data indicate that an experienced Septic System Specialist can complete the required review and inspection workload for approximately 10 development projects per month (including engineering plan review, site/siting analysis, and inspection activity).
With 12 additional Specialists, the Division can add capacity for up to 120 additional projects per month (12 × 10), or approximately 1,440 per year (120 × 12). This added capacity is intended to close the current monthly capacity gap and prevent further backlog growth.
Note: productivity will ramp up during onboarding; steady-state capacity is expected after training and field shadowing.
Expected outcomes	Comment by Agsten, Ben: While outputs focus on the agency’s activities, outcomes are the deeper reason for doing this work. What meaningful improvements is the agency trying to achieve?
What improved outcome(s)-that is, improvements in a result(s) relative to if the request was not funded (e.g. 15% increase in customer satisfaction, 5% decrease in unemployment, 10% less peak traffic congestion) does the agency expect?
Reduced permitting delays. By aligning staffing capacity with monthly incoming workload and working down queued work, the Division expects a 50% reduction in average permitting turnaround time, from approximately 60 days to 30 days, once additional staff reach steady-state productivity.
Improved review quality and reduced failure risk. While reviews and inspections cannot prevent all septic failures (which also depend on installation quality, site conditions, and maintenance), additional staffing will restore the Division’s ability to complete thorough analyses and timely inspections. We will monitor reported failure rates over time and aim to decrease the current 5% system failure rate.
Current evaluation methods
If this request is for an existing program or service, what methods do you currently rely on to evaluate this program or service (select all that apply)?
☐ 	This program or service is not evaluated.
☒ 	Resources required to deploy the service or initiative (e.g. staff, material expenses) are measured.
☒ 	How many people use the service or initiative is measured.
☐ 	Focus groups, surveys, or other qualitative methods that ask people about their experience with the service/initiative are conducted..
☒ 	Outcomes at a point in time or over time (e.g. monthly or quarterly reports of student test scores, average wages, crime reports, park admissions, medical claims, etc.).
☐ 	The causal impact is measured with econometric methods.
☐ 	The causal impact is measured with a randomized control trial (RCT).
☐ 	Request is for new program – N/A
☐   I am not sure how to answer. Please have someone from OSBM contact me to discuss.
☐ 	Other
Level of supporting evidence for request 	Comment by Agsten, Ben: To describe the problem or opportunity, and explain the rationale for the proposal: The agency’s existing program and operational data and the state’s open data resources can provide insights. Interviews, surveys, and case studies help build further intuition and theories about why something might be happening.    

To find evidence on the effectiveness (causal impact) of solutions that have been tried elsewhere, first search research evidence clearinghouses. However, they are typically focused on social programs.
If you are not proposing a program or policy, or your solution is context-specific and thus not found in the clearinghouses, search for individual research studies directly. Google Scholar is a useful resource. See The Policy Lab’s 11 Tips for Doing Desk Research. 
Based on the , rate the level of evidence that supports why the request, if funded, will achieve the expected outcomes. If mixed effects, theory-based, or promising – which will be most programs and services – then strongly consider including a request for funding to evaluate.  
 	Proven Effective
 	Promising
 	Theory-based
 	Mixed Effects
 	No Effect
 	Proven Harmful
 	I am not sure how to answer. Please have someone from OSBM contact me to discuss.

Describe why you selected the Evidence Scale rating and provide supporting documentation 	Comment by Agsten, Ben: Theory-based is the most common rating. 
 The strongest proposals include data supporting the rationale for the request. Theory-based proposals that quantify anticipated outcomes and return on investment are compelling. 
2. Theory-based does not mean that the activity is ineffective. But it does mean that at this stage, you cannot make confident claims about the proposal’s effectiveness, either because the idea is either new and untried, or because it has not been rigorously evaluated yet using RCT or QED methods that compare outcomes against a counterfactual. 

To designate a proposal as any of the other ratings – Proven Effective, Promising, Mixed Effects, No Effect, or Proven Harmful – the proposed activity must be evaluated using methods that compare outcomes against well-constructed control groups (RCT or QED). Include links or attach the referenced studies.
Describe the rationale for your Evidence Scale rating. Unless “unsure” or “theory-based” is selected, please also attach or link to (and briefly describe) at least one report or research paper that best describes the evaluation(s) upon which the rating is based. If you selected “unsure”, someone from OSBM will reach out to consult with you. 
This request is Theory-based. Human exposure to wastewater pathogens from failed septic systems that can contaminate wells and water bodies is a serious health risk.  Independent review of engineering plans, site conditions, and installation are designed to reduce the likelihood of system failure.
Workforce analysis: current incoming workload averages approximately 260–270 projects per month across 15 Specialists. At a sustainable production rate of about 10 projects per Specialist per month for thorough review and inspection, current capacity is approximately 150 projects per month, leaving a monthly gap of roughly 110–120 projects. Adding 12 Specialists restores about 120 projects per month of capacity, aligning staffing with workload and supporting a 30-day processing target after ramp-up. 
Future evaluation methodology	Comment by Agsten, Ben: The list presents a range of metrics and methods for evaluating how well a program or service is implemented, tracking performance, and potentially measuring how much your efforts change outcomes (causal impact). 

If you do not currently evaluate the program or service, or if you want to be able to make causal claims about the impact of your activities, make plans for how you can do so in the future. If you need additional resources for data collection and evaluation efforts, include it in your budget request. 
If funded, what methods do you plan to use to evaluate this program or service (select all that apply)?
☐ 	We will not evaluate this program or service.
☒ 	We will measure resources (e.g. staff, material expenses) required to deploy the service or initiative.
☒ 	We will measure how many people use the service or initiative.
☐ 	We will conduct focus groups, surveys, or other qualitative methods that ask people about their experience with the service/initiative.
☒ 	We will measure outcomes at a point in time or over time (e.g. monthly or quarterly reports of student test scores, average wages, crime reports, park admissions, medical claims, etc.).
☐ 	We will measure causal impact with econometric methods.
☐ 	We will measure causal impact with a randomized control trial (RCT).
☐	I am not sure how to answer. Please have someone from OSBM contact me to discuss evaluation options. 
☐ 	Other

If you will not evaluate, explain why not; if you will evaluate, describe your evaluation plans. 	Comment by Agsten, Ben: Outline any planned new or ongoing evaluation efforts. What data will you collect and what methods will you use to evaluate the implementation and effectiveness of your proposal?

If the agency needs additional resources for data collection and evaluation (e.g., staffing, data infrastructure, external partnerships), OSBM strongly encourages the agency to include a request for evaluation funding in your proposal.   
We will monitor performance monthly using permit tracking data, including: (1) number of applications received; (2) number of reviews and inspections completed; (3) estimated backlog (applications received minus completed); and (4) average turnaround time from complete application to decision. 
Annually, we will track reported septic system failures from local health departments and related compliance indicators and assess whether failure rates and enforcement actions trend downward as capacity and timeliness improve.

Cost estimate methodology
Please describe how you calculated the requested amount, including discussion of the key assumptions driving the estimate. Link or attach documentation as needed. If applicable, indicate how much of the total is allocated to evaluate the program or service.    
The Septic System Specialist falls under the Environmental Technician II job class with a salary range from $42,731-$56,225 with $49,477 as a midpoint. Assuming $49,477 + $16,840 in benefits ($12,205 retirement, $3,784 FICA, $850 health benefit), each position costs $66,318. For twelve additional positions the total cost is $ 796,000.

