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+FOREWORD ™

On August 1, 1972, the United States General Accounting Office
(GAO) issued-*“Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations,
Programs, Activities & Functions.”” These standards were developed
for application at all levels of government in the United States.

OBJECTIVE OF GAO STANDARDS

A principal objective of the GAO standards is to stimulate State
and local governments to improve the character and scope of audits
of federally assisted programs. It is generally agreed that the Federal
Government should rely, to the extent practicable, on audits under-
taken by State and local governments to eliminate the duplicate
audit coverage that results when Federal, State, and local auditors
independently audit programs and -activities without regard to the
needs of the other levels of government.

RELATIONSHIP OF GAO STANDARDS
TO AICPA STANDARDS

Because many State and local governments engage independent
public accountants to audit their aétivities, the GAO standards have
been of great interest to the public accounting profession. The scope
and expected results of the audits contemplated in the GAO stand-
ards are perhaps the areas of greatest interest.

Some members of the public accounting profession have asked
why GAO considered it necessary to publish auditing standards when
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) has
had widely accepted auditing standards for many years and has a
committee continually considering this subject.

For audits of financial statements, the AICPA standards were
incorporated in the GAO standards. However, the GAO standards are
broader and were developed primarily to cover additional areas of
interest 'to government officials, legislators, and the public, as
explained below.

1The term “audit” or “auditing” is used in this report in the sense in which it
encompasses the examination of financial operations and legal
compliance, the review of economy and efficiency, and the review
of program results.



AICPA cooperated "in the development of the GAO standards.
In November 1973 AICPA published ““‘Auditing Standards Estab-
lished by the GAO--Their Meaning and Significance for CPAs>* which
contained the following comment,

‘““The Members of this Committee [AICPA
Committee on Relations with the General Accounting
Office] agree with the philosophy and objectives ad-
vocated by the GAO in its standards and believe that
the GAO’s broadened definition of auditing is a logi-
cal and worthwhile continuation of the evolution and
growth of the auditing discipline.”

BROAD SCOPE AUDITS NEEDED FOR
GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS

The objectives of governmental programs and activities are
varied, dealing generally with promoting citizens’ safety, health, and
welfare. Therefore, measures of the effectiveness of government ac-
tivities must focus on what the programs are intended to achieve and
what they actually achieve with the resources used.

Moreover, since such programs are financed with taxpayers’
funds, there is an accompanying need to know whether funds are
properly safeguarded from loss, laws and regulations governing the
use of these funds are followed, and those spending the funds
achieved reasonable efficiency and economy in carrying out their
work.

Responsible government officials must be held accountable in
all of these areas. GAO’s auditing standards therefore provide for
audits of a broad scope, consisting of the following elements:

1. Financial and compliance--determines (2) whether finan-
cial operations are properly conducted, (b) whether the
financial reports of an audited entity are presented fairly,
and (c) whether the entity has complied with applicable
laws and regulations.

2. Economy and efficiency--determines whether the entity
is managing or utilizing its resources (personnel, property,
space, and so forth) in an economical and efficient manner
and the causes of any inefficiencies or uneconomical prac-
tices, including inadequacies in management information
systems, administrative procedures, or organizational struc-
ture.
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3. Program results—-determines whether the desired results
ot benefits are being achieved, whether the objectives es-
tablished by the legislature or other authorizing body are
being met, and whether the agency has considered alterna-
tives which might yield desired results at a lower cost.

AVOIDANCE OF DUPLICATION IN AUDITING

- .As the Federal Government makes more funds available to State
and local governments through specific-purpose grants and revenue
sharing, its goals and objectives become more ¢losely related to those
of State and local governments. Local government officials and legis-
lators want to know what particular programs are achieving at the
local level; State officials and legislators want to know what these
same programs are achieving on a State-wide basis; and Federal of-
ficials and the Congress want such information on a national basis.
Citizens are interested in what is happening at all levels.

If an audit is to be made of a particular grant or similar activity
in which more than one level of government is interested, it should
be made with appropriate standards so the result will be useful to all
interested parties. Such an approach should not only save the costs
inherent in duplicate auditing but also make the examination and
review processes more effective by making it possible for the auditor
to gain a more complete understanding of the program he is auditing.

PURPOSE OF THIS ILLUSTRATIVE AUDIT

This illustrative audit was undertaken to demonstrate one type
of situation where an audit of a local governmental activity could
provide information needed at the local level and also deal with
questions and issues of interest to the State and Federal levels of
government.

/C This example is based on an audit made by a GAO regional

office of the Air Pollution Control Program jointly funded by a local
government and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Be-
cause the audit is being used for illustrative purposes and the report
will receive wide distribution, we have used a fictitious name for the
local government audited.

The reporting concepts illustrated in this example are different
from those commonly used by public accounting firms and most
governmental audit organizations. This reporting approach is based
on the assumption that the Federal agency furnished an audit guide
to the grantee (the county) who contracted with the public account-
ing firm and that the public accounting firm was required to report
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back to the grantee, the State and the Federal agency the informa-
tion developed and conclusions reached, if applicable, on each of the
areas covered in the audit guide. Following this approach, both the
program managers and auditors at the Federal level can consider the
combined results of independent audits at several locations and thus
gain a broader view of how the program is being carried out.

We do not contemplate that local governments would make
audits of this scale annually for programs such as the Air Pollution
Control Program. Auditing such programs on a 3- or 5-year cycle or
performing audits of the programs of statistically selected State and
local governments may be the better way of obtaining necessary
information on many national programs.

Although auditors normally do not include the audit guidelines
with their report or cross-reference their comments in the report to
the audit guidelines, we have done so in this instance so that auditors
and managers can relate the comments in the report with the audit
guidelines used.

The design of reports on audits which cover examinations of
financial operations and compliance with applicable laws and regula-
tions, reviews of efficiency and economy of operations, and reviews
of program results is a relatively new undertaking. This is particularly
true where an audit at the local level is made-the results of which
will be of interest to officials at that level as well as at State and
Federal levels. Developing reporting techniques in this area will be an
evolutionary process. This report is a start. GAO intends to publish
other examples showing other approaches.

This report demonstrates the type of reporting contemplated by
the GAO standards when programs at the local government level are
to be audited according to Federal guidelines. GAQ prepared the
audit guidelines used (appendix I) after consulting EPA officials.

e /7

Comptroller General
of the United States
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
: WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

March 31, 1974

The County Council
Sassafras County, Maryland

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This report presents the results of our audit
of the Sassafras County, Maryland, Air Pollution
Control Program. Our audit was made in accordance
with the GAO Standards for Audit of Governmental
‘Organizations, Programs, Activities § Functions and
included:

1. An examination of financial operations and
legal compliance matters for the period
from July 1, 1972, to June 30, 1973. (At
the time of our audit, a local air pollu-
tion control ordinance had not been enacted
and the transportation strategies required
in the Maryland State. Implementation Plan
of 1973 had not been approved by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA). There-
fore, our review of the county's compli-
ance with applicable laws and regulations
was directed primarily to compliance with
EPA regulations and grant requirements.)

2. A review of efficiency and economy of op-
erations for the period from July 1, 1972,
to December 31, 1973,

3. A review of program results>for the period
from July 1, 1972, to December 31, 1973,

] Our audit included a study of (1) the county's
applications for Federal grants under the Air Pollu-
tion Control Program, (2) the approved grants and ex-
penditures associated with such grants, (3) the
county's financial reports for the program for the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1973, and reports of op-
erations for the 18-month period ended December 31,
1973, (4) the Maryland State Implementation Plan of



1973, and (5) such other data considered necessary
in the circumstances. We interviewed officials of
the county's Air Pollution Control Section and ’
Finance Department, the Maryland Bureau of Air
Quality Control, the Metropolitan Council of Gov-
ernments, and EPA.

The results of our audit are presented in the
following chapters. (For ease of reference, sec-
tions of the report are numbered to correspond with
the pertinent sections of the audit guidelines.

See app. I.)

BACKGROUND

Under the 1967 Air Quality Act and the Clean
Air Act of 1970, the Congress provided for techni-
cal and financial assistance for air pollution pre-
vention and control programs at the State and local
governmental levels. The Congress believes these
levels of government should be responsible primar-
ily for preventing and controlling air pollution at
the sources, except for sources attributed to new
motor vehicles for which the Federal Government has
primary pollution control responsibility.

Since June 1968 Sassafras County has received
Federal assistance from EPA to partially finance an
Air Pollution Control Program which is part of the
Maryland State Implementation Plan.

FINANCIAL OPERATICONS AND LEGAL COMPLIANCE

The annual report of expenaitures we examined
was for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1973, Our
opinion thereon, which appears on page 11, is qual-
ified to the extent that the salaries for certain
personnel were charged to the program, even though
the employees involved devoted part of their time
to activities other than air pollution control. We
estimate that such expenditures charged to the pro-
gram for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1973, ap-
proximated §$1,900; about $1,200 was reimbursed un-
der the EPA grant., A determination as to whether
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these costs will be allowable or unallowable under
the grant must be made by EPA,

Because the grant stipulated that the people
filling air pollution contrpl positions would spend
100 percent of their time on air pollution activi-
ties; we recommended--and the county Director of
Environmental Resources agreed--that the procedures
should be revised so that the program would be
charged only for the time personnel worked on it.

With respect to the county's compliance with
applicable local, State, and Federal air pollution
control laws, we found that:

1. At the time of our audit there were no
local air pollution control laws, although
a proposed local ordinance was then being
considered by the County Council.

2. EPA had not approved the transportation
control strategies required in the Mary-
land State Implementation Plan.

3. Sassafras County had complied with EPA's
specified means of collecting and analyz-
ing air samples except for a spectrophoto-
meter which was different from the one EPA
specified. The difference would have no
significant impact on the quality of sam-
ple analyses.

ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY

There are items of equipment on hand worth
$6,700 which are no longer needed or being used by
the county. (See p. 21.) We are recommending that
EPA consider whether the equipment could be used by
some other grantee.

PROGRAM RESULTS

-The county substantially achieved the interme-
.diate abatement objectives set forth in the 1973
EPA grant, with the following exceptions.
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1. According to the grant, the county was
supposed to establish a program for con-
trolling particulates from construction
and material handling. Air pollution con-
trol officials said such a program had not
been established because of a lack of
agreement on the responsibilities of other
county units, such as the Police Department
and the Department of Public Works. (See

p. 31.)

We recommend that the Council, while
considering the county's proposed air pol-
lution control ordinance, define clearly
the responsibilities of the county units
for enforcing the ordinance.

2. The county public school system must con-
vert all of its school facilities from
residual fuel o0il or install particulate-
capturing equipment by October 1, 1974.
As of March 31, 1974, the school system
had not submitted a plan for compliance
despite requests from the Air Pollution
Control Section. (See p. 31.)

We recommend that the Council require
the Superintendent of Schools to submit a
fuel conversion plan as requested by the
Air Pollution Control Section.

The emission inventories show that the county
made some progress during 1973 in controlling par-
ticulates. However, carbon monoxide and photochemi-
cal oxidants levels in Sassafras county apparently
are the major problems; the national air standards
for carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants are
being exceeded at an increasing rate. (See pp. 37
to 39.)

These pollutants exceeded FPA air quality
standards on 86 days during the 18-month period re-
viewed., The 1975 national air quality standards
provide that applicable levels not be exceeded more
than once a year for each pollutant.
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Motor vehicles are the primary sources of
carbon monoxide and photochemical oxidants, but the
county exercises almost no control over that source
of air pollution. The Federal Government is re-
sponsible for controlling pollution from new mobile
sources, and the State is responsible for inspect-
ing air pollution control devices on cars regis-
tered in Sassafras County.

The following conditions were observed with
regard to the county's air pollution control ac-
tivities.

1. Although the county had acquired EPA-
specified air monitoring equipment which
was in good working condition at the time
of our audit, no samples were taken during
signifjcant periods in the 18-month period
covered by our audit. (See p. 39.)

County and State officials should closely
examine this situation.

2. The county's report of operations for the
program was inaccurate because it was in-
correctly prepared and the Air Pollution
Control Supervisor did not adequately re-
view it. As a result, the number of times
the air quality standards were exceeded
was not accurately reported. County rec-
ords showed 127 instances in which the
standards were exceeded but not reported
during the 18-month period. (See p. 39
to 41.) We brought this to the attention
of the supervisor who agreed with our
findings and promised that, in the future,
the reports would be verified and reviewed
more carefully to be sure that they are ac-
curate.

3. Air pollution episode plans were not im-
plemented in all cases when the levels of
pollutants exceeded the minimum health re-
quirements. When episode plans were im-
plemented, the primary (often the only)
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action taken was to warmn the public of
the danger. In general, available data
indicates that the public did not respond
to such warnings. (See p. 43.)

The Air Pollution Control Supervisor and the
Director of Environmental Resources of Sassafras
County and the Director of Audits, EPA, have re-
viewed this report. Their comments and suggested
clarifications are included in the report.

In accordance with the memorandum of audit
agreement, we are sending copies of this report to
the Maryland State Department of Health and Mental
Hygiene and to the Administrator, EPA.

Regional Manager
U.S. General Accounting Office



UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

March 31, 1974

~

Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a copy of our report to the County
Council on the results of our audit of the Sassafras
County, Maryland, Air Pollution Control Program.

Qur audit was made in accordance with the GAO Stand-
ards for Audit of Governmental Organlzatlons, Pro-
grams, Activities § Functions.

We are forwarding this report to you because
of your interest and responsibilities in this area.
Your attention is invited particularly to pages 21
and 32 which contain recommendations to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

A copy of the audit report is also being sent
to the Director, Bureau of Air Quality Control, En-
vironmental Health Administration, Maryland State
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.

Sincerely yours,

Regional Manager
U.S. General Accounting Office



UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

March 31, 1974

Director, Bureau of
Air Quality Control
Environmental Health Administration
Maryland State Department of
Health and Mental Hygiene
Baltimore, Maryland

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a copy of our report to the County
Council on the results of our audit of the Sassafras
County, Maryland, Air Pollution Control Program.

Our audit was made in accordance with the GAO Stand-
ards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, Pro-
grams, Activities & Functioms.

We are forwarding this report to you because
of your interest and responsibilities in this area.

A copy of the audit report is also being sent
to the Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency. -

Sincerely yours,

Regional Manager
U.S. General Accounting Office
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REPORT ON AUDIT

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM
SASSAFRAS COUNTY,

MARYLAND

. Examination of financial operations and legal

compliance matters for the period from July 1,
1972, to June 30, 1973.

Review of economy and efficiency of operations
for the period from July 1, 1972, to December 31,
1973.

. Review of program results for the period from

July 1, 1972, to December 31, 1973.

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE



v CHAPTER 1

FINANCIAL OPERATIONS AND LEGAL COMPLIANCE

A, OPINION ON FINANCIAL REPORT

Our examination of the annual report of expendi-
tures of the county's Air Pollution Control Program
for Grant No. 73A-3201-R2 for July 1, 1972, to
June 30, 1973 (see p. 12), was made in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards,1 and accord-
ingly included such tests of the accounting records
and such other auditing procedures as we considered
necessary in the circumstances.

During this period, salaries of certain person-
nel were charged to the program, even though the em-
ployees involved devoted part of their time to other
activities. Such expenditures charged to the program
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1973, approximated
$1,900; approximately §$1,200 was reimbursed under the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grant. EPA
must determine whether these costs will be allowable
or unallowable under the grant.?Z

In our opinion, except for the matter described
in the preceding paragraph, the following annual re-
port of expenditures presents fairly the expenditures
of the county's Air Pollution Control Program under
Grant No. 73A-3201-R2 for the period from July 1,
1972, to June 30, 1973, in conformity with the finan-

lGenerally accepted auditing standards and the
"Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations,
Programs, Activities § Functions'" are the same inso-
far as examinations of financial statements are con-
cerned; accordingly, either may be cited when giving
opinions on financial statements.

2In the event numerous costs are questioned, the mid-
dle paragraph could be reworded to incorporate by
reference a separate schedule of all the questioned
costs.
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DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE
AMNUAL REPORT OF EXPENDITURES
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM 1. GRANT NUMBER
PROJECT GRANT 73A-3201-R2
7. NAME AND ADDRESS OF GRANTEE AGENCY 3. PROJECT PERIOD
SASSAFRAS COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT FROM o172 '“'“’”%’@e /73
COUNTY CFFICE BUILDING 4.BUDGET PERIOD COYERED BY THI5 REP.,
SALIVILIE, MD 20850 FROM 213 12 | TRV a0/
L L — Tiin,000.00
L) s _115,566,00
7. OTHER THAN NON-RECURRENT NGN-FEDERAL PROJECT FUNDS AVAILABLE s
RECEIPTS —
B8, TOTAL NON-FEDERAL PROJECT FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR BUDRGET PERIOD $ 115'566.0)
5. TOTAL RECEIPTS AVAILABLE FOR PROJECT EXPENDITURE $ 255,566.00
]lﬂ. INTEREST EARNED ON FEDEPAL FUNDS S
PROJECT EXPENDITURES FOR PERIOD SHOWN IN ITEM 4
BUDGET NUN-FEDERAL PROJECT FUNDS ;EEJEE(?'}: PRg}'ECT
ELIGIBLE GTHER THAN
CATEGORY NON-RECURRENT | NON-RECURRENT TOTAL FUNDS UNDS
11, PERSONNEL H s 72,130.00 s 72,130.00 Is 117,338.00 Js 189,468.00
[12. EQUIPKENT 729.00 722,00 729,00
3. suPPLIES 5,263.00 5,263.00 5,263.00
[14. TRAVEL 11.,251.00 11,291.00 11,25L.00
[15. CONSULTATION & SERVICES 2980 00 3,280.00 3,280 .00
l15. ALTERATIONS & RENOVATIONS| 10l .00 104,00 104,00
17. TULTION
8. PUBLICATION COSTS
15. oTHER 12,438.00 12,438.00 12,538.00
J20. TOTAL $ 105,095.00 F 105,305.00 |5 317,338.00 I° 222,533.00
TOTAL PROGRAM EXPENDITURES FOR PERIOD SHOWN IN ITEM 4
BUDGET PROGRAM EX T TOTAL TOTAL
CATEGORY NON-RECURRENT | , STHER THAN _ TOTAL PROJECT PR CRaM
1, PERSONNEL 5 $ g s 180,168,00 I 189,468.00
129.00 129.00
5,263.00 5,263.00
11,251.00 11,251.00
3,280.00 3,280.00
10L.00 104,00
12,438,060 12,438.00
3 $ s 5 002.533.00 {8
31. FEDERAL PROJECT FUNDS s 2p.B85.00
32, ELIGIBLE NON-RECURRENT NON-FEDERAL PROJECT FUNDS 3
s 10,371.,00
$__10.371.00
] I35. TOTAL UNOBLIGATED BALANCES-PROJECT 5 23,033.00
36. CERTIFICATION: CERTIFICATION:
1 cartify that this raport is true and correct ta the bast of my knowledge, | cortify that the expanditures ond obligations listed in this rapart were
and that all expenditures end obligations reported horin have basn made In | made with my approvals
accordance with the ragulations governing grants (42 C.F.R. Par 56, o3
rant ewarde:
W TSIGNATURE OF AGENCY DIRECTOR
NAME AND TITLE OF CERTIFYING OFFICER (TYPED) NAME OF AGENCY DIRECTOR (TYPED)
Director of Finance County Health Officer
DATE

(oate

NARCA FORM HQ. 80 (PAGE 1)
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cial provisions of the grant. (Financial provisions
of the grant are indicated in audit guidelines, sec-
‘tion II-B, pp. 45 to 47.)

Other audit coverage

The county's financial statements-for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1973, had been audited by a firm
of certified public accountants (CPAs). In its re-
port to the County Council, the auditors expressed
their opinion that the financial statements presented
fairly the financial position of the various county
- funds at June 30, 1973, and the results of their op-
erations for the year then ended, in conformity with
generally accepted accounting principles applied on a
basis consistent with that of the preceding year.

In our audit of the Air Pollution Control Program,
we considered the scope of the CPA's audit and relied
on the CPA's evaluation of the county's overall system
of internal controls and its tests of the county's
compliance with general ordinances and State laws.

Although the county has an internal audit staff,
no internal audits had been made of alr pollution
control activities.

'B. COMPLIANCE

With respect to the county's compliance with ap-
plicable local and State air pollution control laws,
we found that:

1. ‘At the time of our audit, a Sassafras County
air pollution ordinance had not been passed;
the County Council was considering a pro-
posed ordinance.

2. EPA has not yet approved the transportation

control strategy proposed by the State of
Maryland.
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Consequently, our compliance examination was di-
rected primarily to checking the county's compliance
with EPA's regulations contained in the grant for the
period July 1, 1972, to June 30, 1973. We found no
instances of the county's failure to comply with such
terms and conditions, except as discussed in subsec-
tion 5 below. Our comments and observations on com-

pliance

3.

matters follow.

Submission of expenditure report

The county submitted its annual expend-~
iture report for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1973, on September 11, 1973, within
the required 90 days after the end of the
budget period. The report included supple-
mental schedules of project expenditures by
budget category, as required.

Plan of scheduled activities submitted

On November 24, 1972, the county sub-
mitted to EPA a plan detailing the mutual re-
sponsibilities and scheduled activities of
the county and the Maryland Bureau of Air
Quality Control for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1973, as required.

Propriety of expenditures

In our opinion, Federal and non-Federal
air pollution program funds were used for
the purposes stated in the grant application
and for those items in the approved budget,
except for the matter discussed on pages 24
and 25, of paying program personnel for time
devoted to activities other than air pollu-
tion control during the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1973. On the basis of our recom-
mendation, the county agreed to revise its
procedures to insure that personnel costs
are properly charged in subsequent fiscal
years to the activities for which the per-

sonnel's time is spent.
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.- Accounting ‘cutoffs

In our opinion, proper accounting cut-
offs and accruals of expenses were made at
the end of the fiscal years ended June 30,
1972 and 1973, so that program funds were
spent or opligated only during the period of
the grant award.

Use of program funds

The county made no budget changes re-
quiring prior EPA approval. Comments on
specific items requested in the audit guide
follow.

a. For the fiscal year ended June 30, 1973,
county records show that there were no
transfers of non-Federal funds which
substantially altered the scope or pur-
pose of the grant award.

b. County records also indicate that ex-
penditures of Federal funds did not re-
sult in a cumulative increase in the to-
tal of any budget category of more than
25 percent, or $1,000.

c. The county spent no Federal funds in a
budget category other than those ap-
proved in the grant, and it did not buy
equipment items costing more than $1,000
each.

Federal reimbursement

The county obtained and spent the nec-
essary non-Federal funds for the grant peri-
od so that appropriate matching ratio re-
quirements were met.

Total program expenditures for the fis-

cal year ended June 30, 1973, were $222,533,
as shown by the accompanying financial
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report. Pursuant to grant regulations (42 CFR 45
56.5 g), only non-Federal funds exceeding the previ-
ous year's non-Federal funds may be matched at a 3 to
1 ratio.

In the fiscal year ended June 30, 1972, the
county's non-Federal costs (unaudited by GAO) were
$66,082. The county's (non-Federal) costs in the
fiscal year ended June 30, 1973, were $105,195. Ap-
plying the 3 to 1 ratio to the additional §39,113 in
non-Federal funds, the appropriate Federal share was
$117,338. A summary follows.

Non-Federal funds - 1973 $105,195
Non-Federal funds - 1972 66,082
Additional non-Federal funds 39,113
Matching 3 to 1 ratio 3
Appropriate Federal share a$117!338

aMinor difference due to rounding.

9, Records of financial status

Monthly cumulative reports show the
total cost of the activity and the amount
by budget category supplied from Federal
and non-Federal sources.

10. County complied with methods of measuring
air quality specified by EPA

a. We discussed the county's methods for
monitoring and analyzing air quality
with officials of the Maryland Bureau
of Air Quality Control and the Quality
Control Branch, Office of Air Moni-
toring, EPA. On the basis of our dis-
cussions, we believe the county was
using EPA-specified methods to measure
all pollutants,
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Officials of both the Air Pollution Con-
trol Section and the Maryland Bureau of
Air Quality Control told us that no for-
mal Maryland State evaluation had been
made of the county's air monitoring and
analysis methods before our review. Ac-
cording to these officials, however,
Maryland does review and approve each
fiscal grant application containing a
detailed explanation of air monitoring
and analysis methods. Although the
State's review of and comments on the
county air monitoring and analysis meth-
ods contained in the grant application
is beneficial to EPA, a periodic inspec-
tion and report would be more reliable.
State officials indicated such a proce-
dure would be incorporated into a new
State review system.

The county used a spectrophotometer in
laboratory analyses which was different
from that recommended by EPA. According
to county records, it would have cost
$2,800 to purchase a new spectrophotome-
ter with the recommended band width.

We brought this to the attention of EPA
air monitoring officials who told us

that the difference in band width between
the two spectrophotometers would not

have a major impact on the quality of
sample analyses.

The county measures all pollutants for
which EPA has established primary and
secondary standards, except hydrocar-
bons. Maryland monitors hydrocarbons at
two county locations as a part of the
Maryland-wide air quality monitoring
system and furnishes data on hydrocarbon
measurements to the county. In our
opinion, this arrangement is acceptable
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until the county obtains a hydrocarbon
monitor.

The county has budgeted funds for a to-
tal hydrocarbon methane air monitor but
has not purchased this equipment. It is
awaiting an EPA determination as to the
equipment that will best serve this pur-
pose; it then plans to request approval.
This is as required by the approved
grant.
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CHAPTER 2

ECONOMY AND EFFICIENCY

A. EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

1. Procedures for purchase of equipment and supplies

We interviewed county officials and examined
equipment requisitions, purchase orders, receiving
slips, and equipment inventory cards to determine the
procedures followed to purchase equipment and sup-
plies.

Equipment and supply needs are usually deter-
mined during the year, and necessary funds are re--
quested in the budget for the next year. The Direc-
tor, Division of Resources Protection, and the Di-
rector, Department of Environmental Protection, re-
view the budget for need, technical merit, and re-
source availability. If unbudgeted equipment and
supply needs arise during the fiscal year, the re-
view procedure remains the same.

We noted no instances when unneeded equipment
and supplies were purchased and concluded that these
procedures were satisfactory.

2., Obtaining economical prices

We interviewed personnel in the Air Pollution
Control Section and other county officials and re-
viewed their records to determine if procedures ex-
isted for purchasing equipment and supplies at eco-
nomical prices.

The county purchasing division purchases all
equipment and supplies. For purchases over $2,000,
competitive bids are solicited. The department di-
rector must justify to the county purchasing direc-
tor reasons for not selecting the lowest bidder.
The purchasing director told us that deadlocks, al-
though rare, are resolved by the county attorney.
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On the basis of personal experience agnd
knowledge of local vendors, amn air pollution control
official recommends vendors for smaller items of
equipment and supplies peculiar to air pollution, A
county official said that a stock of the more common
items was maintained to take advantage of quantity
discounts.

The county's procedures appeared adequate for
purchasing equipment and supplies at economical
prices.

3. Equipment records

The supervisor of the Air Pollution Control
Section keeps an equipment and supply "Kardex" file
for all equipment and supplies the section pur-
chases. At the time of our audit, equipment inven-
tory was valued at about $40,000,

Card files include such information as the
dates received, costs, vendors, purchase order num-
bers, and serial numbers. Copies of requisitions
are also on file. We tested the accuracy of these
records and found no major errors.

4. No excess supplies

The Air Pollution Control Section uses about
$450 worth of supplies a month, $250 of which is for
chemicals and laboratory supplies. The value of in-
ventory on hand was about §1,100.

We compared monthly use rates with the stock
of supplies on hand and concluded that supplies on
hand were not excessive. Items usable only for air
pollution purposes were ordered when needed.

5. Equipment condition and usage

Using the equipment records as a base, we ver-
ified the existence and condition of selected items
of air pollution control equipment and found all to
be in good condition. The semiannual report for
the first 6 months of fiscal year 1974 indicated,
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however, significant ‘outages for three continuous
monitors.

To determine if the equipment was being used,
we examined summary sheets and log books used for
readings and calibrations of equipment, observed
the equipment in use, and discussed with its opera-
tor the purposes of each item.

Our analysis of air monitoring records showed
significant periods when the equipment was not
functioning. (See p. 39.) Although the equipment
was in good working condition at the time of our
audit, we believe that county and State officials
should monitor the downtime more closely.

Two items purchased in 1970 were not being
used: (1) a large total oxidant analyzer purchased
for $5,775 and (2) stack-testing equipment pur-
chased for $987. Updated equipment replaced the
total oxidant analyzer in fiscal year 1973; discus-
sions are in progress with State officials on how
to best dispose of the analyzer.

The stack-testing equipment was purchased in
fiscal year 1970 for proposed tests, but no stack
testing has been made and none is contemplated.

The Air Pollution Control Supervisor told us that
stack testing would require more equipment and per-
sonnel experience than is available and that the-
Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control could make
stack tests if needed. He intends to keep the
equipment since it may be used at a later time. He
did not agree to report it to EPA as excess equip-
ment.

Recommendation

We recommend that EPA consider whether this
- excess equipment could be used by some other
grantee,
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B. TESTING ?

1. Economy in testing methods

According to the supervisor, technical merit,
rather than economy, primarily determines the best
method for collecting and testing samples. An of-
ficial of EPA's Office of Air Monitoring agreed and
said that the first consideration must be which
method will best satisfy the need since there are
differences in accuracy, response times, and other
technical factors.

Although we agree that techmical merit must be
a prime consideration, economy of price and opera-
tion should be reviewed and considered in each
equipment purchase.

2. Factors considered in air-sampling locations

The Air Pollution Control Supervisor told us
that he had used the factors specified in EPA's
"Guidelines: Air Quality Surveillance Networks,"
in deciding the number and placement of sampling
stations. These factors included high population
densities, meteorology, topography, present and
projected land uses, and pollution sources. He
based his decisions on knowledge of EPA guidelines,
his personal experience, public demands for infor-
mation, and consultations with Maryland officials.

We obtained a map locating all stations and
describing the characteristics of each area, such
as its population density, whether it is a commer-
cial or residential district, etc. We visited 9 of
13 stations and verified the locations and descrip-
tions and found the stations to be as described.

In our opinion, the county had followed the "Guide-
lines: Air Quality Surveillance Networks."

3. Calibration of equipment

To determine whether sampling and analytical
instruments had been calibrated before installation

22



and routinely thereafter, we examined the records
for two of three continuous monitors and inter-
viewed the individual generally responsible for
their calibration. According to the records, both
monitors were calibrated before installation,
checked daily for accuracy, and calibrated there-
after as necessary., The individual responsible for
manual sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide monitors
said that the only calibration required was that of
the needle orifice. He said that this calibration
was performed weekly in the laboratory. We were
also told that particulate samplers were calibrated
every 2 to 3 months when the motors are rebuilt.

C. PERSONNEL

1. Staff qualifications

We reviewed the files of all personnel as-
signed to the Air Pollution Control Section to de-
termine whether they met the minimum qualifications
in EPA's "Guide Class Specifications for Air Pollu-
tion Control Programs in State and Local Programs."
Table 1 lists positions in the fiscal year 1973 and
1974 grant applications. We found no cases in
which the personnel involved failed to meet experi-
ence qualifications.

Table 1

Positions in Fiscal Years 1973 and 1974
Grant Applications (note a)

=
©w
~
-

Position 1973

Air pollution supervisor
Sanitarian III

Environmental health engineer II
Sanitarian I1

Environmental inspector II
Environmental inspector I
Laboratory scientist

Clerk typist

Secretary

1)
w

(1)
(1)
2)

)

m; IH NG HN R
o
o (R RORNHERR

5

%yacancies as of June 30, 1973, and December 31, 1973,
in parentheses.

Total
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2. Salary determination .

According to the county personnel office wage
and salary specialist, who is generally responsible
for establishing staff salaries, county salaries
are derived from wage surveys and a number of out-
side references, including the annual Local Govern-
ment Personnel Salary Survey. We compared the sal-
aries for positions in the Air Pollution Control
Section with salaries for similar positions, such as
health and water quality inspectors, in Sassafras
County and found that they were comparable.

3. Personnel controls

We interviewed air pollution control officials
and reviewed records to determine whether controls
were in effect to insure that staff members were on
the job and performing their assigned duties. In-
spectors keep daily logs and maintain contact with
the office by two-way radio. The rest of the air
pollution control personnel work in the county of-
fice.

We reviewed activity summaries for fiscal year
1973 and for the first half of fiscal year 1974 to
determine whether staff members were devoting full
time to the program. The activity summaries show
that staff members spent (1) 163 hours, costing
about $800, in April 1973 on a solid waste survey
and (2) 240 hours, costing about $1,100, in May and
June 1973 on such matters as rubbish and weed con-
trol and shopping center inspections. We concluded
that it was not proper to charge personnel costs of
about $1,900 to the program which shared costs with
EPA.

In view of these questionable charges to the
program in 1973, we also reviewed the procedures
and time summaries applicable to the first 6 months
of fiscal year 1974.

The semiannual report for the first half of
fiscal year 1974 indicates that one inspector spent
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&
100 percent of his time on solid waste activities
and that three others spent approximately 27 per-
cent of their time on solid waste activities.

Recommendation

Because the fiscal year 1974 grant stipulated
that the people filling positions would spend 100
percent of their time on air pollution control ac-
tivities, we recommended that the county revise its
procedures so that the program would be charged
only for the time of personnel working on that pro-
gram. The county indicated that when it claimed
reimbursement from the Federal Government for 1974,
only actual hours spent on air pollution control
would be included.

We recommend also -that, in the future, the
county indicate in its grant applications and the
claims for reimbursement the percentages of time
each employee spends on air pollution control ac-
tivities. The Sassafras Director of Environmental
Resources said this would be done. EPA Region III
officials told us that a determination would be
made as to allowability of these costs under Sassa-
fras County's grant. -

4, Staff fravel

Air pollution control travel expenses for the
year ended June 30, 1973, were $11,251; $10,338 was
local travel., Mileage at the rate of 9 cents for

.sedans and 15 cents for vans was charged to the
program. The Sassafras County Motor Pool fur-
nished vehicles for all local travel.

To determine whether staff travel was program
related and approved and whether costs were reason-
able, we examined the travel requests for fiscal
year 1973,

In fiscal year 1973 the Air Pollution Control
Supervisor, with prior approval by the department
director and the county chief administrative
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officer, attended the annual Air Pollution Control
Association meeting at Miami Beach from June 18 to
June 22. Actual daily expenses averaged $38.67.

The air pollution control engineer, with
county officials' approval, attended EPA's training
course entitled "Control of Gaseous Emissions'" at
Durham, North Carolina, January 24 to 28, 1973.
Average daily expenses were less than $25 a day.

County travel guidelines state that reasonable
actual costs incurred on program-related travel
will be reimbursed. We believe that the travel
cited above, in addition to all other travel
audited, was program related and that costs were
reasonable.

5. Staff training

We reviewed the training files and the travel
vouchers of air pollution control personnel to de-
termine whether staff training was job related.

In one case the relevance of the staff traim-
ing to air pollution control appeared questionable,
The enforcement chief attended a 2-day course at
The George Washington University entitled "Solid
Waste Management for Hospitals."

Regarding the relation of the course to air
pollution control, the department director said:

"State air pollution regulations control-
ling emissions from incinerators at hos-
pitals and nursing homes will require
significant changes in solid waste dis-
posal practices at these facilities.

This course will provide the attending
staff member with a better understanding
of current practices and alternatives."

Since hospital solid wastes are burned in in-

cinerators, we concluded that the training was pro-
gram related,
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Two individuals attended the bureau's 3-1/2-day
training course on the various aspects of the State
air monitoring system. The only other training in
fiscal year 1973 was a 3-day course on visible
emissions given at the University of Maryland for
air pollution inspectors.

We concluded the $965 spent on training was
program related,

27



CHAPTER 3

PROGRAM RESULTS

The principal activities of the county's Air
Pollution Control Program are air pollution abate-
ment and air monitoring. The goals of the air pollu-
tion abatement activity, as stated in the approved
grant and report of operations, are to

~-effect controls over pollutant emissions from
sources specified in State and county air pol-
lution control regulations and

--encourage the elimination or control of un-
necessary or excessive air pollution emissions
from human activities in the county.

The purpose of the air monitoring activity is
to obtain the necessary ambient air quality data so
that :

--the effectiveness of the abatement program can
be measured,

--necessary abatement actions can be taken where
ambient air quality levels indicate excessive
concentrations, and

--timely actions can be instituted when ambient
air concentrations exceed minimum health-
related standards,

To assess county progress related to the above
goals, we reviewed the activity reports and the sup-
porting records of the Air Pollution Control Section
from July 1, 1972, to December 31, 1973. We also re-
viewed the county's progress toward achieving the
specific objectives set forth in the fiscal year 1973
Federal Air Pollution Control Program grant.

The results of our review of the effectiveness

of the county's program and its monitoring and abate-
ment activities follow. In reviewing the county's
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efforts, it should be noted that in 1973 between 87
and 99 percent of air pollutants in Sassafras County
originated from sources controlled by either the
State or the Federal Government. Thus, the over-all
impact of the county's pollution control efforts are
limited.

A. ACTIONS TAKEN BY SASSAFRAS COUNTY
TO REDUCE AIR POLLUTION

The reduction of atmospheric pollution to the
lowest possible levels within given economic con-
straints is one of the county's principal objectives
stated in the EPA grant. To accomplish that objec-
tive, several intermediate objectives to be accom-
plished during 1973 and 1974 were specified in the
grant applications. The intermediate abatement ob-
jectives and our comments on the county's progress
in meeting those objectives follow.

1. Registration and review
of all existing sources

One objective was to register significant exist-
ing sources of pollution in the county by fiscal year
1973. As part of the cooperative agreement, under the
Maryland State Implementation Plan, Maryland has re-
quested that the county review all registered sources
annually to insure compliance with registration re-
quirements. The county reported in the fiscal year
1974 semiannual report that 2,100 sources had been
registered by the end of fiscal year 1973. The Air
Pollution Control Section and the State consider
this to be all existing sources. In the first half
of fiscal year 1974, 926, or 44 percent, of the reg-
istered sources were reinspected. Sassafras County
reported that all sources would be visited before
April 1974.

We reviewed the registration forms of those
sources which had been reinspected and discussed the
procedures with inspectors. We concluded that the
reinspections had been effective in identifying
changes in equipment and violations of regulations.
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When violations were noted, followup visits were con-
ducted and recorded to insure compliance.

2. Incinerator closures

The grant stated that the county would order
closure of all incinerators violating Maryland regu-
lations in 1973 and 1974. By the end of 1973, 502
owners or operators had been directed to cease incin-
erator operations. At December 31, 1973, 42 private
incinerators and 13 government incinerators were
still operating. Most of these were expected to be
phased out either by orders originating from viola-
tions or by the July 1974 required phaseout date.
Approximately 15 incinerators were to remain in oper-
ation after July 1, 1974. These were hospital, path-
ological, or animal crematory types of incinerators
which are permitted by EPA regulations.

3. Open burning permits

The grant specified that the county would
tighten restrictions on open burning permits and min-
imize land clearing open fires. The number of open
burning permits issued in fiscal year 1973 decreased
21 percent from the number issued in the previous
year.

We compared selected declined permits in 1973
with approved permits in 1972 and noted that similar
permits which had been approved the previous year
were disapproved in 1973,

The county anticipated that after July 1974 there
would be a drastic reduction in approved permits due
to a Maryland regulation which would increase from
200 to 500 yards the distance requirement between the
fire and the nearest occupied structure or heavily
traveled public road.
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4. Control of particﬁlates from construction and
material handling

The county indicated in the fiscal year 1973
grant that a program was to be established for con-
trolling particulates from construction and material
handling. Dust and other materials originating from
construction projects, unpaved roads, truckloads, and
industrial operations continue to be major problems.
The Air Pollution Control Section has attempted to
define the responsibilities of the Police Department,
the Department of Public Works, and the Air Pollution
Control Section in obtaining compliance with various
portions of the proposed county air pollution control
ordinance. However, as of the end of 1973, no final
agreement had been reached and the condition remained
unchanged.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Council, in its consider-
ation of the proposed air pollution control ordi-
nance, define clearly the responsibilities of the
county units for enforcing the ordinance.

5. TFuel conversions

Another intermediate goal specified in the grant
was to initiate fuel o0il and fuel burning equipment
changes at schools and other large installations.

The Air Pollution Control Section reported that
the abatement unit contacted all users of residual
fuel o0il and coal who were required to make conver-
sions or add equipment before October 1, 1973. Ac-
cording to the fiscal year 1974 semiannual reports,
all facilities were in compliance as of December 31,
1973. A total of 233 conversions to either natural
gas or distillate o0il were required and occurred
through 1973.

The county public school system must convert

all of its school facilities from residual fuel oil
or install particulate-capturing equipment by
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October 1, 1974. As of March 31, 1974, the school
system had not submitted a plan for compliance de-
spite Air Pollution Control Section requests.

. Recommendation

We recommend that the Council require the Super-
intendent of Schools to submit a fuel conversion
plan, as requested by the Air Pollution Control
Section,

6. Major source testing

The grant application indicates that by fiscal
year 1973, 30 percent of the major sources would be
tested for compliance with emission regulations.

According to the fiscal year 1974 grant applica-
tion, there are nine major sources of pollution in
Sassafras County and only one of the required three
sources had been tested as of December 31, 1973,

County officials had requested that the major
sources be tested by State officials under the coop-
erative agreement included in the State Implementa-
tion Plan. State officials indicated that the test-
ing teams were behind schedule but would be catching
up in the next 6 months.

Since the county does not have the expertise or
all the equipment to conduct these source tests, it
must rely on the State to satisfy this portion of the
grant objectives.

Recommendation

We recommend that EPA review the State testing
schedule to insure that major source testing is
accomplished in line with local program grant objec-
tives. Without major source testing, emission
standards could be violated without detection and
correction.
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B. IMPACT OF PROGRAM AS SHOWN
BY EMISSION INVENTORIES

Trends in emission inventories indicate the ef-
fectiveness of air pollution control activities.
EPA's "Guide for Compiling a Comprehensive Emission
Inventory" states that:

-"The proper emission control strategy for a
specific air pollution problem is dependent upon
an adequate assessment of the nature and extent
of the pollution in the region involved. This
assessment includes a review of existing levels
of pollutants, the sources and their emissions,
the techniques available for their control, and
the probable increasé in source emission re-
sulting from urban and economic growth. The
emission inventory indicates the major contrib-
utors (motor vehicle, industrial, etc.), and
this information, in turn, directs the thrust of
control efforts. # * * If the emission inven-
tory is updated annually, a decrease in emis-
sions should be reflected over a period of
years. This decrease would then be a measure of
the effectiveness and success of the control and
could be used to indicate areas where program
modification would be useful."

1. Emission inventory trends

Emission inventories are calculations of tons of
pollutants emitted into the atmosphere for an entire
year for a given geographical area. Calculations are
based on fuel consumption and processes which con-
tribute to each type of pollutant. The following
table shows the emission inventories from all signif-
icant sources calculated by Sassafras County at De-
cember 31, 1970, the first period for which such
inventories were available and the inventories at
December 31, 1972 and 1973.
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Table 2 >

County Emission Inventories

1970 1972 1973
(tons)
Particulates 6,652 7,951 10,866
Sulfur oxides 67,591 72,596 48,906
Hydrocarbons 72,397 48,783 56,316
Nitrogen oxides 37,246 40,334 44,431
Carbon monoxide 397,023 310,587 335,744

County officials told us that beginning with
1970 the inventories for each of the years were com-
plete and that the composition of pollution sources
had not changed significantly.

The inventories show that pollution decreased
between 1970 and 1973 for the following pollutants:
sulfur oxides, hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxides,
The inventories show, however, that two pollutants
(particulates and nitrogen oxides) increased between
1970 amnd 1973.

2, Sources of air pollution

County officials attributed the increase in par-
ticulates to emissions from a public utility power
plant. Under its Implementation Plan, Maryland is
solely responsible for obtaining compliance of power-
generating sources in the State. Maryland's Imple-
mentation Plan contains an order of the Maryland
Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene to the Sassa-
fras Electric Power Company which requires the com-
pany's county generating station to meet specified
conditions and schedules and to report directly to the
Maryland Bureau of Air Quality Control.

State officials told us that the power company

had submitted a compliance plan and that the company
was complying with the plan. State officials were
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aware of the emission impact of the plant and were
closely monitoring it.

The county officials attributed the increase in
nitrogen oxides to emissions from (1)} the same power-
plant and (2) motor vehicles over which the Federal
Government has primary responsibility for pollution
control.

The table below shows, for December 31, 1972
and 1973, the extent that the county was responsible
for controlling the pollution sources. The percent-
ages are based on emission inventories prepared by
Sassafras County.

Table 3

Partic- Sulfur Hydro-  Nitrogen Carbon
ulates oxides carbons oxides monoxide
(percent)
POLLUTANTS IN 1972:
Sources not under
control of the
county:
Power generation
{one plant) 68 94 1 37 -
Mobile sources i3 1 97 57 99
Subtotal 81 95 98 94 99
Sources under the
control of the
county 19 5 2 6 1
Total o 1) 100 00 0
POLLUTANTS IN 1973:
Sources not under
control of the
county:
Power generation
(one plant) 77 92z 1 35 -
Mobile sources 10 2 97 55 99
Subtotal 87 94 98 94 99
Sources under the
control of the
county 13 ] 2 ] 1
Total 160 10¢ 100 100 100

The above table shows that, in 1972, the power-
plant and motor vehicles--for which air pollution
control are the responsibility of the State and Fed-
eral Government--accounted for between 81 and 99 per-
cent of the five pollutants in the county, In 1973
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those sources accounted for between 87 and 99 per-
cent of the pollutants,

Pollution sources for which the county is re-
sponsible accounted for 1 to 19 percent of the pollu-
tants in 1972 and 1 to 13 percent in 1973, with the
largest percentage applying to particulates. Thus,
of the county efforts, those directed at controlling
emissions of particulates have the greatest impact
on improving air quality. This is due primarily to
the county's efforts to close incinerators and con-
vert coal and residual oil furnaces to cleaner sources
of energy.

As shown below, the tons of particulates emitted
from sources for which the county is responsible de-
creased during 1973.

Table 4

1972 1973

Emission inventory, particulates in

tons 7,951 10,866
Emissions (percent) from sources

for which the county has re-

sponsibility 19 13
Particulate emissions from those

sources (tons) 1,511 1,413
Decrease in 1973 (about 7%) 98

C. QUALITY OF AIR

National primary ambient air quality standards
define levels of air quality which the Administrator
of EPA judges are necessary, with an adequate margin
of safety, to protect the public health. EPA estab-
lished standards which include the following:
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National Air Quality Primary Standards

Frequency
. not to be
Pollutant Concentration - period exceeded
Sulfur oxides 2.14 ppm - 24 hour . Once a year
average
Particulates b260 mg/m3 - 24 hour Once a year
' average
Carbon mon- .9 ppm - 8 hour Once a year
- oxide : arithmetic
average
Photochemical .08 ppm ozone - hourly Once a year
oxidants average
Nitrogen .05 ppm - annual Yearly
dioxide arithmetic average
average not to be
exceeded

8parts per million.
bMilligrams a cubic meter.

Photochemical oxidants are the result of chemical
reactions which take place in the atmosphere between
nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons under the influence
of sunlight. The amount of hydrocarbons in the at-
mosphere limits the maximum amount of photochemical
oxidants which can be formed.

1. Standards exceeded in Sassafras County

Our comparison of the EPA standards and the
samples taken by the county during fiscal year 1973
and the first half of fiscal year 1974 are presented
in table 5 on the following page.

Because the standard for photochemical oxidants
is for 1-hour periods, it is possible for the stand-
ard to be exceeded up to 24 times in 1 day. To
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properly gauge the quality of air in a given loca-
tion, it is necessary to know both the number of
times and the number of days standards were ex-
ceeded,

Table 5
Number
of times Number
primary of days
standards on which
were standards

exceeded were exceeded

Fiscal year 1973:
Particulates - -
Sulfur oxide - -
Nitrogen oxide - -

Carbon monoxide 24 24
Photochemical oxi-

dants 66 17

Subtotal 90 11

First half of fiscal
year 1974:
Particulates - -
Sulfur oxide - -
Nitrogen oxide =" -

Carbon monoxide 17 17
Photochemical oxi-
dants 106 28
Subtotal 123 45
Total 213 86

As shown, the primary standards for carbon
monoxide and photochemical oxidants were exceeded
86 days during the 18 months. The standards were
exceeded more during the first half of 1974 than
during the entire 1973 fiscal year.
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The Metropolitan Council of Governments' news
releases indicate that emissions from mobile sources
in conjunction with adverse meteorological condi-
tions were the probable reason the standards were
exceeded. As indicated previously, pollution control
responsibility for new mobile sources is assigned to
the Federal Government. ’

Records of air quality monitoring data showed
that readings were not taken on several days be-
cause equipment was being calibrated or had mal-
functioned. On other days readings were not taken
every hour. The following table shows the extent
that the data shown in table 5 is incomplete.

Table 6

Number of days during which

monitors were calibrated Total hours for which Percent of hours
or malfunctioned no samples were taken with no data
Fiscal year 1973: -
Carbon monoxide 88 1,852 21.1
Photochemical
oxidants 240 2,619 29.9
First half of fiscal
year 1874:
Carbon monoxide 43 624 14.3
Photochemical
oxidants 56 917 21.0

If standards for carbon monoxide or photochemi-
cal oxidants were exceeded during these periods, no
record was made. Instances of standards being ex-
ceeded therefore may have been more than shown in
table 5.

2. Instances of standards exceeded
not reported by the county

The county's report of operations for fiscal
year 1973 and its semiannual report for the first
6 months of fiscal year 1974 reported the number of
times pollutant levels exceeded ambient air quality
standards as follows.

39



Table 7 :

Reported number of times
standards were exceeded

First ha1f>
Fiscal fiscal
Pollutant year 1973 year 1974
Carbon monoxide 19 10
Photochemical
oxidants 31 26
Total - 50 36

As may be seen by the following comparison,
Sassafras County did not report 127 instances of the
standards being exceeded during the 18-month period.

Table 8

Comparison of actual with
reported instances of standards exceeded

First
half
Fiscal fiscal
year year
1973 1974 Total

Actual recorded instances of
standards being exceeded:

Carbon monoxide 24 17 41
Photochemical oxidants 66 106 172
Total 90 123 213
Reported instances of standards
being exceeded:
Carbon monoxide 19 10 29
Photochemical oxidants 31 26 57
Total 50 36 86
Unreported instances of standards
exceeded 40 87 127

|
|
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Of even greater importance, the reported instances
made it appear as though the efforts at controlling
air pollution in Sassafras County in the first half
of fiscal year 1974 were much more effective than
they had been. Standards had been exceeded a
greater number of times in the first half of fiscal
year 1974 than in all fiscal year 1973.

The county explained that this occurred because
summaries prepared by the environmental health
engineer were erroneous and the Air Pollution
Control Supervisor did not verify the reports before
publication. To the extent that we could determine,
the errors by the engineer were simply inadvertent
arithmetic errors.

Recommendation

We brought this to the attention of the Air
Pollution Control Supervisor and recommended that
future reports be reviewed more carefully. The
supervisor agreed with our findings and promised
that, in the future, the reports would be reviewed
carefully to be sure that they are accurate.

We also recommended that the county fully com-
ment on this situation in its report to the State
on compliance with the State Implementation Plan and
the report to EPA -on status of the program. The Air
Pollution Control Supervisor agreed and the next re-
port of operations will contain comparative statis-
tics,

3. Actions taken when pollution
reached danger levels

Maryland's Implementation Plan contains an air
pollution episode plan designed to control pollutant
emissions during periods of poor atmospheric ventila-
tion and rising levels of pollution concentrations
where danger is imminent regarding human health.

The Maryland State Implementation Plan also recog-
nizes a regional air pollution episode plan adopted
by the Metropolitan Council of Governments. Both
plans specify one forecast and three action stages
based on episode criteria recommended by EPA.
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According to statements of responsibility in the two
episode plans, either the Council or Maryland would
initiate episode plan action for the county.

County records show that during the 18 months
reviewed, the episode criteria were exceeded on
33 days; however, records of the Maryland Bureau of
Air Quality Control and the Council showed that
episode plans were put into effect on only 9 of those
days.

According to a Council official, the Council
does not initiate ah episode alert unless the cri-
teria are exceeded in more than one jurisdiction.
The Council obtains hourly readings of pollutants
for each jurisdiction. However, records were not
kept for the period we audited. We did not review
air monitoring data in other jurisdictions to de-
termine whether the episode criteria were exceeded
in other jurisdictions on the same days that they
were exceeded in Sassafras County.

An official of the Air Pollution Control Sec-
tion told us that Sassafras County increased moni-
toring activities, contacted all holders of open
burning permits, and told police and fire depart-
ments of bans on open burning and insecticide and
herbicide spraying. Sassafras County also partici-
pated in conference calls with the Council and
Maryland officials. The county did not notify in-
cinerator operators because the incinerators are
not major sources of the pollutants which exceeded
primary standards.

The county did not call all sources required
by Maryland to submit a standby emission reduction
plan. According to county officials, this action
was not taken because the State Secretary of Health
and Mental Hygiene has not formally approved any
of the plans. Maryland officials said that, even
if these plans had been approved, the conditions in
the county would not have caused the plans to be
implemented.
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Effects of episode pfﬁns

In our judgment, the only major actions taken
were news releases made by the Council. The re-
leases informed citizens of the air pollution sit-
uation and advised the elderly and persons with
heart, respiratory, and other conditions sensitive
to air pollution to stay indoors. Since the con-
centration of pollutants came mainly from motor
vehicle exhausts, commuters who usually traveled
to work by automobile were urged to form carpools
or use public transportation.

The county did not have data to indicate
whether persons with heart, respiratory, or other
conditions complied with the county's advice. The
Council has indicated, however, that there was a
general lack of response to news releases requesting
persons to form carpools or use public transporta-
tion. - On the days of episodes, there were no major
increases. in public transportation ridership.

Prospects of meeting 1975 goals

Although Sassafras County has met many of its
intermediate abatement goals, the national air
standards for carbon monoxide and photochemical
oxidants are. being exceeded at an increasing rate.
Since the sources of these pollutants are not ef-
fectively under county control, the county will be
forced to rely on actions by the State and Federal
air pollution control agencies. Unless there are
dramatic changes in the efforts of these agencies,
the prospects of the air pollution standards being
met in Sassafras County by 1975 are not good.

43



APPENDIX I : APPENDIX I

GUIDELINES FOR AUDIT

OF

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM

SASSAFRAS COUNTY, MARYLAND

I. INTRODUCTION

Under the 1967 Air Quality Act and the Clean Air
Act of 1970, the Congress provided for technical and
financial assistance to support air pollution pre-
vention and control programs at the State and local
levels on the belief that prevention and control of
air pollution at its source is the primary responsi-
bility of these governments. Since 1968 Sassafras
County has received Federal assistance from EPA to
finance an Air Pollution Control Program. Sassafras
County's plan of operation is a part of the Maryland
State Implementation Plan. A Federal requirement
specifies that the plan be implemented by 1975.

The purpose of this audit is to evaluate all as-
pects of Sassafras County's Air Pollution Program:
financial statements and compliance, economy and ef-
ficiency, and program results.

ITI. FINANCIAL REPORT AND COMPLIANCE

A. OPINION ON FINANCIAL REPORT

Determine whether the program's expenditure re-
port is fairly presented and give an appropriate
opinion.?

Financial audit procedures should be more encom-
passing but, for purposes of this illustration, they
have not been expanded.
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As part of this examination, the auditor should
evaluate the system of internal controls and con-
sider the results of that evaluation in determin-
ing the extent that transactions should be tested.

The auditor should also determine-what other au-
dits have been made of air pollution control activi-
ties in the county and whether any part of such au-
dits can be used for purposes of this audit.

B. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS AND
REGULATIONS

1. Determine whether a local air pollution control
ordinance has been passed and, if so, whether
the county is complying with its provisions.

2, Determine whether EPA has approved the transpor-
tation control strategies in the State Implemen-
tation Plan. If so, determine whether the
county. has complied. -

3. Determine whether Sassafras County submitted the
required annual expenditure report within 90 days
after the end of the budget period.

4. The fiscal year 1973 grant application specifies
- that support beyond December 1972 was contingent
upon submission by November 30, 1972, of a plan
detailing the program's scheduled activities.
Determine whether this condition was complied
with.

5. Determine whether program funds, Federal and non-
Federal, were used only for the purposes stated
~in the grant application and for those items
enumerated in the approved budget.

6. Determine whether proper accounting cutoffs and
_accruals were made so that program funds were
spent -and/or obligated only during the budget
period covered by the award. ’
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10.

Determine whether Sassafras County obtained
prior approval of EPA for budget changes involv-
ing:

a. Transfer of non-Federal funds that would sub-
stantially alter the scope or purpose for
which the grant award was made.

b. Expenditures of Federal funds that would re-
sult in a cumulative increase in the grant
total of any budget category of more than
25 percent, or $1,000, whichever is greater.

c. Expenditures of Federal funds that would be
made in a budget category for which no funds
were approved.

d. Acquisition of any item of equipment costing
in excess of $1,000 which was not specifi-
cally enumerated in the approved grant ap-
plication and which is wholly or partly sup-
ported by Federal funds.

Determine whether Sassafras County obtained the
necessary non-Federal funds for the grant period
and spent such funds so that appropriate non-
Federal/Federal matching ratio requirements were
attained.

Determine whether fiscal records show on a cur-
rent basis the amount and disposition of Federal
funds received, the total cost of the activity

in connection with which such funds were pro-
vided, and the amount of that portion of the cost
of the activity supplied by non-Federal sources.

EPA has established primary and secondary stand-
ards for measuring ambient air quality. The
standards are set for six pollutants as are the
methods for measuring their presence in the air.
For the standards and methods, refer to the fol-
lowing paragraphs of Federal Register Vol. 36,
No. 84, Part II, April 30, 1971. In regard to
the measurement of air quality:
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a. Determine whether the methods specified
by EPA are used by Sassafras County for
monitoring and analyzing air quality.

b. Determine whether the Maryland air pol-
lution agency evaluates Sassafras
County's methods of air quality measure-
ment for compliance with EPA specified
methods.

c. Cite those instances where Sassafras
County's methods are different from EPA's
prescribed methods.

d. Where Sassafras County uses other than
an EPA prescribed method, obtain an ex-
pert opinion as to the validity of the
-measurement that was obtained using the
alternate methods.

e. If Sassafras County does not measure all
six pollutants, determine why the pollu-
tants are not being measured and if there
are plans to measure them in the future.

f. If a total hydrocarbon-methane air monitor
was purchased in whole or in part with
Federal funds, determine whether prior
approval was obtained from EPA.

ITT. ECONOMY AND EFEICIENCY

A. EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES

1. Determine whether procedures exist to pre-
clude purchase of other than needed equip-
ment and supplies.

2. Determine whether procedures exist to pro-
mote purchase of equipment and supplies at
economical prices.

3. Determine whether equipment records are

maintained and, if so, comment on their ac-
curacy.
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4, Determine whether excess supplies are on
hand. :

5. Physically verify the existence of a repre-
sentative number of items and determine
whether the items are in good working order
and in use.

B. TESTING

1. Determine what basis Sassafras County used
to choose its methods of collecting and
testing air samples and what consideration
was given to economy in making that choice.

2. In decisions regarding the number and place-
ment of sampling stations, determine whether
Sassafras County considered factors specified
in, "Guidelines: Air Quality Surveillance
Network," EPA, May 1971.

3. Determine whether sampling and analytical in-
struments were calibrated before installation
and routinely thereafter.

C. PERSONNEL

1. Determine whether the program's staff meets
EPA's minimum qualifications in its publi-
cation '"Guide (Class Specifications for Air
Pollution Control Positions in State and
Local Programs," July 1971.

2. Determine the procedures for establishing
staff salaries.

3. Determine whether controls are in effect to
insure that staff are on the job and per-
forming their duties. For any staff not de-
voting full time to the program, determine
whether procedures are adequate to insure
that the portion of time charged to the pro-
gram is reasonable.
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Determine whether staff travel was program re-

- lated, whether proper prior approval was ob-

tained, and whether costs appear reasonable.

Use $25 a day as a basis for judging the reason-
ableness of per diem costs. Report instances
where this amount was exceeded.

Determine whether staff training was job re-
lated.

IV. PROGRAM RESULTS

Determine whether Sassafras County has achieved
its intermediate abatement objectives as stated
in 1973 grant application. Specifically, deter-

mine the objectives and accomplishments in re-

gard to:

Registration and review of existing sources.
Incinerator closures.

Open burning permit issuances.

Construction énd material handling controls.
Fuel conversions.

Major source testing.

Deteérmine whether Sassafras County is achiev-
ing its goals of reducing air pollution:

Obtain and report inventories calculated for
pollutant emissions at the end of 1972 and
1973, and compare with the earliest inventories
available to determine changes in pollutant
levels.

"Obtain and report on the percentage of the

sources that are controllable by Sassafras
County and those noncontrollable by the
county at the end of fiscal years 1972 and
1973.
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Determiné whether there have been any instances
where pollution levels in Sassafras County have
exceeded EPA's primary National Ambient Aix
Quality Standards. If so:

For the 18 month period ended December 31,

1973, determine the number of days in which a

primary standard has been exceeded identifying
the pollutant(s) and the cause or probable
cause of the high pollutant level and whether
these instances were appropriately reported.

Determine whether the instances when the stand-
ards were exceeded were properly reported.

Determine whether the Maryland Air Pollution
Episode Plan was put into effect when appli-
cable criteria were exceeded. Determine if

there were differences between actions spec-
ified in the Plan and actual actions taken.

Obtain explanations for any deviations from

the plan.
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