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Between the Fall of 1972 and October 1974 the National In-
tergovernmental Audit Forum and 10 ‘regional forums were
organized. The main objectives of the forums are to exchange views,
resolve issues through discussion before they become problems, pro-
mote acceptance and use of the GAO audit standards, and achieve
coordinated and cooperative working relationships among Federal,
State and local governmental audit organizations. Forum member-
ship includes audit directors from Federal, State and local audit
organizations.

On September 10, 1975, a planning committee made up of one
member from each forum met at Dallas, Texas, to ascertain whether
a combined meeting of the 11 forums would be feasible and
beneficial and, if so, to recommend a framework for holding such a
meeting. The representatives of the planning committee are listed in
Appendix V. Discussions among committee members indicated that
much could be gained from such a meeting. The representative from
the Southwest Forum extended an invitation to have the Joint Con-
ference in New Orleans.

Each regional forum was assigned a topic for which they were
responsible, but each forum had the opportunity for input on all
topics. The Pacific Northwest Forum representative suggested the
rotating discussion format that worked so well at the Joint Con-
ference. Subsequent meetings of the executive secretaries of the
forums were held to address details of the conference, and to further
develop plans for the topics and schedule.

During the rotating discussion periods each attendee was en-
couraged to give his thoughts on each of the topics. Executive secre-
taries and panel leaders summarized these thoughts and monitored
subsequent in-depth discussions.

Presentations by selected forums of projects on which they had
worked was another feature of the conference. These projects were
related directly to the issue topics.

We were fortunate to have two distinguished luncheon speakers
at the Joint Conference—the Comptroller General, Elmer B. Staats,
and Governor Ray Shafer, Counselor to the Vice President of the
United States.

This report is a summary of the proceedings at the Joint Con-
ference and will form the basis of a plan for future action of the
forums over the next several years. As indicated in this report, pro-
jects have already been initiated by some forums; other forums have
not yet decided which projects to participate in or lead. A more com-
plete plan of action for projects will be established by October 1,
1976. It will be necessary to coordinate the plans of all forums

before a complete plan of action is finalized.

There is an ever-increasing need for coordination among audi-
tors at the various levels of government. We feel that the forum
movement is a vital catalyst to facilitate such cooperation, and that
this Joint Conference has kindled even greater interest in the forums
and established the groundwork for future forum actions.

ﬁwao é’“ Robert J. Ryan

Executive Secretary
National Intergovernmental

Audit Forum



Government Auditing-Yesterday, Today, And

Tomorrow

Address By Elmer B. Staats Comptroller General
Of The United States Before The Joint Con-
ference—Intergovernmental Audit Forums New
Orleans, Louisiana January 14, 1976

It is a great pleasure to speak to this group—
representing the leadership of the 11 intergovern-
mental audit forums. As you know, the General
Accounting Office has been a strong supporter of
the forum movement, and we believe this con-
ference should be a great help in increasing the
effectiveness of the forums and in charting the
future course of their work.

This is probably the most responsible and
most diversified gathering of audit directors from
Federal, State, and local governments ever
assembled in one place. We have here representa-
tives from 16 agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment, 30 State governments, and 14 local govern-
ments. This representation, I think, shows the in-
terest of govermental auditors throughout the
country in improving their work and demon-
strates their willingness to try to work together in
meeting the vast and growing auditing require-
ments of governmental programs.

As | thought about what I might say to you
today, it occurred to me that governmental audit-
ing has been changing at an almost breathtaking
pace in the past few years and that it might be
useful to consider where we are, where we've
been, and where we expect to be in the next few
years.

Ten years ago when I was appointed Comp-
troller General by President Lyndon B. Johnson,
government auditors were approaching their
work primarily from a financial and compliance
viewpoint. Some, GAO included, were doing con-
siderable work in identifying uneconomical
operating practices, but this was still considered a
new endeavor practiced by few.

In these past 10 years great changes have
taken place in governmental auditing:

® Audits aimed at improving
economy and efficiency of operations
have become commonplace and are
practiced extensively at all levels of
government.

eAuditing has become more
difficult—even financial audits—
because the computer has become a
common accounting tool, and
because of its complexity, auditors
have had to acquire considerable
specialized knowledge.

®The most dramatic change,
however, has been the emergence of
the program results audit. With this
development the auditor became
concerned not only with assessing fi-
nancial integrity and the economical
use of resources, but with the
broader questions of whether
government programs are ac-
complishing their goals effectively
and whether there are better alterna-
tives.

Auditing program results has a long way to
go before it becomes as commonplace in all
government circles as audits of economy and effi-
ciency, and an even longer way to go before it at-
tains the maturity of our financial auditing work.
It is, however, an area in which there is great in-
terest by legislators and the public.

In our work with the Congress, we at GAO
find a continually growing interest in work that
will tell the Congress how well programs are

Mr. Staats became Comptroller General of the United States March 8, 1966. Before his appointment as Comptroller General, he served as
Deputy Director of the Burcau of the Budget under Presidents Johnson. Kennedy. Eisenhower. and Truman. Mr. Staats received the
Rockefeller Public Service Award in 1961, and is Past National President of the American Society for Public Administration.




achieving their goals. Over one-third of our work
is now in this category. We know that other
government audit orgainzations have not yet had
such heavy demands for this type of information,
but we believe that, probably in the not too dis-
tant future, they will.

Thus, what will government auditing be like
in 19867 If one can judge by experience, there
will be many changes. However, | believe the
thrust will be toward increasing the capability to
do audit work of the scope I've just described and
toward establishing much closer working rela-
tionships among Federal, State, and local audit
organizations. Here is what I see for 1986:

®l arger programs will be
audited cooperatively by Federal,
State, and local auditors.

eGovernmental audit staffs
almost universally will be able to do
all three types of audit work; i.e., fi-
nancial and compliance, economy
and efficiency, and program results.

®While all grants will be sub-
ject regularly to financial audits,
specific grants to be audited for com-
pliance with laws and regulations,
economy and efficiency, and
program results will be selected
using statistical sampling methods on
a National basis by Federal, State,
and local auditors working together.

eAudit staffs will be
multidisciplinary stafts which will in-
clude accountants, mathematicians,
economists, data processing
specialists, and others in accordance
with the demands of particular jobs.
eGrant requirements will be
greatly simplified and procedures for
auditing them standardized.
Information on how well
programs work will be regularly con-
sidered by legislators before
reauthorizations are voted on.

As you can see 1 visualize 1986 as bringing,
not a radical change in approach, but more the
achievement of what we are now working toward.
In the last 10 years the full scope of information
wanted by legislators and public officials has
been clearly identified. In the next 10 years, audi-
tors and other evaluators and analysts must
sharpen their skills so they can provide this infor-

mation. Thus, I see the challenge of the next 10
years as being one mainly of working out
problems already identified and learning to
cooperate with one another.

GAO’s Role In Improving The
State Of The Art Of Auditing

In 1974 GAO assessed the extent that
Federal, State, and local governments were
cooperating on audits in which they had mutual
interests. Cooperation fell far short of what was
attainable. At that time 7 of 10 of the Federal
agencies reviewed had not relied on State or local
government audits to any significant extent. In
the remaining three cases, the Federal auditors
were relying only on the State and local govern-
ment’s financial and compliance audits. At the
same time, several of the Federal agencies had
sizable audit backlogs.

The reasons given for this lack of coopera-
tion included the lack of formal procedures for
coordination, dissimilar audit objectives,
different reporting requirements, and a host of
other problems.

Some progress has been made since our
report was issued. The cooperative audit of the
Supplemental Security Income Program which
the National Forum helped arrange is a notable
example, but what has been accomplished is only
a small step toward attaining the type of smooth
cooperation I see needed for 1986.

The Department of the Treasury has entered
into agreements with 43 States to have the
statutorily required revenue sharing audits made
for the Treasury. While it is too early to be sure
these arrangements will work out satisfactorily
for all concerned, this type of cooperation is cer-
tainly desirable.

Although "obtaining effective cooperation
and coordination of audits among Federal, State,
and local governments will be a complex task, it
is essential if the legislators and executives of the
various governments are to get the information
they need without costly and disruptive duplica-
tion of audit work. Moreover, there are going to
be great pressures on auditors to work together
since the needs for increased coverage and infor-
mation will doubtlessly exceed the speed with
which additional staff are made available.




GAO has been devoting much effort to bring
about such cooperation. As a first step, in 1972,
we issued “Standards for Audit of Governmental
Organizations,Programs, Activities & Functions,”
better known as the “‘yellow book.” The concept
underlying these standards was that an audit
made in accordance with them would be usable
by all interested levels of government and that
each would not think a separate audit necessary.
These standards provided for the broad audit
scope I have already mentioned.

As you may know, in 1972 the American In-
stitute of Certified Public Accountants organized
a Committee on Relations with GAO. This com-
mittee was created to represent the public ac-
counting profession’s viewpoint on matters of
mutual concern and interest and is to advise the
senior technical committees and members of the
Institute on significant developments relating to
our activities. As one of its first activities, this
committee was to prepare a report on GAO audit
standards to help independent public accountants
understand the standards, their effect on auditing
practice today, their relationship to AICPA’s
“generally accepted auditing standards,” and
their application to the broader scope of auditing
required for government programs. The commit-
tee’s report released in November 1973, stated:

“The members of this Com-
mittee agree with the philosophy and
objectives advocated by the GAO in
its standards and believe that the
GAO’s broadened definition of
auditing is a logical and worthwhile
continuation of the evolution and
growth of the auditing discipline.”

Another important step in this direction in
which we have had an influential role is the crea-
tion of the 11 intergovernmental audit forums
which you today represent. Our involvement
started about 4 years ago when six State auditors
came to my office to discuss some of their
problems in dealing with Federal departments
and agencies on auditing matters. They said they
often had problems with the Federal audit work
that required discussion with one or more
Federal agencies. They had great difficulty find-
ing the right people to talk to or the right office or
offices to visit to solve their problems. At that
meeting the State auditors urged us to take the
lead in creating an organization where such

problems could be discussed by the appropriate
people and resolved.

As a result of this meeting, we invited
Federal, State, and local representatives to join us
in an intergovernmental audit forum. The first
forum chartered was a regional one, the
Southeastern Forum headquartered in Atlanta.
About the same time an organization was
established in New York City (the Department of
Transportation taking the lead), which has since
become the regional forum in that area.

The National Forum was ofticially chartered
on November 5, 1973, although it had held some
meetings before that. The membership then con-
sisted of the representatives of 16 Federal agen-
cies with grantmaking or Federal Government-
wide responsibilities, 6 State auditors selected by
the Council of State Governments, and 6 local
government auditors selected by the Municipal
Finance Officers Association. The number of
State auditors in the National Forum has since
been changed to 10, 1 elected by the State audi-
tors of each region. With the signing of the
charter by the members of the Pacific Northwest
Forum in October 1974, all 10 regional forums
became operational. We in GAO are pleased that
we have been active in helping to get the forum
movement started.

We have also issued a number of booklets to
acquaint officials, legislators, and auditors with
the advantages of the broad scope audit advo-
cated by our standards. Titles of some of these
booklets are:

“Auditors—Agents for Good
Government.”

“Examples of Findings from
Governmental Audits.”

“Questions and Answers on
the ‘Standards for Audit of Govern-
mental Organizations, Programs, Ac-
tivities & Functions™.”

“An Illustrative Report Pre-
pared in Accordance with GAO
Audit Standards—Air Pollution
Control Program, Sassafras County,
Maryland.”

Similar publications are under development.




We also entered into a demonstration pro-
ject with the International City Management
Association to apply broad scope auditing at the
local government level. The project involved 10
cities, 2 counties, and | council of governments.
The pilot group varied in population, size,
geographic location, level of resources available,
and sophistication of existing information
systems.

Each participating government identified an
area in which the audit was to be performed; these
represented various governmental activities, in-
cluding shared municipal services, engineering
services, park and recreation maintenance, tax
collection and assessment, water department
maintenance and work scheduling, parks capital
outlay project, vehicle utilization and mainte-
nance, public safety, drug and alcohol abuse
programs, community relations, ADP operations,
and a program monitoring function. GAO pro-
vided leadership in audit planning, and the local
government provided the audit staff. There was
considerable diversity among the audit staffs,
which included internal auditors, certified public
accountants, management consultants, internal
management analysis and review staffs, and task
forces composed of management and other per-
sonnel.

The results will be published soon.* While
accomplishments at individual locations vary,
most of the managers of participating cities were
enthusiastic about the results and concluded that

broad scope, or performance auditing as they

call it, had great potential for improving local
government.

As you perhaps also know, we sent a report
to the Congress advocating improving the method
of compensating State and local government
auditors that do audit work for the Federal
Government,

Problems to Overcome

Of course, a multitude of problems must be
overcome before the vision | projected for 1986
becomes a reality. I won’t try to discuss all these
today but I will talk about four [ consider of
special importance:

1. The need for better finan-
cial information to help restore the
public’s confidence in government
and its processes.

2. The need for simplifica-
tion of Government grant programs
to eliminate time-consuming tech-
nicalities which detract from the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the
programs.

3. The need for training to
meet the heavy new challenges posed
for auditors by today’s information
needs.

4. The need to work out
cooperative arrangements that over-
come problems caused by diversity in
the type and authority of government
auditing organizations.

Need for Better Financial
Information on Governments

Despite the familiarity we have with finan-
cial data, in many cases we aren’t getting the right
kind of financial data to the right people. No one
who has read a newspaper in the last 6 months
can fail to know about the problems of New York
City and the view that its financial system was in-
adequate to provide the information needed to
manage its finances effectively. Almost as widely
known is the situation involving the District of
Columbia. Senator Thomas Eagleton and others
have called for an annual audit of the District in
connection with the District’s plan to issue its
own bonds. I have testified before the House

" Committee on the District Government that, in

our judgment, the books of the District do not
permit an auditor to give a clear opinion on fi-
nancial statements prepared from them. As we see
it, the results of such an audit would be a dis-
claimer of an opinion by the auditor with the
recommendation that the accounting system be
improved. We can recommend that now and so
we favor an immediate effort to improve that
system so it can be audited effectively in subse-
quent years.

*Results were published by the International City Management Association in a special Management Information Service Report, April 1976,




With regard to the Federal Government, I'm
sure many of you are familiar with the consoli-
dated financial statements prepared for the
Federal Government by the accounting firm,
Arthur Andersen & Co. This report was prepared
from a wide variety of sources and, although it
recognizes that much remains to be done before
fully acceptable statements are prepared, the
booklet did a good job of showing how consoli-
dated financial statements for the Federal
Government might look and what they could con-
tain.

Over 60,000 copies of the report have been
distributed. Moreover, it has sparked considera-
ble interest on Capitol Hill, and several bills have
been introduced calling for better Government-
wide financial reports.

We support this idea, though the actual form
and content of the reports will have to be studied
extensively. Our Office has offered support and
assistance to the Secretary of the Treasury in this
undertaking.

Increases in interest rates, inflation, and the
Vietnam War have put great pressure on Federal
Government finances. As I see the years ahead,
we will have to practice sound financial manage-
ment to a degree we've never had to before. A
place to start is with consolidated financial state-
ments.

Obviously the need for better financial
management will affect all levels of government.
With inflation constantly eating away at savings
and earnings, there is more and more resistance
to increasing taxes. At the same time, govern-
ments are pressured to meet demands for new ser-
vices as well as to continue existing programs and
to meet obligations already created, such as
retirement and pension benefits.

Legislators and officials will be looking to
auditors to get them the financial information
they so badly need. Because of the crunch for
money at all levels of government, auditors them-
selves will no doubt feel their belts being
tightened for them. This should make the role of
intergovernmental audit forums even more rele-
vant—the more duplication in auditing that we
can cut out, the better.

The idea of auditors from all levels of
government planning their work together and
sharing in the auditing workload makes sense

anytime, but under these circumstances it is
unusually important.

Simplifying Federal Assistance
Programs

With this audience I hardly need to point out
that the number and variety ot Federal assistance
programs have increased nearly fivetfold during
the past 10 years. Also the most common com-
plaint about Federal assistance programs are that
Federal agencies (1) insist on the ‘“‘unique” re-
quirements of individual programs and (2)
generally lack rapport with State and local
officials.

Federal personnel have not been unmindful
of these complaints, but in many cases they are
legally bound to enforce the “unique” require-
ments. Furthermore, the purpose of many of the
“unique’ requirements is to insure fair and equal
treatment for all citizens. This is a substantial
problem. On the positive side, steps have been
taken to promote intergovernmental cooperation,
to simplify administrative requirements associ-
ated with Federal aid, and to make it easier (1) to
fund projects with moneys from two or more
Federal agencies, (2) to place greater reliance on
State and local governments, and (3) to move
Federal decisionmaking out of Washington, D.C.

Nevertheless, administration of Federal
grant programs continues as a significant
problem. A few months ago, GAO issued a report
to the Congress entitled, “Fundamental Changes
Are Needed in Federal Assistance to State and
LLocal Governments.” During our review we took
a broad look at the Federal assistance system, its
impact on States and localities, and the attempts
to improve it. Our overall conclusions were that
the present Federal assistance system:

e Lacks an adequate means for
disseminating grant information
needed by State and local govern-
ments.

eCreates a high degree of
funding uncertainty due to late con-
gressional authorizations and ap-
propriations and executive impound-
ment of funds.

@Fosters complex and varying
application and administrative pro-
cesses.




els fragmented: similar
programs are administered by
different Federal agencies or agency
components and programs are too
restrictive to meet State and local
needs.

This report recommended that the Congress:

e®Consolidate programs serv-
ing similar objectives into broader
purpose programs and assign
programs serving similar goals to the
same Federal agency.

®Consider greater use of both
advanced and forward funding and
authorizations and appropriations
for longer than 1 fiscal year, in order
to reduce funding uncertainties
associated with Federal assistance.

There are obviously no simple solutions to these
problems.

This group here today has a keen interest in
finding solutions to the problems [I've talked
about. You are also in a very unique position to
help bring about the needed changes. Attention to
these problems in your audits can be of significant
help.

Training Audit Staffs

One principal concern of the forums is train-
ing of members’ audit staffs. This area merits con-
cern if my vision of 1986 is to come true. The de-
mands on auditors for greater skills in just the fi-
nancial arena are challenging enough. Even
broader skills are necessary to do the kind of
audit that produces information on eftficiency and
economy and effectiveness of programs.

Such audit work is an art about which we all
have much to learn. There are many difficulties in
doing this kind of work—particularly in evaluat-
ing the results of social action programs. Here’s
how GAO has been trying to meet this challenge.

1. We are learning much by
doing.

2. We have been building a
staff of engineers economists,
mathematicians, and other dis-
ciplines, as well as accountants.

3. We are extensively using
expert consultants and to a limited
degree contracting work out.

4. We are taking increasing
advantage of analyses and evalua-
tions of other Government agencies
and outside organizations, such as
the Urban Institute and the Brook-
ings Institution.

Another training problem is the continually
increasing need for greater skill in data process-
ing systems. That is far from a static field, and
each new generation of data processing equip-
ment calls for quantum jumps in auditing skills.
We have been devoting much work to training in
this area, including having 200 of our staff attend
an intensive training course developed jointly
with the Wharton School of the University of
Pennsylvania.

Life is too short for anyone to acquire all the
skills needed to perform some of the audit tasks
we face. Consequently, we have long since dis-
carded the idea that an individual auditor can
possess all the skills necessary to do our work.
Our audit staffs are teams of people with varying
backgrounds, including accounting, economics,
public administration, engineering, and so forth.
Their skills are supplemented as necessary by
specialists with mathematical, statistical, ac-
tuarial, data processing, and related skills. While
we employ specialists to do -certain jobs, we
nonetheless have to train our regular audit staff in
the approaches to follow in performing such
audits. Moreover, keeping the specialists’ skills
sharp is a training problem all its own.

Report writing for audits that go beyond a
simple opinion on financial statements remains a
complicated training problem in governmental
auditing. Auditors must communicate with peo-
ple who are unsophisticaed in both the tech-
nicalities of programs as well as auditing and ac-
counting terminology. Writing reports that do
this is difficult. It requires talent and hard work,
mostly the latter. Training in communicating
audit results has to be virtually continuous. Some
forums have taken steps to provide training by:

1. Sharing in-house training
courses with the staffs of other
forums members.

2. Initiating training
courses in conjunction with the Civil
Service Commission.

3. Presenting training in
conjunction with forum meetings.




I strongly believe that the forums’ interest in
helping members get appropriate training will
make them an even stronger force for bringing
about the kind of cooperation we need for 1986.

Lack of Uniform Organization

A formidable obstacle in attaining effective
intergovernmental cooperation in audit work is
the great diversity in legal responsibilities for
audit work. Who is responsible and for what kind
of audit work varies greatly from Federal agency
to Federal agency, from State to State, from coun-
ty to county, and city to city. In some cases, audi-
tors are elected and report to the people, in others
they are appointed and report to the legislatures,
in still others they report to the executive. In ad-
dition, some auditors have legal restrictions on
the type of work they can do or the political sub-
divisions they are allowed to audit.

I will not try to minimize the difficulties of
dealing with these problems. I do believe,
however, that such problems can be overcome if
approached cooperatively.

We believe substantial steps have been taken
at the Federal level. For instances, cross-servic-
ing arrangements among Federal agencies have
been established. The Federal agency having the
predominant financial interest must take the in-
itiative in collaborating with other appropriate
Federal agencies to determine the feasibility of
one of the agencies conducting audits for the
others. More can be done in this regard. But this
is a step in the right direction.

Summation

Auditors are going to have an increasingly
influential role in the next 10 years. These will be
times of difficult choices. The demand for ser-
vices is going to increase. The cost of pension
funds and benefit programs will be a larger
burden than previously. At the same time the
pressures will be great on all governments to keep
from raising taxes.

In making the choices that will be necessary,
public officials and legislators are going to want
lots of information. They will ask more questions
than ever before. “Where can costs be reduced?”
“What programs aren’t accomplishing anything?”
“Where has the money gone?” If experience can

be used as a guide, when they have such questions,
they will call upon government auditors for the
answers.

If government auditors are to respond, they
must improve their capabilities and use their
resources wisely. As | have said, this requires
training and cooperation. Ambitious and exten-
sive as the current efforts are to improve in-
tergovernmental audit coordination, much re-
mains to be done. The training of staff will be a
long and arduous task. Much also remains to be
done to standardize Federal audit requirements
and to give State and local governments the
resources to perform audits that will consider
these requirements. The intergovernmental audit
forums are uniquely qualified to see that the
necessary steps are taken. I hope for your con-
tinued success.




A Near And Long Range Strategy for An
Effective Intergovernmental Partnership

Address By Governor R. Shafer Before The Joint
Conference Intergovernmental Audit Forums New
Orleans,Louisiana January 15, 1976

I have come to talk to you about an untamed
governmental frontier—and how it might be won.
My subject is how to weld a permanent, working,
effective Federal-State-and local partnership.

Our Government has an exceptional oppor-
tunity to improve its performance where the
shortcomings are most acute, namely in develop-
ment and implementation of National policies
and programs which require simultaneous par-
ticipation of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments.

The challenge is to mold the several levels
and circumfusion of governments into an ad-
ministrative system capable of producing grass
roots supported policies and operations. A
forthright and sustained effort to improve the in-
tergovernmental system would result in better ex-
ecution of National objectives.

The prize will be a higher grade of govern-
ment for us all—and more effective, efficient
problem-solving in a host of domestic fields that
cut across all levels of government: social
welfare, transportation, land use, economic
development, environmental protection, civil
rights, energy, health, poverty, education, taxa-
tion—you name it—anything that will profit from
a joint coordinated governmental attack.

What 1 want to present here today is a
strategy we can pursue to win this very critical
goal. It will not be easy. We are talking about
melding the efforts of 50 States and several ter-
ritories, of 3,044 counties across the Nation, of
38,000 general purpose local governments, of
39,000 school and other special districts.

But it promises to be an undertaking that
could be a giant step in government administra-
tion. But before that, just what is the situation to-
day?

e First, our very progress as a
Nation—our industrialization and
our urbanization—has spawned na-
tionwide economic, social, and ethi-
cal problems not even our founding
tathers, with all their clairvoyant
wisdom, could foresee two centuries
ago—problems the Federal system
just wasn’t designed to deal with,
problems that straddle every level of
government.

@®Second, confusing the situa-
tion are approximately 1,100
categorical Federal grants, overlaid
on our traditional structure and
functions. In 1974 alone, the Con-
gress passed 140 new categorical
programs.

Mr. Shater is Counselor for Intergovernmental Relations to the Vice President of the United States. He was Governor of Pennsylvania
from 1967 to 1971. Prior to his Governorship. he served as Lieutenant Governor. Mr. Shater also served on the Advisory Commission on In-

tergovernmental Relations.




Many of these categorical grants are well
meaning and they fuel many critical programs.
But at the same time they tend to fracture and
Balkanize the three levels of government.
Specialists in each field—in education, in high-
ways, in health, and so on—are organized in their
separate channels from local departments right
up to their counterparts in the States and in the
Federal agencies and in the congressional com-
mittees with resultant excessive administrative
costs. In too many cases leaders at county and
municipal levels and even at the State level—in-
cluding governors—are bypassed, even im-
mobilized in the process.

@ Third, there is no recognized
plan of action. What is desperately
needed is an officially recognized ad-
ministrative process to let State and
local governments play a true
partnership role in identifying their
needs, blueprinting joint objectives,
setting policies, charting programs,
and coordinating execution.

There are now a handful of representative
associations, such as the Council of State Govern-
ments, the National Governors’ Conference, the
National Conference of State Legislatures, the
National Association of Counties, and the Inter-
national City Management Association, that give
us tools with which to coordinate National
policies and initiatives. But these are still not
enough.

®Fourth, we have made some
headway, largely with the help of the
Advisory Commission on In-
tergovernmental Relations (ACIR)
and the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), in simplifying grant
procedures and administration, in
clearance processes, in setting up
regional districts, and in decentraliz-
ing. General Revenue Sharing and
block grants are excellent innova-
tions. But many in Congress want to
backtrack on these, undermining the
progress already made.

That, briefly, is the situation we face. Now,
what do we need? Quite simply, we need a more
effective intergovernmental system—if we are to
get workable policies and productive results—in

nearly every domestic field. Any strategy we
design must take into account the immense diver-
sity of these many policy and program fields and
their intragovernmental implications.

[ will list just a tew of the critical policy
questions facing us now that cut across all levels
of government and call out for State and local
participation:

eThe need to correct Federal,
State, and+local fiscal imbalances and
inadequacies.

®The need to develop a Na-
tional growth policy.

elhe need to curb the rapid
decay of many urban areas,
especially in our core cities and older
suburbs.

®lhe need for a better way to
spread out the responsibilities and to
finance public welfare and educa-
tion.

@l'he need for advance plan-
ning of State and local roles and of
ways to cope with future recessions
and cyclical swings in our economy.

eThe need to reconcile en-
vironmental protection policies and
programs with local pollution and
employment situations.

e@l'he need for a comprehen-
sive energy program adjusted to
satisfy the conflicting demands of
producers, users, regions, States, and
localities.

@l'he need for better, more
efficient intra- and inter-city mass
transit systems that meet a wide array
of differing demands.

el he need to deal with the pre-
sent social and economic conse-
quences of unrestricted land ex-
ploitation, speculation, and mindless
wasting of our limited natural
resources.




The intergovernmental system we have to-
day lacks the focus to deal with these needs.
There is no central nerve center of leadership and
negotiation, no constant channels of consultation,
to deal with such matters with speed and coopera-
tion.

If T had to point to the single biggest
drawback in Federal-State-local relations today,
it would be this: State and local governments just
don’t now have an adequate voice in the
policymaking process. Because they don’t, we
have not and cannot develop acceptable domestic
policies and execute them adequately. To build
that voice into the system is perhaps the need of
all needs.

The key bridges in the
Federal system—the States them-
selves—are often ill-equipped to deal
with the situation.

For a partnership to work,
programs and operations must mesh
closely in metropolitan areas and in
regional districts. Yet those systems
are in disarray, at the mercy of the
power of functional specialists and
the lack of areawide political and ex-
ecutive leadership.

There is no centerpost of ad-
ministrative leadership, policy for-
mation and coordination in the ex-
ecutive branch of the Federal
Government with a clearly defined
responsibility in this area.

Nor have the universities been in a position
to help much. Aside from a few fragmentary Na-
tional Science Foundation (NSF) grants, they
have not been encouraged, or underwritten, to
supply public service education, do action-

oriented research or give advice to local, State

and Federal agencies. There is nothing compara-
ble in any degree to the land grant college educa-
tional and extension systems in agriculture.

The OMB Study Committee on Policy
Management Assistance reports that Federal
technical assistance to States and localities to im-
prove delivery systems totalled $512 million in
fiscal year 1974. That is about 1 percent of grant
assistance. Of that, 87 percent centered on func-
tional areas—law enforcement, health, education,

and such. Of the remaining 13 percent, half went
for physical land use planning. Only $40 million
was directed to upgrade overall organization and
administration of the total system of State and
local government.

So what can we do about all this? There are
several things. What I am about to propose will
be limited to how we can organize differently and
what we can do administratively to develop an in-
itial capacity to come to grips in a meaningful way
with critical policy issues.

First, we must have formalized channels of
consultation. The name of this game is to try to
have Federal, State, and local governments in-
teracting and collaborating in policy planning
and implementation. But to get that we must have
ways to communicate with each other, ways that
are officially recognized—and used.

There are obvious natural points of power
and decision that we can begin with: namely the
President, the Vice President, the Domestic
Council, the OMB, and their staffs. On the State
level there are the governors and their executive
management staffs. On the local levels we have
county and city executives and their staffs. Those
are the brokerage points.

The present channels linking the Federal
departments and their State and local counter-
parts are so well grooved and established by now
that it will take sustained action to hew out essen-
tially new executive channels.

Two separate but interacting channels must
be operating—one primary, the other secondary.
The primary channel is on the highest level. It in-
volves the President—with a counselor to the
President representing him—in direct liaison with
governors and chief executives of counties and
cities. The chief functions of this channel are in
the policy realm, in political contact, negotiations
and decisionmaking.

The secondary channel should link the OMB
with comparable management staffs of governors
and local chief executives. Its function is to im-
prove systems, procedures, evaluation and per-
formance. Its task is to eliminate bottlenecks,
gaps, breakdowns, and delays.

These two complementary channels need to
be clearly defined, formalized, publicized, and
utilized.
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This leads me to a major recommendation—
a center to orchestrate intergovernmental
cooperation. I call it an Executive Office for In-
tergovernmental Coordination.

[ts central aim would be to equip the White
House with the necessary vehicle to coordinate
government action nationwide. It would stand at
the summit of the policy level. Its first job would
be to activate the primary channel of consultation
and decisionmaking described earlier.

An executive order of the President is all
that is needed to start such an office. It would
function under the aegis of a Counselor to the
President.

These are the three main tasks the Executive
Office for Intergovernmental Coordination
would undertake:

First, to maintain continuing effective com-
munication and liaison with governors and local
chief executives on major present and proposed
policy issues. It would advise the President and
the Domestic Council and other appropriate
Federal executives on developing policy deci-
sions even as they are still forming.

Second, to shape and coordinate views on
policies and programs that cut across Federal,
State, and local levels, so that they may be con-
sidered by the Domestic Council, OMB, and the
President.

Third, to identify major administrative
problems in the intergovernmental system and
recommend remedies—then follow up to see that
they are implemented.

The next major step would be to strengthen
the secondary channel. That means strengthening
the OMB’s intergovernmental activities. I suggest
two adjustments:

First, OMB’s present Division of In-
tergovernmental Relations and Regional Opera-
tions would formally establish and maintain this
secondary level of consultation. This procedure
would make it easier for the OMB to do several
things. Among them:

e Review continuously how
things are working,

e Nurture and maintain
contacts with State and local execu-
tive staffs.

e Coordinate program im-
plementation.
the

e Quarterback review

and clearance systems,

e Help the Federal regional
councils.

e See that administrative
problems get attention when they are
flushed out at regional, State, and
local levels.

e Do any other necessary
jobs helpful to the Executive Office
for Intergovernmental Coordination,
and the President.

The second step would be to strengthen
OMB’s intergovernmental hand—its administra-
tive management arm. This could enhance the
workability of intergovernmental processes and
procedures, simplify and consolidate the grants
process, upgrade management capabilities
throughout the system, and devise remedies for
breakdowns, bottlenecks, and other roadblocks.

This division would play a major role in
developing management capacity government-
wide, and in other ways service the intergovern-
mental system.

By taking the first three major steps outlined
above—formalizing the channels of consultation,
establishing a coordinating center at the highest
level, and strengthening the OMB role—you
would automatically be taking a fourth: increas-
ing the effectiveness of the Domestic Council as a
forum for helping the President find concensus on
Federal objectives, priorities, and spending.

Once the Federal Government has put its
own house in order, the next major step is to un-
dertake the very important task of upgrading the
State and local capability. They must be en-
couraged to remedy their present structural, ad-
ministrative, and managerial weaknesses, one of
the main causes of the poor performance in the in-
tergovernmental arena. State and local executive




management staff capabilities parallel to those in
the Executive Office of the President are essential
to proper policy and program execution.

To this end the OMB and the proposed Ex-
ecutive Office for Intergovernmental Coordina-
tion should develop a plan to build State and
local capacities. The OMB should take into ac-
count the recommendations of its own Study
Committee on Policy Management Assistance,
which calls for long-term cooperative efforts in-
volving the ACIR, public interest and profes-
sional associations, universities, and other expert
resources.

Then there is the problem of producing
qualified personnel to drive the intergovernmen-
tal programs. Attacking this problem is the sixth
major step. The lack of qualified personnel has
been at the very heart of the poor performance in
intergovernmental relations at local levels. Any
Federal strategy should embody a continuing,
comprehensive plan and program to solve this
problem. Steps that come to mind are pre-service
and in-service education and training in inter-
governmental policy making, in running systems,
in program and resource management, and in the
other related administrative and technical tasks
essential at all levels of government.

Some of the tools to do it are already availa-
ble—the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, the
Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA), Title I
and Title IX of the Higher Education Act, and
U.S. Civil Service Commission and departmental
training programs. IPA and Title IX funding
need to be expanded. And program management
fellowships—which the President proposed in his
July 17, 1974, message to Congress—could be fi-
nanced under Title 1X.

Hand in hand with upgrading and educating
personnel is to generate knowledge about how to
improve organization, administration, manage-
ment systems, methods, and technology.

The Federal Government has underwritten
extraordinary pioneering achievements in
agriculture, medicine, space exploration, and the
physical sciences. But it has given but fragmen-
tary support to researching and developing ad-
ministrative systems, organizational concepts,
and management techniques—all so essential to-
day for public well-being.

There are also vehicles available to help us
with this. The ACIR has done important work
already. The NSF's RANN program (Research
Applied to National Needs), with in-house help
from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development; the Environmental Protection
Agency; the Department of Transportation; the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare;
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration;
and the National Aecronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, has made key contributions with
relatively little funding. Yet the whole field still
remains undernourished. The resources of
universities and other nonprofit research institu-
tions are seldom called on and supported to this
end.

An adequate plan to generate the ad-
ministrative research and technology to service
the Federal-local system is a top priority.

These then are the first steps, which, if pur-
sued with perseverance and resourcefulness, will
take us a long way toward a better intergovern-
mental way of life. Done, they will lay a founda-
tion on which to build further reforms. They will
make it possible to deal better with the array of
substantive policies, issues, resource problems,
and social and economic stresses that beset us na-
tionally.

Whatever we do must be done with an eye to
an enduring and effective partnership. With a
strong partnership, executive relations with the
Congress, in turn, will greatly benefit. Ad-
ministrative proposals solidly backed by State
and local governments would find a far better
reception on the Hill.

Integrity, confidence, humility and openness
are essential ingredients to anything we do in in-
tergovernmental relations. We are challenged to
build trust and incorruptibility into the system
for the good of all ot our publics. These recom-
mendations are an important first step. And they
could have a very happy side effect: they could go
a long way in helping to rebuild eroded public
confidence in government.
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Topic I

Reimbursing State And Local Auditors For
Audits Of Federally Assisted Program

Introduction

Every year, billions of Federal dollars flow
into the treasuries of State and local governments.
These funds come from various Federal agencies
and are administered by an even greater number
of agencies and departments at the State and local
levels.

Audits of these funds may be performed by
government auditors at the Federal, State or local
levels or by public accounting firms. However, in
some instances required audits are not being
made.

State and local audit agencies would likely
assume a greater role in auditing these funds if
they could do so without sacrificing their statuto-
ry audit work load. To perform the additional
audit requirements of federally assisted
programs, the State and local audit organizations
would require a corresponding increase in their
audit staffs, and this must be funded in some man-
ner.

While Federal program funds may now be
authorized to cover the cost of auditing, the use of
program funds for such a purpose. is avoided by
some Federal and State administrators. In in-
stances where reimbursement funds were pro-
vided, they generally came directly from the
Federal audit agency or the audit cost was ac-
cepted as an eligible program cost.

However, in many instances the funds pro-
vided for State and local audit work are not
available to the performing State or local audit
agency. Instead they become general fund
receipts for the State and local governments.

What Is The Problem?

The basic problem is how State and local
auditors can be reimbursed for performing the
additional work requested by Federal agencies on
federally assisted programs and the work
scheduled to provide for continuing workload. At
least two questions must be addressed.

1. What procedures are
necessary to insure that funds will be
made available to State and local
governments for additional audit
work they are requested to do on
federally assisted programs?

2. What procedures should
be suggested for adoption at the State
and local level to enable the auditors
to receive and use such funds?

Ideas For Attacking The
Problem

- There was general agreement that billions of
Federal dollars granted to assist State and local
governments go unaudited. Federal grants have
created increased audit workloads which cannot
be handled under existing statfing and funding
levels. It was explained that State and local audit
agencies are reluctant to use their appropriated
funds for audits of Federal programs, and that
providing Federal reimbursements directly to
State and local auditors has not been effectively
achieved. Although Federal funds are in many
cases available, through the provision for ad-
ministration costs, they often cannot be reached
by State and local auditors. Federal administra-
tors are reluctant to release program tunds which
they deem necessary to meet program require-
ments. State administrators are reluctant to
release funds to audit for the same reason. In
many cases State and local laws prevent the audit
organization from directly accepting such funds.
Some participants felt that available Federal
funds are not adequately identified, and segreg-
ated for audit.

The participants offered some basic recom-
mendations for overcoming some of the
problems. They urged that Federal granting agen-
cies identify and segregate funds available for
audit of Federal programs by State and local
auditors. They also recommended reimbursement
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funds be under the control of the cognizant
Federal audit organizations. In addition, State
and local laws should be suggested for enactment
to authorize direct use of such funds by their
audit agencies. State and local officials and
legislators should be shown that the audit results
would benefit their constituency and generate in-
formation needed to support legislative and ex-
ecutive decisions.

Role of the Forums

1. An effort will be made to
determine the various methods used
by the Federal agencies to provide
funds to State and local auditors for
audit of federally assisted programs.
Select the best method or methods.
This could be implemented by the
National Forum using a question-
naire to gather the necessary data.
The results could be the subject of an
advisory paper.

2. Encourage the Office of
Management and Budget to take ac-
tions on the findings ot No. 1. This
could be done by the National
Forum.

3. Determine whether State
and local audit agencies are
authorized under their charter and
existing laws to audit federally
assisted programs and whether they
can receive direct reimbursement for
such audits. This could be imple-

mented by each regional forum
through a questionnaire.
4. Each regional forum

should develop programs as needed
to inform State and local legislators
and administrators of the benefits of
audits. Several methods could be
used, such as inviting State or local
legislators and administrators to at-
tend or address forum meetings.
Members of regional forums could
address State and local legislators
and administrators or their commit-
tees.

5. Where necessary, suggest
corrective legislation when State and
local audit agencies are not
authorized to audit federally assisted
programs or are not allowed to
receive direct reimbursement. This
could be implemented by a joint
effort of the National Forum and one
or two regional forums working with
State and local audit organizations.
One or two regional forums could
work with the National Forum to
draft proposed legislation. The in-
troduction of such legislation would
be the responsibility of the State or
local audit agency or their sponsor.

Action Plans

The National Forum should determine what
audit work on federally assisted programs should
be reimbursed.

The National Forum should determine
methodologies for providing for reimbursement
of audits of federally assisted programs.

The New England Forum will study the
feasibility of developing and testing a question-
naire to determine whether the States are being
reimbursed for audits of federally assisted
programs.

Regional forums should work through per-
suasion and suggestion to get the State law
changed where the problem exists regarding
funds being made available for the use of the
audit group.
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Topic IT

Audit Planning And Coordination

Introduction

The enormous growth of Federal, State and
local programs has created an increased demand
for audit services at all levels of government. Ad-
ditionally, the Federal funding of programs at
State and local governmental levels has resulted
in various government audit organizations having
a need to review many of the same programs.

What is the Problem?

Overlapping audit responsibilities among
Federal, State and local audit organizations in-
~ volving particular programs raises concern over

the need for mechanisms to preclude duplication
and minimize overlap of audit effort and inter-
ferences with agency operations. Liaison between
Federal, State and local audit organizations is
needed to coordinate such matters as (1) the
scheduling of audits, (2) delineation of audit
scope, (3) extent of coverage anticipated, (4)
notification of entrance and exit conferences, and
“(5) distribution of audit reports to concerned
government audit organizations at other levels.

Problem To Whom?

These problems are common to all govern-
ment audit groups and, therefore, affect the in-
- terests of the National and regional forums.

Ideas For Attacking The Problems

There was general agreement that effective
coordination among Federal, State and local
- audit organizations was a necessary and attaina-
ble goal. Measures to be employed include:

ePolling members to identify
programs of common interest.

eUsing the computer to ex-
change audit plans and schedules
among concerned audit organiza-
tions. ~

ef-stablishing agreements for
notifying other concerned audit
organizations of entrance and exit
conferences and furnishing copies of
audit reports.

Encouraging joint audits.

elEncouraging acceptance of
single audit cognizance.

Who Can Do Something About It?

All concerned - Federal, State and local
agencies. Federal agencies should take the lead as
they have the largest involvement and greatest
resources.

What Is The Role Of The National
And Regional Forums?

Forums could provide a focus for:

Identitying programs of com-
mon interest.

el-xchanging audit schedules
among concerned audit organiza-
tions.

el:stablishing mechanisms for
notitying concerned audit organiza-
tions of entrance and exit con-
ferences and for distributing audit
reports.

Action Plans

The Western Forum has undertaken projects
to identify major government programs not being
audited with the desired scope and why they are
not, and to identify areas of mutual interest and
instances of overlap in auditing.

The New York/New Jersey Forum is in-
volved in a project to prepare an automated
catalog of audit assignments in process by each
Federal agency and a two-year history of audit
assignments completed by these agencies.

The New England Forum has undertaken a
project to exchange among its members informa-
tion on audits planned, in process, and com-
pleted.




Topic III

How To Make Effective Use Of Audit Work

Performed By Others

Introduction

As long as the electorate demands more ser-
vices from government, the continued growth and
expansion of government programs is assured;
and increasing with that growth is the need for
audit of public funds at one or more levels of
government. Considering this and the proposition
that there are more programs to audit than
legislators or program managers are willing to
pay for, it becomes increasingly important that
auditors at all levels of government make more
effective use of each other’s work and that of
public accountants.

What Is The Problem?

This paper focuses on two questions relevant
to the issue:

1. What motivates an audit
organization to be witling to consider
the use of another’s work?

2. What can each organiza-
tion do to assure that their products
meet the needs and standards for ac-
ceptance by other organizations.

The initiative to seek out and use another’s
work may be motivated by the need to share work
in areas in which others are qualified and have
shown an interest. Personal experience or long
association with heads of other auditing organiza-
tions is a positive factor toward accepting each
other’s work. Perhaps the main deterrent to an
audit organization accepting and using another
organization's work is their wanting to be in-
volved in the verification and analysis processes.
This may manifest itself in a display of what one
auditor stated is a “lack of mutual respect for
audit skills of either party.”

Once the barriers are down, coordination
with other organizations in planning audits to
meet each other’s needs is critical. Several techni-
ques, such as peer reviews, may be used to assure
reliable audit products.

Federal audit agencies do use the work of
State auditors and public accountants, par-
ticularly in financial areas. The single audit cog-
nizance concept is applied at universities, as well
as in determining indirect cost allocations at State
and local levels. Many opportunities exist to bet-
ter use scarce audit resources through coopera-
tive efforts and to relieve the auditee of the
burden of orienting and supporting several audit
organizations whose efforts are often overlap-

ping.
Ideas For Attacking
The Problem

While opinions varied on “how to”, and no
consensus was reached on proposed solutions, the
level of participation and spirited exchange of ex-
periences by most audit directors suggested the
need for continued effort in this area. The
message forthcoming was that there are no magic
cures. It was agreed that the forums have pro-
vided opportunities for audit directors to become
familiar with the audit operations of others. This
can lead to more effective use of audit work per-
formed by other audit organizations.

Several other issues relative to achieving the
maximum use of audit work performed by others
were discussed at the Conference. These included
(1) understanding what motivates an auditor to
seek out and use another’s work, (2) assuring that
your own work meets generally accepted stan-
dards, and (3) determining the scope of an audit
an organization is capable of performing.

The confereces agreed that:
eAuditors are willing to share
work in areas where others have ex-
perience, have developed an interest,
and represent an organization known
to the other party.

eAlthough some Federal audi-
tors may accept the work of State
auditors, there is no assurance that
the State auditors’ work will be ac-
cepted by all Federal audit groups.




Several participants suggested that the
problem was not a lack of mutual respect for the
audit skills ot either party, but rather the lack of
audit resources or limited audits which inhibit
coverage in program areas.

One Federal audit director questioned the
need for a State audit organization to prove its
capabilities to each of the Federal auditors whose
department was providing funding. If the State
audit organization meets the standards for audit
as determined by one department, e.g., say the
HEW regional audit office, why would it not be
reasonable for other Federal auditors to accept
the audit reports and work of the organization
after appropriate tests?

Comments of the participants suggest that
the use of peer review has been very limited, ex-
cept on a one-on-one basis between a Federal and
State audit agency.

It was pointed out during the session that the
Missouri State Auditor had an informal peer
review made of his operation by a group of CPAs.

A consensus was not reached by the con-
ferees as to whether the concept of peer review
had merit.

The consensus of the participants was that it
was unlikely that public accountants and most
government audit agencies would include broad
scope auditing, particularly program results, in
their short term audit plans. Thus, most of the
audit organizations involved in audit of govern-
mental programs will conduct mainly financial
and compliance type audits.

The expanded use of public accountants was
discussed and included matters such as:

I. The need for close work-
ing relations with public accountants
on non-financial audits to fully
develop matters of non-compliance
and formulate recommendations.

2. The need for the grantor
agency to periodically review its
audit guide for appropriate coverage
of material issues.

3. Detfine the relationship
among the public accountant, client,
and grantor on disclosure of results
of the audit.

4. The role of the AICPA
and State boards of accountancy in
handling charges and providing
remedies for substandard profes-
sional work.

No agreement was reached on the magnitude
of problems in these areas.

Who Can Do Something
About It?

While no special solutions were recom-
mended by the participants, several general con-
cepts were identified as having merit. These con-
cepts aretied to the central theme that the best
payoff is through increased involvement and
dedication of each audit forum member to strive
to work with each other where there is a common
interest.

Forums’ Roles

{.  Encourage the occasional
use of joint audits or task forces to
allow for a better assessment of the
audit capabilities of other Federal,
State, or local audit organizations
(Regional forums can actively par-
ticipate.)

2. Promote the effective use
of audit work of others by encourag-
ing the single audit cognizance con-
cept for multi-funded programs and
organizations. (The regional forums
could study this.)

3. Internally at the Federal
level, a need may exist to reassess
progress being made in implementing
FMC 73-2 on reliance on non-
Federal audits. (Could be studied by
each Federal member of the National
Forum.)

Long Range

Progress is difficult to measure in this area
because of the following unanswered
questions.

®How much and what type of
audit work is being done at all levels
of government that can be used by
another audit activity?
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eWhat portion of audit work is
accepted and hence no additional
audit effort required?

eHow much overlap in audit
coverage results from changes in Na-
tional policy (changes in tund dis-
tribution methods, assumption of
programs by the Federal or State
governments, or the return of func-
tions to the private sector?)

It we are to optimize auditing work done in
the governmental sector, we must at least deter-
mine what progress has been made and what level
of audit effort we can expect State and local
governmental auditors to assume.

Action Plans

The Pacific Northwest Forum is sponsoring
a joint audit of the Oregon Division of General
Services procurement function. The audit prin-
cipals are the Oregon Division of Audits and the
GAO Seattle Regional Office.

The Southwest Forum will establish an ad
hoc committee to explore the need and prac-
ticality of a single audit of all Federal funds in
each multi-funded council of governments in the
five-State region.

The Mid-America Forum will sponsor a
project to have a metropolitan area planning
agency (MAPA) engage a CPA firm to conduct a
single tinancial audit using the standard financial
audit guide issued by GAO as an exposure draft.
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Topic IV

How Can Audit Guides Be Made More

Uniform

Introduction

The growth of Federal programs has carried
with it a corresponding growth in the number and
type of audits required. In an effort to involve
other audit resources, audit guidelines have been
issued by the various Federal agencies to assist
non-Federal auditors engaged to audit Federal
tunds. These audit guides differ as to format, ap-
proach, and the degree ot guidance and detail.

A recently published list showed 48 separate
audit guides for federally assisted programs
issued by 14 Federal agencies. Auditors of
organizations that receive Federal tunds from
multiple sources have experienced difficulties
because of the various guidelines provided.

What Has Been Done?

Several of the intergovernmental audit
forums and other organizations, such as the
Council of State Governments, have considered
the development of standardized financial and
compliance audit guides for federally assisted
programs.

In August 1974, GAO, at the encouragement
of the National Intergovernmental Audit Forum,
established a central library of audit guides. The
library is currently maintained by GAO and
organizations are encouraged to submit new audit
guides to National Forum members for informal
review and comment.

GAO has assembled and distributed an in-
ventory of audit guides for federally assisted
programs. While it may be incomplete, it repre-
sents a valuable source of information. A list of
audit guides and related review procedures was
also published in the July 1975 Journal of Ac-
countancy.

The National Forum was also involved in
the development of a standard tinancial audit

guide. However, the adoption of the guide will be
the prerogative of the grantor agencies.

The audit guide has been reviewed by
several government auditors. Wider review and
test of this guide, perhaps over a period of a year,
is envisioned before it is finalized. This is to at-
tain wider applicability. This guide states the ob-

jectives to be achieved and includes illustrative

procedures. ™

Little has been done toward standardizing
audit guidelines for compliance. This area will
obviously be more difficult because guidelines
will need to. be more flexible to encompass
program differences and special requirements of
grant programs which differ in objective and ap-
proach.

What Are The Problems?

Auditors of federally assisted programs must
deal with a variety of guidelines as they audit
programs involving different Federal agencies.
This complicates the engagement and makes it
more time consuming because auditors must
become tamiliar with each applicable audit guide.
An audit step required in one guide may differ
from a step in another guide having the same ob-

jective.

If one audit organization does not audit a
multi-funded grantee for all parties concerned,
the grantee must deal with several audits. Stan-
dardized audit guides should increase the use of a
single audit to satisty all needs.

However, peculiarities of each grant
program may make complete standardization of
audit guidelines impracticable. As mentioned
earlier, the objective and approach of grant
programs differ greatly.

“An exposurce draft of the “Audit Guidelines for Audits of Financial
Operations of Federally Assisted Programs™ was issucd on March
30.1976.




Ideas For Attacking The Problems

There was consensus among the participants
that a uniform audit guide is desirable and that
the feasibility of such standardization should con-
tinue to be explored with initial emphasis on fi-
nancial and compliance areas.

Most of those attending the discussions
agreed that "establishing and implementing
uniform financial audit guidelines is feasible, but
in some instances additional steps may be necess-
ary to cover special features or circumstances.

A more questionable issue was whether
uniform guidelines could be developed for com-
pliance audits. Becuase of differences in the ob-
jectives and program requirements between
federally assisted programs, a uniform guide was
thought by some to be unattainable. However, it
was agreed that some standardization is possible.

If enough standard provisions exist among
the various grant programs, it was suggested that
a general set of audit guides could be established,
with each grant program having a supplemental
guide covering peculiar aspects of that program.
This approach will draw greater acceptance if the
add-on guidelines are kept brief.

To keep the supplemental guidelines as brief
as possible, it was proposed that a study be made
of the existing compliance steps in the various
guides; grant managers would be urged to elimi-
nate those not considered necessary or cost effec-
tive.

Another approach was also considered. This
involved developing audit guides by “type of in-
dustry.” Such an approach could result in a
uniform guide being developed for each group of
programs having some similarity in their opera-
tions or objectives; or the approach may be used
for special, unusual operations that cannot be
covered by a general guide—such as a council of
governments.

Suggested Forum Action

The forums—particularly the National
Forum—it was agreed, are the key instruments
through which a resolution should be sought.
With State, local and Federal auditor representa-
tion, the forums are the logical group to work on
a practicable and acceptable solution.

Other groups and organizations should also
participate in the process of standardizing audit
guides. The Federal grantor agencies should be
consulted for eliminating unnecessary com-
pliance audit requirements and to adopt any
uniform guides that may be developed. The
Office of Management and Budget would play a
key role in imposing uniform guidelines on
Federal agencies, if that is necessary, and perhaps
acting as a checkpoint for screening and approv-
ing additional audit requirements.

Others, such as the Congress, State and local
organizations, and, to some extent, the AICPA,
would likely be involved.

There seemed to be full agreement that
uniform guides resulting from these efforts
should be submitted to representative audit
groups for review and comment before final ac-
ceptance and implementation.

Action Plans

The Southwest Forum will initiate a project
to ascertain whether a framework can be
established to develop standard audit guides for
compliance.

The Western Forum will initiate a project to
develop an inventory of federally assisted
programs that do not have audit guides.




Topic V

Position Statements — A Vehicle To Assist In
Bringing About Effective Auditing

Introduction

Position statements have been issued by the
National Intergovernmental Audit Forum and by
three regional forums,

National Forum—
Register of Audit Agencies

Intergovernmental Audit Agency
Cooperation

Audit Guides

Application of Generally Accepted or
Other Specified Accounting Principles

Contracting for Audits by Public Accoun-
tants
Southwest Forum —

Level of Audit Effort Needed for
Federally Assisted Programs

Audit Information Exchange System
Required Audit Scope in Federal Audit
Guidelines Applicable to State Audit
Organizations

Pacific Northwest Forum —

Invitees to Entrance and Exit Conferences

Western Forum —

Continuing Education

Several forum charters provide for issuance
-of position statements, while others do not.

The National Forum position statements
were issued without prior review by the regional
forums; the regional forum position statements,
without prior review by the National Forum.

What Is The Problem?

Position statements can assist in bringing
about more effective auditing, or they can be of
little value and actually serve to polarize the
forums.

Position statements will be of benefit to all
parties if the following points are considered:

eWhat are position statements
intended to accomplish? Is there a
need to fill?

eCan the National Forum
speak for the regional forums; can
the National Forum speak without
speaking for the regional forums?

eShould position statements
issued by the National Forum be
open for adoption by regional
forums?

®Can the regional forums
speak individually?

®Are these statements coordi-
nated with other interest groups?

eWhat authority is needed to
issue position statements?

eWho—National, regional, or
both—should review position state-
ments prior to issuance?

eShould minority views be
recognized?

elo whom should position
statements be issued; how?
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eHow can we encourage ac-
ceptance? Do the position statements
carry any weight?

e What has been the effect? Do
we have a feedback mechanism?

®Should position statements be
limited to a specific subject area?

Whose Problem?

While this is primarily a forum problem in-
volving the National and regional forums, State
audit organizations have been apprehensive that
such policy pronouncements encroach on their
freedom of action.

Ideas For Attacking The Problem

Policy statements, currently referred to as
position statements, issued by the forums should
accomplish a definite purpose—to serve as guides
toward effective auditing practice (internal and
external to the forums) and as an influence upon
government auditors at all levels.

It should be made clear that thoughts pre-
sented in the statements are for information and
consideration only and are not binding upon any
individual or any organization. Issues should be
presented openly.

To assist in this regard, the title “position
statement” should be changed to ‘“advisory
paper”’. The format and heading should be
revised to resemble less a government regulation
or document. This new form should be for stan-
dard use on all future advisory papers.

Every advisory paper should carry a pream-
ble. The preamble should have four statements,
the first three of which should be uniform for all
advisory papers:

1. The overall purpose of
the intergovernmental audit forums.

2. Why advisory papers are
issued.

3. A statement that conclu-
sions reached are not binding and

that there may be differing or
minority opinions.

4. The nature of the
problems being addressed.

Issues To Be Addressed—How
To Be Identified And By Whom

Only substantive matters should be the sub-
ject of an advisory paper. Both National and
regional matters may be addressed, but upon
review many issues that at first appear to be
regional matters actually are of National concern.
Issues may be external or internal to the forums.

Alternate courses of action should be set
forth in the paper along with their relative merit.

Any forum member should be able to sug-
gest an issue as a possible subject of an advisory
paper. It is not necessary or advisable to have an
inter-forum committee identify the issues or write
the papers.

There was unanimous agreement that the in-
dividual suggesting the issue should write the first
draft of the advisory paper. This is true whether
the issue is National or regional in scope. Any
necessary research would be his responsibility,
although he would have the full cooperation of
all the forums when needed and requested.

Draft advisory papers should be sent to all
forums for review and comment prior to issuance.
The originating forum may request comments
from other interest groups as considered ap-
propriate. To prevent delays, a time limit for
responses should be set.

The National Forum will assist in coordinat-
ing with other professional organizations and
public interest groups.

With widespread review, some minority opi-
nion will probably be expressed. As a minimum,
this minority opinion should be treated in the
preamble, and a discussion of specific minority
opinions could be included in the paper. The ad-
visory paper issued by the originating forum
should also show how each group—Federal, State
and local—voted.

24



Publications, Distribution, and
Evaluation of Advisory Papers

Advisory papers of National concern should
be issued by the National Forum. Papers dealing
solely with a regional concern should be issued by
the originating forum.

National Forum advisory papers should
continue to be distributed as at present. Regional
papers should be distributed to members of the
issuing forum, the executive secretaries of the
other forums, and other interested parties, as that
forum desires. Recipients of the papers, National
and regional, may make further distribution, but
this should be coordinated with the issuing
forum. The issuing forum will decide whether ad-
visory papers are to be sent to department or
agency heads in addition to audit directors.

All issuing forums are encouraged to request
feedback from the recipients of their advisory
papers. This will help determine the reaction to
the papers and provide guidance for future is-
suances.

Action Plan

The Western Forum will develop a sug-
gested format, heading, and preamble for adviso-

ry papers.
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Topic VI

What Can Be Done To Improve The
Recognition Of Government Experience
For The CPA Certificate

Introduction

The prerequisites for becoming a certified
public accountant are inconsistent and compli-
cated by legal requirements which vary among
the States and territories.

Authority for the issuance of a license to
practice as a certified public accountant in the
United States rests with the State boards of ac-
countancy or similar bodies. These boards, in
effect, determine the requirements to take the
CPA examinations and the qualifications necess-
ary to receive the CPA certificate and/or license.

There are considerable variations in the re-
quirements for admission to the CPA examina-
tion. Most States require some public accounting
experience before an individual may become cer-
tified; however, some States have no experience
requirements for taking the examination or for
receiving the CPA certificate. Some States recog-
nize government experience, while other States
have refused to accept certain types of govern-
ment auditing experience as qualifying, or have
severely discounted its equivalency with public
accounting experience. As to educational require-
ments, a college degree with a concentration in
accounting and other business subjects is
generally required.

It is obvious that basic regulatory authority
rest with the State boards of accountancy.
However, the lack of uniformity among the
States, leads to confusion on the part of the candi-
date.

What Is The Problem?

®How can we encourage ac-
ceptance of Federal, State, and local
government auditing experience?
Should we encourage unlimited ac-
ceptance?

eWhat is the meaning of the
CPA certificate? Is it evidence of
basic competence in the discipline of
accounting or only a certificate one
needs for practicing public account-
ing?

eCould government auditors
be permitted to obtain a CPA certifi-
cate upon passing the examination
but not be permitted to obtain a
license to practice public accounting
until after gaining the related ex-
perience?

eWhy have some State boards
of accountancy refused to accept
government auditing experience?
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els uniformity desirable?
Would it preempt States’ rights?

eShould uniform criteria be
established for accepting as
equivalent the experience of auditors
in government agencies?

eTo whom should the problem
be addressed: legislatures; State
boards of accountancy; AICPA?

eShould we align our efforts to
gain recognition with those of other
professional accounting associa-
tions?

eCan the National and
regional forums speak for their mem-
bers on this matter? How?

®How can we overcome the
impediments established by those
States that do not recognize govern-
ment auditing experience or recog-
nize only certain government ex-
perience?

Whose Problem?

This is a National problem which affects the
interests of members of the National and the
regional forums.

Ideas For Attacking The Problem

There are two basic issues to be resolved
before addressing the need to improve the recog-
nition of government experience for the CPA cer-
tificate. Do we want only the CPA certificate or
both the CPA certificate and the license to prac-
tice.

The majority of the conferees felt that we
should align our efforts toward obtaining recog-
nition for only the CPA certificate. They felt
recognition of government experience by the
State boards of accountancy for the CPA certifi-
cate could be used as an incentive for recruiting
more capable personnel into governmental audit-
ing and accounting. Further, there is a need for
prestige within the governmental accounting
community and the CPA certificate is a mark of
distinction and indicates a high level of compe-
tence. It is the most widely recognized and ac-
cepted mark of professional achievement in the
accounting field.

Many of the conferees felt that government
accountants and auditors had no need for the
license. However, a few felt that without both the
certificate and the license, government accoun-
tants and auditors would not attain the same
status as those in public accounting.

A few of the conferees thought it was useless
to try to convince States to accept government ex-
perience as qualifying for the CPA certificate
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because they believe (1) the CPA certificate is not
necessarily evidence of professional competence,
(2) such efforts tend to separate the accountants
from the other disciplines within the agency’s
audit staff, and (3) government auditors and ac-
countants do not normally have the attest func-
tion required of a public accountant.

What Can Be Done To Improve The
Recognition Of Govermment Ex-
perience For The CPA Certificate?

Several methods to advance the recognition
of governmental auditing experience as qualify-
ing for the CPA certificate were discussed.

A few participants related experiences of ut-
ter frustration in attempting to get government
experience accepted by State boards of accoun-
tancy. The group felt that this is a real problem
and one that merits our attention.

The group agreed that the CPA certificate is
a worthwhile mark of achievement and that the
forums should make every effort to have govern-
ment experience accepted for the CPA examina-
tion and certificate. The conclusions and recom-
mendations reached by the group on what can be
done about this problem are summarized below.

eThe National Forum should
establish an integrated program to
achieve greater recognition of
government experience. A special
National committee should be ap-
pointed to work towards the de-
velopment and implementation of
this program. The program should be
coordinated with or developed in
concert with the Association of
Government Accountants, the
American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants, and the Na-
tional Association of State Boards of
Accountancy.

eMost of the participants felt
that a two-tier approach would be
acceptable if it will facilitate the ac-
ceptance of government experience.
That is, government auditors would

‘be permitted to take the examination

and receive the certificate, but they
would not be able to obtain a license
to practice until they had satisfied
the State’s experience requirements.
A few participants felt that this was
not a good approach because it
would place the government auditors
in a second-class position.

eThe National and regional
forums should establish a method for
developing and exchanging informa-
tion on the type of experience ac-
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cepted for the CPA certificate by the
various States. Through this ex-
change of information, ideas could
be developed on how to approach
effectively the problem of experience
acceptance.

eEncourage government CPAs
to become active in the State boards
and State societies of CPAs. Through
these organizations they can begin to
have some impact on the decisions
which affect the acceptance or rejec-
tion of government experience.

elnvite CPAs in practice to
participate in forum meetings. This
would help them become more
familiar with what we are doing and,
hopefully, would make them more
agreeable toward recognizing
government experience,

eContact State legislatures and
solicit their help in gaining recogni-
tion of government experience for
the CPA certificate.

eRegional forums should pro-
vide assistance to individuals who
present their cases before the State
boards of accountancy.

eEncourage and use the audi-
tor exchange program to help in-
dividuals obtain the type of ex-
perience they need for the CPA ex-
amination. Consideration should be
given to the possibilities that (1)
there may be more appropriate or
more acceptable audit work availa-
ble at other goverment agencies, or
(2) personnel may be exchanged be-
tween CPA firms and government
audit organizations.

There is little doubt that gaining acceptance
of government auditing experience as qualifying
for the CPA examination and certificate is a
many-sided problem which does not have a stock
solution. Obviously, much needs to be done to
advance the acceptance of government experience
by the State boards of accountancy. We recognize
that the ideas expressed by the participants are a
start in this direction, but our goals can be
achieved only through a concerted effort by
forum members.
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Auditor Exchange

Topic VII

Introduction

The temporary assignment of an auditor to
another government agency can provide needed
technical assistance to the audit organization as
well as training for the individual auditor, and
can also improve intergovernmental relations. In
considering this issue, we discussed the In-
tergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA), the poten-
tial benefits of auditor exchange, and the infre-
quent participation by auditors.

BOB Circular No. A-73 issued in 1965 (now
FMC 73-2) encourages maximum reliance by
Federal agencies on State and local government
audits, and the Intergovernmental Cooperation
Act of 1968 permits the assignment of Federal
employees to State or local governments and vice
versa. The 1970 Intergovernmental Personnel
Act (IPA) was enacted to eliminate problems ex-
perienced under the 1968 act. Title IV of the IPA
provides for the temporary assignment of person-
nel between the Federal Government and State
and local governments and institutions of higher
education. It is designed to:

elmprove the delivery of
government services at all levels of
government by bringing the
specialized knowledge and ex-
perience of skilled people to bear on
problems of mutual concern to State
or local jurisdiction and the
Federal Government;

eStrengthen intergovernmen-
tal understanding, broaden perspec-
tive and increase capacity of person-
nel resources; and

eHelp preserve the rights and
benefits of employees so they will be
better able to accept temporary
assignments.

The IPA provides almost unlimited flex-
ibility in arranging for and sharing costs of
assignments as long as the two agencies (Federal
and State or local) and the assigned individual(s)
agree that the assignment is mutually beneficial.
It authorizes assignments of employees, with their
consent, from one governmental jurisdiction to
another for periods up to two years. Assignments
may be extended, not to exceed two additional
years. A Federal employee can be assigned in one
of two ways:

e On detail, with the Federal agency
paying all or part of his salary.

e On leave without pay, receiving a
State or local government appoint-
ment or salary. However, he would
receive any difference in pay from
the Federal agency if his Federal pay
is greater.

The two methods for assigning State or local
government employees to Federal agencies are
comparable to the methods authorized for
Federal employee assignments. The provision for
travel expenses is broad enough to provide for the
needs of Federal, State, and local government
employees enroute to, from, and during the
assignment.

Following is a table showing the number of
persons who have participated under Title IV of
the IPA.

State

and

Total Federal ILocal

FY 1976 (4 mos.) 323 111 212
FY 1975 831 413 418
FY 1974 790 495 295
FY 1972-3 114 419 295
Total 2,658 1,438 1,220
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General management people (including auditors)
probably constitute less than 20 percent of these
assignments.

What Is The Problem?

There have been only a few instances where
Federal auditors have had temporary assignments
with State or local governments or institutions of
higher education, and even fewer the other way
around. Following are examples of such assign-
ments:

eAn HEW auditor assigned to
the office of the Pennsylvania Audi-
tor General for a year to assist in
“professionalizing’ the audit
organization.

eGeorgia Public Service Com-
mission accountants assigned on an
intermittent (as time permits) basis to
the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration to provide assistance in
exchange for experience and training
in auditing.

oA Department of Agriculture
employee assigned as Administrator
of Auditing to the North Dakota
Social Services Board.

eAn HEW auditor assigned for
a year with the North Dakota State
Auditor to assist in developing and
planning audits.

eA DOT auditor assigned to
the Illinois Bureau of Fiscal Manage-
ment.

eAn HEW auditor assigned as
Comptroller of Lincoln University in
Pennsylvania for a year to work on
financial management problems.

Participants indicate worthwhile results; but
with so few auditor exchanges under the exchange
programs, the full potential benefits available
under the act are not being realized.

Ideas For Attacking The Problem

Inquiry into the cause for so little auditor
participation disclosed five reasons:

1. The program is not well
known to auditors.

2. Itisnot clear what can be
gained by an exchange of auditors.

3. There is a question of
whether it is a desirable program for
the audit profession.

4. There are several
management “hang-ups.”

5. There are a number of
employee concerns about the
program.

To make the program better known, infor-
mation about the Intergovernmental Personnel
Act should be disseminated and discussed among
forum members. Information about the
availability of—or need for—auditors should be
disseminated among forum members to deter-
mine interest in participating in exchange
programs.

What can be gained by an exchange or one-
way assignment of auditors? It is clear that the
assignment must be mutually beneficial to both
orgainzations. There must be a need for the
assignment. Information about past and current
assignments could help in determining the need
for this program.

If the first three issues are successfully dealt
with, management “‘hang-ups” such as the loss of
a good person, staff shortage, fear of costly train-
ing time for the new person, or fear of domination
should be reduced. A good understanding of the
program should also help eliminate such manage-
ment fears or “hang-ups.”

Finally, the employee’s concerns must be
dealt with. Management must clearly demon-
strate that participation will not be detrimental to
the employee’s career in his organization.

The employee must be convinced that with
this varied experience, he becomes more valuable
to his organization. Other areas of employee con-
cern such as differences in pay, relocation costs,
and per diem are largely taken care of by the In-
tergovernmental Personnel Act. However, it is
possible that some States may need their own
legislation to facilitate temporary assignment of
local or State auditors to the Federal Govern-
ment.
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What Is The Role Of The Regional
And National Forums?

Regional forums should make their mem-
bers more aware of the opportunity for improving
auditing at the various levels of government
through the IPA exchange program. Discussion
and dissemination of information about the
program, including results of assignments, should
help members become involved in temporary
assignments.

The National Forum should encourage par-
ticipation in the exchange program and serve as
the focal point for assistance involving temporary
assignments.

Action Plans

Informative material on the program will be
made available by the National Forum. Regional
forums should have a Civil Service representative
speak at forum meetings as currently planned by
the Western and Southwest Forums. Several
forums already have had persons speak on the
IPA employee exchange program.
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How To Build The Auditor’s Capabilities For

Topic VIII

Using The Computer As An Audit Tool

Introduction

Since the mid-1950’s, the use of computers
has become common for recording and managing
Federal, State, and local programs.

The auditor interfaces with the computer in
two completely different roles. First, in his attest
function he is responsible to make sure that ade-
quate controls are present to assure accuracy and
completeness of accounting records and reports
prepared from computer based files. Second, in
his role of examining efficiency, economy, and
program results he uses the computer to provide
special analyses, listings, extracts, or data needed
for the assessments to be made. Because of the
highly technical nature of the auditor’s role in the
attest function, related complexities caused by
differing hardware configurations, and the need
for more extensive specialized training, it was not
feasible to include a discussion of this auditing
role at the conference.

The availability of numerous software
packages with differing data manipulation
capabilities and the availability of time sharing
terminal systems offering various mathematical
problem-solving tools, make it desirable to con-
sider methods to catalog and share information
about such tools.

What Is The Problem?

What methods might be employed to catalog
and share information among government audi-
tors on:

ethe capability of various soft-
ware packages, their cost, and the
hardware on which they may be used;

ethe cxperience of audit
organizations with particular soft-
ware packages and the ease of use
and results obtained;

etypes of audit applications
effected; and

etraining sources for audit
staff.

Whose Problem?

This is a problem which affects all govern-
ment audit groups and therefore affects the in-
terests of the National and the regional forums.

Ideas For Attacking The Problem

There was a wide range of reactions among
the participants on the forums’ role in bridging
the gap between the audit agencies that have and
those that have not used the computer as an audit
tool. Most participants believed the forums have
an important role in this area. The ideas emanat-
ing from these discussions included:

1. Top management within
the audit organization must support
the use of the computer.

2. Trained personnel are
not available in all audit organiza-
tions and a decision must be made as
to whether to train or hire them.

3. Software packages and
network systems being used by some
forum members should be
catalogued showing the types of
audits on which used, examples of
the types of use, and who can be con-
tacted at the particular agency for
more information. Further, the infor-
mation should be included in the
forums’ directories.

4. Conduct demonstrations
of computer assisted audit techniques
at forum meetings.

S. Bring specialists from
various audit staffs together to meet
their counterparts at other agencies
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and establish a committee to con-
tinue the relationship.

6. Encourage joint projects
to acquaint audit organizations with
exposure to such audits.

7. Agencies should use simi-
lar computer language and have
equipment that either is the same or
can interface with other equipment at
other locations. Further, a single
computer installation could be
shared by city, State, and Federal
audit agencies.

Who Can Do Something About The
Problem?

Forums have a role in bridging the gap of
knowledge that exists regarding the computer as
an audit tool. Privacy legislation does not impair
the exchange of training information or software
packages, only the use of data itself. The National
Bureau of Standards is responsible for stan-
dardization in the computer area and the forums
should not attempt to standardize the use of com-
puters, languages, or packages.

What Is The Role Of The National
And Regional Forums?

Forums could address the following matters:

National

@Take the leadership in getting audit direc-
tors to support the implementation and use of
computer assisted audit techniques.

®Dectermine the extent of knowledge and
use of computer assisted audit techniques and
compare with information obtained from profes-
sional groups such as the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants, the Institute of In-
ternal Auditors, and the Association of Govern-
ment Accountants, and provide feedback to in-
terested groups.

Regional

®Catalog forum member experience with
specific software packages, types of applications
(i.e., financial and compliance, efficiency and
economy, and program results), their cost, and a
contact for additional information.

® Establish subcommittee of auditors who
have hands-on experience with software to ex-
change information on packages and applica-
tions, provide mini briefings at forum meetings,
encourage joint projects, and encourage the use of
computer software techniques.

Action Plans

The Western and Pacific Northwest forums
are preparing a catalog on the various software
packages available in their areas. On completion,
these forums will furnish the results to the other
forums. These two forums have subcommittees
established to train audit staffs in the use of the
computer.
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How To Identify, Fund, And Fulfill

Training Needs

Introduction

Qualified staff are the main assets of any
professional organization. Training is essential to
achieve desirable quality standards, to maintain
quality at an acceptable level, and to improve
staff qualifications.

What Is The Problem?

Changes and improvements in knowledge
and work environment make continuous training
and education a basic need of any profession.
Auditing is no exception. A staff member may be
up-to-date one day and outdated the next in
managerial skills as well as technical knowledge.
A recurrent problem is identifying, funding, and
fulfilling training needs.

Problems To Whom?

This is a problem (1) to the audit agency try-
ing to maintain viable performance, (2) to the
audit organization’s staff, and (3) to in-house and
external training institutions trying to anticipate
and meet a practical and worthwhile balance of
training needs at reasonable cost.

Ideas For Attacking The Problem

Three questions concern these ideas: (1) how
to identify the training needs of staff levels and
individuals, (2) how to get funds or other
resources needed for training, and (3) how to ade-
quately fulfill the needs.

Identifying Training Needs

Suggestions for identifying training needs include
the following:

@Training should be matched to an in-
dividual’s position on the career ladder.

®After the standard training program, in-
dividual development needs should be identitied
and training sought to meet specific needs (of the
organization as well as the individual).

Review continuing education require-
ments for auditors to help determine education
needs.

elmmediate training of new staff can have a
low payoff. Give the employee a year or so to ad-
just to the job, then determine needs and fulfili
them. (This would not apply to orientation train-

ing.)

eWhen you observe a good training
program or technique in another audit organiza-
tion (Federal, State or local), use it to train your
staff. Enlist the organization’s staff to assist in the
training.

@Don’t try to give all staff the same techni-
cal training because the training will not be as
effective to those who are not interested or to
those who are already qualified.

eSome audit organizations hire consultants
to determine their training needs. Aiso, Civil Ser-
vice Commission Regional Training Centers have
a “‘needs survey’ to assess training needs. It can
be made available to the organization for self-
evaluation. Also HEW is developing a model
training ladder.

Funding Training Needs

The problems and solutions for funding include:

@The lack of funding is a problem in local,
State and Federal agencies. One solution is to ob-
tain training slots from other agencies. To date,
there have not been adequate openings.

®An Intergovernmental Personnel Act
grant is one way to obtain professional assistance
in developing a training program or structuring a
specific course.

®Use the forums or some other organiza-
tion to act as a clearinghouse for courses to
reduce promotional costs.
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® Encourage home study courses.

® Use the CPA continuing education re-
quirements as a partial justification for increasing
funding.

Fulfilling Training Needs

The subjects covered in this area include:

®L ittle use has been made of audio visual
training technology.

®The Council of State Governments is
developing video-taped courses and these can be
obtained by State and local auditors.

@ Courses should be evaluated to determine
compatibility with employee needs. Evaluation
can take place after the course or before.

@ Cooperative arrangements can be made
with colleges, universities, industry, and public
accounting firms to provide training, course
material, instructors, etc.

®Development of curricula in colleges and
universities is one way to establish a training
program. Methods should be found to assist in
developing curricula to better meet training
needs.

®Use the grantor’s audit agency to provide
technical training on a given program. This can
result in immediate application and paybacks to
the grantor agency at no tuition cost and reduced
travel costs to the audit agency receiving the
training.

®Courses that have proverd worthwhile
need to be identified. Good courses identified in-
clude operational auditing, statistical sampling
and report writing. Reading and writing skills for
entry level auditors seems to be the single biggest
need. HEW Atlanta Regional Office has con-
tracted an organization, Communication Skills,
to teach writing skills, report writing and verbal
logic to its staff,

eRotating audit team members is a good
way to achieve in-house training.

e@Conducting joint audits can be an effec-
tive means of fulfilling training needs.

®@[nstitutional training is a solution;
although auditor travel requirements can be a
problem.

@®Some State and Federal agencies provide
employees with the opportunity to attend colleges
and universities.

eWith limited training resources, agencies
should conduct training in areas where employee
needs are greatest, e.g., not accounting to ac-
counting majors.

eForums should encourage the elimination
of course duplication.

eForums should publicize training that is
available to its members.

®Train one or two individuals in an
organization to train the rest of the staff.

®Some training can be given over a period
of time, one or two hours a week in the office.

®Try to schedule training of short duration
(3-4 days) and high impact.

@Where it exists, the lack of training
resources should be disclosed.

®Travel to training sites is a problem,
especially for State and local government audit
organizations.

Action Plans

Individual Organizations

eWhile training needs are unique for each
agency, resources can be shared. Many agencies
(Federal, State, and local) and public accounting
firms (“Big 8") are willing to share materials, in-
structors, etc.

®[f you have a problem with training loca-
tion and travel expenses, bring the training to
your agency. Work with a local college or univer-
sity to meet your training needs.

®Determine the skills required for the job,
then develop a training model or program. The
program should include basic reading and writ-
ing skills, as well as technical skills.
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®Many agencies develop their own in-
house programs, others use consultants or the
Civil Service Commission.

Regional Forums Are Encouraged To:

eldentify and disseminate information on
courses available to members.

@Sponsor courses.

eProvide for course critique and evalua-
tion.

@Promote joint audits.

®Promote the sharing of skills among
forum members.

®Conduct workshops in conjunction with
forum meetings.

National Forum is Encouraged To:

®Serve as a clearinghouse for courses
available through National training institutions
and professional organizations.

®FEstablish better communication with the
regional forums concerning training.

@Develop guidelines for recommending
skills necessary for various types of audits.

@Develop a clearinghouse or central li-
brary of home study courses.
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Uniform Administrative Requirements

Topic X

Grants-In-Aid To State And Local Govern-
ments Under Federal Management Circulars

Introduction

Federal Management Circular (FMC) 74-7
established uniform financial and administrative
requirements for grants to State and local govern-
ments. The effective date of the circular was Janu-
ary 1, 1973, Its purpose is to promote consistency
among Federal agencies in their administration of
grants by establishing maximum administrative
requirements that can be imposed on grantees in
the tollowing areas:

@ Standard application forms

@ Waiver of single State agency rules

o Grant payment methods

® Matching share

@ Cash depositories

@Minimum financial management systems,
internal control, and audit

eProcurement standards

@ Property management

@ Bonding and insurance

e Program income accountability

@ Reporting requirements on standard
forms

ePeriodic performance reports by grantee

®Budget revision procedures

e®Closeout procedures

@Records retention

Only specific requirements imposed by the
legislation establishing the grant program can
take precedence over FMC 74-7.

FMC 74-4 provides uniform rules for deter-
mining costs applicable to grants and contracts
with State and local governments. It defines
allowable costs and sets forth the procedures to
recover them.

Costs may be direct or indirect. Direct costs
are specifically identifiable to the grant. Indirect
costs are those incurred for common or joint pur-
poses that benefit more than one activity. To allo-
cate indirect costs, a grantee must develop an in-
direct cost rate expressed in percentage terms.

This rate is applied to direct costs to determine
the amount of reimbursement for indirect costs.

To recover indirect costs, the grantee must
have a cost allocation plan which forms the basis
for the percentage indirect cost rate. State agen-
cies and departments must have their plans ap-
proved before indirect costs can be recovered.
Local governments and departments need not
submit their plans for approval unless requested
by the agency responsible for reviewing their
plans.

The circulars do not control State and local
government grant recipient activities and pro-
cedures, but they do provide policy to be
followed by Federal grantor agencies.

What Are The Problems?

Problems presented below were contributed by
the participants.

eThe procedures of FMC 74-4 requiring
the preparation of an annual cost allocation plan,
which forms the basis for the percentage indirect
cost rate, are too stringent.

eSome units of government have engaged
public accountants to prepare their cost alloca-
tion plans and develop their indirect cost rates.
Subsequently some audit agencies have dis-
allowed costs, resulting in the grantee not being
able to collect sufficient funds to cover the cost of
the plan.

eThere is no expertise available to assist
smaller units of government in the proper pre-
paration of their cost allocation plans.

e[f funds are collected as a result of the ap-
plication of the indirect cost rate, in many States
the funds are not available for the use of the State
audit organization.

eSome Federal agencies will not accept the
indirect cost rate that has been approved by the
agency responsible for the audit and approval of
the cost allocation plan.




eFor programs where the funds flow
through the State down to the local level, the
local unit may not be able to recover all of their
indirect costs if the State agency's approved rate
is less than that of the local unit.

eFederal grant administrators impose ad-
ministrative requirements which exceed the stan-
dardized requirements of FMC 74-7.

eGrantees are not familiar with the stan-
dard provisions of FMC 74-7 and therefore are
not aware of additional requirements imposed by
Federal or State officials.

eThe provisions of FMC 74-7 are not im-
plemented consistently by Federal agencies.

eFMC 74-7 states that audits usually will
be scheduled annually, but not less than once ev-
ery two years. Should this provision be made
more flexible in view of the many small grants,
the backlog of required audit work, and consider-
ing the financial controls of the grantee as well as
past experience with the grantee?

elhere is a lack of direction from top
management of the Federal agencies in the proper
implementation of these circulars.

el'he transfer of responsibility for certain
management functions from OMB to GSA and
back to OMB creates confusion and makes the
FMC’s appear unimportant.

eThe circulars are difficult, if not impossi-
ble, to obtain at the State and local level.

Problems To Whom?

These problems are common to all govern-
ment audit groups and therefore affect the in-
-terests of the National and regional forums.

Ideas For Attacking The Problems

The following ideas for attacking the
problems were advanced by the participants:

1. The provisions of FMC 74-4, regard-
ing the development of an indirect cost rate, are
complicated and costly to the unit that has to
develop the plan, as well as to the agency respon-
sible for audit and approval of the plan. In view
of the fact that the application of the indirect cost
rate to grants does not provide additional funds

to the State, except when applied to an open-end
grant, it was suggested that the provisions of FMC
74-4 be simplified or eliminated. It was suggested
that with the advent of revenue sharing there is
not as strong a basis for the application of an in-
direct cost rate.

2. The smaller units of government
(smaller cities, counties, etc.) should not have to
go through the same detailed requirements for
developing a plan as States and larger cities
because they lack the expertise and resources. It
was suggested that a short form be devised for use
by smaller units of government (under a specified
size) in lieu of the present complicated pro-
cedures.

3. Inquiry should be made of State and
local governments to determine what their ex-
periences have been in the application of the two
circulars. What has been their experience with the
cost allocation plan and what benefits did they
derive? What have been their problems in ad-
ministering Federal grants?

4. To eliminate the costs and the
problems associated with the negotiation of an in-
direct cost rate, a flat overhead rate should be
computed and applied against each grant.

5. Members of the forums should meet
with the State, local, and Federal officials respon-
sible for negotiating the indirect cost rates to
identify the problems involved. The forums
should then work with the Federal regional coun-
cils to resolve problems and improve the system,

6. Grants should be sampled to deter-
mine the audit frequency, the size of the grants
being audited, and the relationship of the audit
cost and frequency to the size of the grant. Have
management controls and past experience been
factors in scheduling audits?

7. Arrangements should be made so that
pertinent FMC’s are readily available to State
and local government personnel.

Who Can Do Something About The
Problem?

The forums can urge that OMB take the following
actions.

1. Reevaluate some provisions of the
circulars, such as the frequency of audit, and
make necessary adjustments.
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2. Reissue and disseminate applicable
FMC’s to all State and local units of government
that are subject to their provisions.

3. Assure that units of government that
must have indirect cost proposals approved, are
advised which Federal agency is responsible for
approval and audit.

The Role of the National and
Regional Forums

The forums should determine the extent of
the problems and suggest to appropriate officials
ways to improve grant administration. Any group
attempting to resolve the problems should in-
clude representatives from each level of govern-
ment.

One approach would be a task force of
representatives from the National Forum and
some of the regional forums to work together on
the problems. Representatives at the National
level should work on ways of improving grant ad-
ministration at the headquarters level after con-
sidering the information and comments submitted
by field personnel experiencing problems. An
alternative would be for a committee from the
National Forum to work with committees from
several regional forums to collect the necessary
information and work toward resolving the
problems.

Action Plans

The Southeastern Forum is evaluating the
consistency of application of FMC 74-4 by
Federal agencies.

The Southwest Forum is reviewing the
determination and allocation of indirect costs
and rates under FMC 74-4.

In addition to the above, GSA is making a
review of FMC 74-7 and GAO is making a review
of FMC 74-4. The National Forum will monitor
the studies by GSA and GAO and subsequently
coordinate efforts with OMB to implement the
suggestions of the Joint Conference.
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Appendix I

Joint Conference Intergovernmental
Audit Forums

New Orleans, Louisiana
January 14-16, 1976

Conference Program

Wednesday, January 14

9:00— Welcoming addresses by the Honorable E. L. Henry, Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, Louisiana, and Mr. Henry G. Simmons, Director of Finance, City of New Orleans.

9:20 — Explanation of the operation of the conference by Mr. Robert Ryan, Executive Secretary of
the National Intergovernmental Audit Forum.

9:30 — Capsule presentations on five issues of concern.

I. How can State and local auditors be reimbursed for performing additional work re-
quired by Federal agencies for federally assisted programs? Mr. Thaddeus Buczko,
State Auditor of Massachusetts and member of the New England Forum.

II.  How to coordinate planning and scheduling of audits to meet the requirements of
Federal, State, and local auditors. Mr. Bernard Luger, Chairman, New York/New
Jersey Forum and Audit Director, HEW Audit Agency, New York Region.

[I1.  How to make effective use of audit work performed by others, Mr. E. J. Caljouw, mem-
ber, Mid-America Forum and HUD Regional Inspector General for Audit in Kansas
City.

IV. How can audit guides be made more uniform? Mr. Joseph H. Burris, Legislative Audi-
tor of Louisiana and member, Southwest Forum.

V. Position statements—a vehicle to assist in bringing about effective auditing? Mr. Jack
Birkholz, Executive Director, Western Forum, and Audit Manager, GAO San Fran-
cisco Regional Office.
10:15— Rotating discussion groups—ideas for addressing the five issues shown above.
12:00 — Luncheon
Speaker - The Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the United States
Subject - Government Auditing—Yesterday, Today, and Tomorrow

2:00 — Report on selected forum projects. See Appendix II.

3:15 — Solutions for the five problem areas. In-depth discussions of the five issues introduced during
the morning group discussions.
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Thursday, January 15

8:15— Combined session—Feedback from prior day’s in-depth discussions.

9:30 — Capsule presentation on five issues of concern.

VI. What can be done to improve the recognition of government experience for the CPA
examination and certificate? Mr. David Legge, member, Mid-Atlantic Forum, and
Director, Office of Audit & Inspection, D.C. Government.

VII. How to get greater participation in the auditor exchange program at all levels of
government. Mr. Emil A. Trefzger, Jr., member, Southeastern Forum, and Regional
Audit Director, HEW, Atlanta, Georgia.

VIII. How to build the auditor’s capabilities for dealing with and using the computer. Mr.
William L. Tibbs, member, Midwestern Forum, and Regional Audit Manager, Depart-
ment of Commerce, Chicago, Illinois.

[X. How to identify, fund, and fulfill training needs. Mr. Michael L. Kaiel, member, Pacific
Northwest Forum, and Division Manager, Bureau of Management and Budget, City of
Portland.

X.  Failure of Federal agencies to implement uniform grant procedures as set forth in Fi-
nancial Management Circulars. Mr. Lawrence Solomon, member, Mountain and
Plains Forum, and Regional Inspector General for Audit, HUD, Denver, Colorado.

10:15 — Rotating discussion groups—ideas for addressing the five issues shown above.
12:00 — Luncheon
Speaker - Governor Raymond P. Shafer
Counselor on Intergovernmental Relations,
Office of the Vice President of the United States
Subject - A Near and Long Range Strategy for an
Effective Intergovernmental Partnership

2:00 — Reports on selected forum projects. See Appendix I1.

3:15 — Solutions for the five problem areas. In-depth discussion of the five issues introduced during
the morning group discussions.

Friday, January 16
9:00 — Combined session—Feedback from prior day’s in-depth discussions.

10:30 — Departmental discussions.

These discussions were manned by representatives of those Federal departments and agencies that
have significant involvement with federally assisted programs. Discussions for particular depart-
ments and agencies were attended by those State or local representatives who had questions rel-
ated to a particular problem.

11:30 — Closing remarks—Mr. Robert Ryan, Executive Secretary, National Forum.
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Appendix II

Joint Conference Intergovernmental
Audit Forums

New Orleans, Louisiana
January 14-16, 1976

Reports on Special Forum Projects
Wednesday, January 14

Exchange of audit schedules between forum members at various levels of government.

@ A pilot study by the New England Forum. Presented by Mr. Anthony Piccirilli,
Auditor General of Rhode Island, and member, New England Forum.

Data base on audits in process and completed, including a two-year history.

@Project undertaken by the New York/New Jersey Audit Forum. Presented by Mr.
Bernard Luger, Audit Director, HEW Audit Agency, New York Region. Mr. Luger is
also chairman of the New York/New Jersey Forum.

A joint audit of the Get Set program in Philadelphia by the HEW Audit Agency, the
Auditor General of Pennsylvania, the Controller of Philadelphia, and the Philadelphia
GAO Regional Office.

eDiscussed by Mr. William G. Klenk, I1, Controller of Philadelphia and member
of the Mid-Atlantic Forum.
Development of a single audit guide for financial audits of grants and other federally
assisted programs.

eAudit guide developed as a project of the National Forum. Presented by Mr. D. L.
Scantlebury, Director, Financial and General Management Studies Division of GAO,
the Vice Chairman of the National Forum.

Thursday, January 15

Forum management style and structure leading to reorganization of standing commit-
tees along functional lines in the Pacific Northwest Forum.

ePresented by Mr. Phil Bernstein, Chairman of the Pacific Northwest Forum, the
Regional Manager of the GAO Seattle Office.

Inventory and sharing of training by the Western Forum.

ePresented by Mr. Charles Grant, Western Region Audit Director for GSA, the
Chairman of the Training and Professional Development Committee of the Western

Forum.
Training of State audit staff in conjunction with audit forum meetings.

®Presented by Mr. Irwin D'Addario, Chairman of the Mountain and Plains Forum,
the Regional Manager of the GAO Denver Office.

Interaction with professional public accounting societies.

e@Presented by Mr. John Stanford, member, Mid-America Intergovernmental Audit
Forum, and Regional Audit Director, HEW, Kansas City, Missouri.
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Appendix ITI

Joint Conference Intergovernmental
Audit Forums

New Orleans, Louisiana
January 14-16, 1976

List of Attendees

Name & Affiliation Forum Membership

Martin L. Allen Western
Director of Finance
Sacramento, California

Leonard J. Bernaciak Western
Regional Auditor

Community Services Administration

San Francisco, California

Philip A. Bernstein Pacific Northwest
Regional Manager, Seattle Chairman
General Accounting Office

Seattle, Washington

Jimmy Bevis

Assistant Regional Manager, Dallas
General Accounting Office

New Orleans, Louisiana

Jack Birkholz Western

San Francisco Regional Office Executive Director
General Accounting Office

San Francisco, California

Marvin Bloom
General Services Administration
Washington, D.C.

John A. Blum Midwestern
Deputy State Auditor of Ohio
Columbus, Ohio

Henry L. Bridges Southeastern and
State Auditor of North Carolina National
Raleigh, North Carolina

W. A. Broadus, Jr.
Assistant Director
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C.
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Forrest R. Browne
Regional Manager, Dallas
General Accounting Office
Dallas, Texas

Morris C. Brusett
Legislative Auditor of Montana
Helena, Montana

Richard Buckles
Auditor General’s Staff of South Dakota
Pierre, South Dakota

Thaddeus Buczko
State Auditor of Massachusetts
Boston, Massachusetts

Joseph H. Burris
Legislative Auditor of Louisiana
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

James L. Bynum

Director, Office of Management
Analysis and Audit

Civil Service Commission

Washington, D.C.

Don D. Byrd

Regional Administrator for Audit
Department of Labor

San Francisco, California

James E. Caldwell

Staff Specialist

Division of State Auditing

Office of Fiscal Affairs of New Jersey
Trenton, New Jersey

E.J. Caljouw
Regional Inspector General for Audit

Department of Housing and Urban Development

Kansas City, Kansas

Douglas E. Cameron
Seattle Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Portland, Oregon

Marvin Colbs

‘Regional Manager, Atlanta
General Accounting Office
Atlanta, Georgia

William N. Conrardy
Regional Manager, San Francisco
General Accounting Office
San Francisco, California

Southwest
Chairman

Mountain and Plains and
National

Mountain and Plains

New England and
National

Southwest and
National

National

Western

New York/New Jersey

Mid-America

Pacific Northwest
Executive Administrator

Southeastern
Chairman

Western
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Seymour S. Corwin
Regional Audit Manager
Department of Commerce
Washington, D.C.

Robert G. Cronson
Auditor General of Illinois

Springfield, Illinois

Mike Cullen

Chairman, Joint Legislative Audit Committee

of California
Sacramento, California

Irwin M. D’Addario
Regional Manager, Denver
General Accounting Office
Denver, Colorado

Guido D. D’Angelo
Philadelphia Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Wilbur R. DeZerne
Director, Office of Audit
Department of the Treasury
Washington, D.C,

Wallace A. Dietrich

Director, Field Audit Office
General Service Administration
Atlanta, Georgia

Hugh J. Dorrian
City Auditor of Columbus
Columbus, Ohio

George Doyle

Denver Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Denver, Colorado

Joseph Eder

Regional Manager, Boston
General Accounting Office
Boston, Massachusetts

George Egan

Assistant Director
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C.

Raymond W. Ellis

Regional Administrator for Audit
Department of Labor

Seattle, Washington

Mid-Atlantic

Mountain and Plains
Chairman

Mid-Atlantic
Executive Secretary

National

Southeastern

National

Mountain and Plains
Executive Director

New England
Chairman

Pacific Northwest
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Thomas J. Falstad
Auditor of Hennepin County
Minneapolis, Minnesota

William H. Finnegan

Director, Legislative Post Audit and
Oversight Bureau

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Boston, Massachusetts

Zane Geier
Deputy Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare

Atlanta, Georgia

Joseph J. Genovese

Director, Office of Audits
Department of Transportation
Washington, D.C.

Robert J. Gentile

New York Regional Office
General Accounting Office
New York, New York

Arthur Gordon

Director, Metropolitan Area Office
of New York State Department of
Audit and Control

New York, New York

Charles L. Grant

Director, Field Audit Office
General Services Administration
San Francisco, California

Frank L. Greathouse
Director of State Audit
Comptroller of the Treasury
Nashville, Tennessee

C. Robert Green
Director of Finance
Daly City, California

Leonard H. Greess
Director, Office of Audit
Department of Agriculture
Washington, D.C.

Lioyd F. Hara
County Auditor of King County
Seattle, Washington

Midwestern

New England

Southeastern

National

New York/New Jersey
Administrative Assistant

New York/New Jersey

Western

Southeastern

National

National

Pacific Northwest and
National

47




Frederick A. Heim, Jr. National
Assistant Director

Department of Commerce

Washington, D.C.

Max D. Howard Mid-America
Regional Audit Manager

Federal Highway Administration

Kansas City, Missouri

James Jackson Southwest
Regional Administrator for Audit

Department of Labor

Dallas, Texas

Al Jantz, Jr. Southwest
Regional Inspector General for Audit

Department of Housing and Urban Development

Dallas, Texas

Orvel M. Johnson Southwest
Legislative Auditor of Arkansas
Little Rock, Arkansas

Ray A. C. Johnson Mid-America and
Auditor of Public Accounts of Nebraska National
Lincoln, Nebraska

Michael L. Kaiel Pacific Northwest
Division Manager

Bureau of Management and Budget

Portland, Oregon

W. Hampton King Southeastern
State Auditor of Mississippi
Jackson, Mississippi

William G. Klenk, II Mid-Atlantic
Controlier of Philadelphia
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Mont Kenney Mountain and Plains
Office of Auditor General of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah

Clyde Koontz Pacific Northwest and
Legislative Auditor of Idaho National
Boise, Idaho

Lee Kovale

Chicago Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Chicago, Illinois
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Pierce J. Lambdin
Legislative Auditor of Maryland
Baltimore, Maryland

Fred D. Layton

Deputy Director, Financial and General
Management Studies Division

General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C.

David Legge

Director, Office of Audit & Inspections
District of Columbia Government
Washington, D.C.

George Lehr
Missouri State Auditor
Jefferson City, Missouri

James Lien

Assistant Secretary
Nevada Tax Commission
Carson City, Nevada

Mark A. Little

Financial and General Management
Studies Division

General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C.

Gerald J. Lonergan

Auditor and Controller of County
of San Diego

San Diego, California

John J. Lordan

Chief, Financial Management
Branch

Office of Management and Budget

Washington, D.C.

Ken F. Luecke

Assistant Regional Manager, Kansas City

General Accounting Office
Kansas City, Kansas

Bernard Luger
Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare

New York, New York

Otis C. Luttrell

Financial and General Management
Studies Division

General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C.

National

Mid-Atlantic

Mid-America

Western

National

National
Chairman

Mid-America
Executive Administrator

New York/New Jersey
Chairman




Andrew F. McCall
Atlanta Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Atlanta, Georgia

J.R. McDaniel

Regional Audit Manager
Federal Highway Administration
Atlanta, Georgia

Gene McLeod
Council Auditor
City of Jacksonville
Jacksonville, Florida

William Melymuka

Regional Manager

Defense Contract Audit Agency
Waltham, Massachusetts

Leo Milner

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Denver, Colorado

Joseph R. Minter

Chief Management Auditor, Fiscal Management Audits
Department of Finance

Sacramento, California

Roy L. Neal

Regional Inspector General
Department of Agriculture
Kansas City, Missouri

Charles M. Neville

Boston Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Boston, Massachusetts

Joseph H. Novotny _
County Auditor, Anne Arundel County
Annapolis, Maryland

Edward A. Parigian

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Boston, Massachusetts

Daniel Paul
City Auditor of Baltimore
Baltimore, Maryland

Southeastern

Executive Director

Southeastern

Southeastern

New England

Mountain and Plains

Western and

National

Mid-America

- New England

Executive Secretary

Mid-Atlantic

New England

National
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Robert W, Peterson
State Auditor of North Dakota
Bismarck, North Dakota

Anthony Piccirilli
Auditor General of Rhode Island
Providence, Rhode Island

Franklin Pinkelman
Deputy Auditor General of Michigan
Lansing, Michigan

Sidney Pollock

Regional Administrator for Audit
Department of Labor

New York, New York

Clement F. Preiwisch
Chicago Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Chicago, Illinois

John Proctor
State Auditor of Colorado
Denver, Colorado

Stanley M. Quon

California Association of Auditors
for Management

Sacramento, California

Gervus A. Rafalko

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and
Welfare

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

George Renner

Audit Supervisor

Division of Audits

Office Secretary of State of Oregon
Salem, Oregon

Allan L. Reynolds

Director of Audit and Investigation
Department of Interior
Washington, D.C.

Robert R. Ringwood
State Auditor of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

Mountain and Plains

New England

Midwestern

New York/New Jersey

Midwestern

Executive Administrator

Mountain and Plains

Western

Mid-Atlantic

Pacific Northwest

National

Midwestern and
National

51




John M. Rogers

Oklahoma State Examiner
and Inspector

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma

Robert J. Ryan

Assistant Director
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C.

Maurice Sady

Assistant Regional Manager, Philadelphia
General Accounting Office

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Max'R. Sanchez
State Auditor of New Mexico
.Santa Fe, New Mexico

Donald L. Scantlebury
Director, Financial and General

Management Studies Division
General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C.

Eugene L. Shapiro
Office of State Auditor of Massachusetts
Boston, Massachusetts

Harry L. Shepherd, Jr.

Director, Office of Internal Audit
Department of Justice
Washington, D.C.

Thomas Shoop

Bureau of Internal Audit
City of New Orleans
New Orleans, Louisiana

Kenneth Sill

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Seattle, Washington

Walter Rogers Smith, Jr.

Manager, Northern Area Audit Group
Environmental Protection Agency
Chicago, Illinois

John G. Smithyman
Office of Controller of Philadelphia
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Arthur D. Snyder

External Audit Division
Community Services Administration
Washington, D.C.

Southwest

National
Executive Secretary

‘Mid-Atlantic

Southwest

National

New England

‘National

Southwest

Pacific Northwest

Midwestern

Mid-Atlantic

National
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Lawrence Solomon

Regional Inspector General for Audit
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Denver, Colorado

John Stanford

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Kansas City, Missouri

Weldon E. Stanley

Dallas Regional Office
General Accounting Office
Dallas, Texas

Edward W. Stepnick

Director, HEW Audit Agency

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Washington, D.C,

Malcolm S. Stringer

Director, Office of Audit
Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D.C.

Gilbert F. Stromvall
Regional Manager, Chicago
General Accounting Office
Chicago, Illinois

Joseph B. Sullivan

Deputy Legislative Budget Assistant
State of New Hampshire

Concord, New Hampshire

Richard J. Sydnes

Supervisor of State Audits
Office of State Auditor of lowa
Des Moines, lowa

Glyndol Joe Taylor

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Dallas, Texas

Asher Tenner

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Chicago, Illinois

William L. Tibbs
Regional Audit Manager
Department of Commerce
Chicago, Illinois

Mountain and Plains

Mid-America

Southwest

Executive Secretary

National

National

Midwestern
Chairman

New England

Mid-America

Southwest

Midwestern

Midwestern
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Emil A. Trefzger, Jr.

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Atlanta, Georgia o

Allen R. Voss

Regional Manager, Philadelphia
General Accounting Office
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Kenneth L. Weary

Regional Manager, Kansas City
General Accounting Office
Kansas City, Kansas

Robert A. Whitaker
Legislative Auditor of Minnesota
St. Paul, Minnesota

James E. Williams

Director, Field Audit Office
General Services Administration
Fort Worth, Texas

Herbert Witt

Regional Audit Director

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
San Francisco, California

Maynard Woodbury

Deputy Comptroller for Audit Policy

Office of Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller)

Washington, D.C.

John C. Yazurlo

Assistant Inspector General for Audit
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Washington, D.C.

Frank A. Yeager

Director of Audit and Investigations
Department of Labor

Washington, D.C.

Southeastern

Mid-Atlantic
Chairman

Mid-America
Chairman

Midwestern .

Southwest

Western
Chairman

National

National

National
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Appendix V

Joint Conference Intergovernmental

Audit Forums

Name

Joseph B. Sullivan

Bernard Luger

Joseph H. Novotny

Henry L. Bridges

Planning Committee

Affiliation

Deputy Legislative Budget Assistant
New Hampshire

Regional Audit Director
HEW, New York City

County Auditor, Anne Arundel County
Maryland

State Auditor
North Carolina

Clement F. Preiwisch Chicago Regional Office

Ray A. C. Johnson

Thomas Shoop

Lawrence Solomon

Herbert Witt

GAO

Auditor of Public Accounts
Nebraska

Bureau of Internal Audit
New Orleans

Regional Inspector General for
Audit—HUD, Denver

Regional Audit Director
HEW, San Francisco

Douglas E. Cameron Seattle Regional Office

Lloyd F. Hara

Robert J. Ryan

GAO

County Auditor of King County
Seattle

Assistant Director
GAO, Washington, D.C.

Forum
Membership

New England

New York/New
Jersey
Mid-Atlantic
Southeastern
Midwestern
Mid-America
Southwest
Mountain & Plains
Western

Pacific Northwest

National

National
Executive Secretary






