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Operating Budget Data

($in Thousands)

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 03-04 FYO03-04
Actual Approp. Allowance Change % Change
Genera Funds $44,934 $41,581 $41,985 $404 1.0%
FY 2003 Cost Containment 0 -166 0 166
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions 0 -32 -204 -172
Adjusted General Funds $44,934 $41,383 $41,781 $398 1.0%
Special Funds 22,805 30,388 25,735 -4,654 -15.3%
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions 0 -15 -108 -92
Adjusted Special Funds $22,805 $30,373 $25,627 -$4,746 -15.6%
Federal Funds 20,790 25,412 24,367 -1,045 -4.1%
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions 0 -17 -111 -94
Adjusted Federal Funds $20,790 $25,395 $24,257 -$1,138 -4.5%
Reimbursable Funds 4,335 4,476 4,459 -17 -0.4%
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions 0 0 -22 -22
Adjusted Reimbur sable Funds $4,335 $4,476 $4,437 -$39 -0.9%
Adjusted Grand Total $92,864  $101,627 $96,102 -$5,525 -5.4%

® The Maryland Department of the Environment’s (MDE) general fundsincrease by $398,000, or 1%.

® The$4.7 million, or 15.6% special fund decrease is largely attributable to a$2.7 million reduction to
the scrap tire stockpile cleanup program.

Note: Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
For further information contact: AmandaM. Mock Phone: (410) 946-5530
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Personnel Data

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04

Actual Working Allowance Change
Regular Positions 1,028.00 1,032.00 975.00 -57.00
Contractual FTEs 32.30 47.60 43.10 -4.50
Total Personnel 1,060.30 1,079.60 1,018.10 -61.50
Vacancy Data: Regular Positions
Budgeted Turnover: FY 04 39.68 4.07%
Positions Vacant as of 12/31/02 78 7.56%

e On July 1, 2002, 11 MDE positions were abolished, consistent with Section 20 of the fiscal 2002
budget bill. MDE lost 57 positions in the fiscal 2004 alowance. The majority of these reductions
were mid-range positions. These positions were:

e 2inthe Administrative and Employee Services Administration;
e 14 inthe Water Management Administration;

e 14inthe Technical and Regulatory Services Administration;

e 12 inthe Waste Management Administration;

e 12 inthe Air and Radiation Management Administration; and

e 3inthe Coordinating Offices.

® MDE's budgeted fiscal 2004 turnover rate of 4.07% is lower than the current fiscal 2003 rate of
5.53%, in effect, making additional funds available for MDE’s personnel expenses.

® MDE advises that two contractual positions were inadvertently left out of the fiscal 2003 working
budget and the fiscal 2004 allowance; thetotal fiscal 2004 allowance should include 45.10 contractual
FTEs. Furthermore, 1.5 contractual FTEs are missing from the fiscal 2002 actual budget.
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Analysisin Brief

| ssues

Implementation of the Community Right-to-Know Act Is Pending: Regulations implementing the
Community Right-to-Know Fund were published in the Maryland Register on December 27, 2002, and
MDE expectsthefeesto begin March 1, 2003. M DE should be prepared to discussimplementation of
the Community Right-to-Know program, including projected staffing in light of current hiring
limitations, M DE’slegal authority toimplement thefeeson March 1, 2003; and, how M DE intends
to proceed if anticipated fiscal 2003 revenues are not realized.

Enterprise Environmental Management System Stalls: MDE iscurrently operating over 177 separate
permitting, compliance, and enforcement databases. To respond to the many constraintsand inefficiencies
of thissystem, MDE intendsto develop and implement an Enterprise Environmental Management System
(EEMS). MDE should brief the committees on why it has been so difficult to implement this
project; if, and/or how, fundswill be expended in fiscal 2004; the technical merits of the proj ect;
and MDE’s rationale for moving forward in spite of limited funding. Also, DLS recommends
budget bill languagerestricting the expenditure of fundsand prohibiting theapproval of acontract
for the EEM Sproject until MDE submitsan EEM S proj ect implementation updateto thebudget
committees.

Recommended Actions

Funds
1.  Add language restricting funds and contract approval authority for the
Enterprise Environmental Management System until the Maryland
Department of the Environment submits a report.
2. Reduce funds for the Susguehanna River Basin Compact. $ 100,000
3. Reduce funds for the development of Total Maximum Daily L oads 227,691
computer models.
4.  Delete funds for Baltimore City’s lead enforcement grant. 250,000
Total Reductions $ 577,691
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Updates

MDE’s Move to the Montgomery Park Building in Baltimore: The status and cost of MDE’ s recent
move to the “green” Montgomery Park Building in Baltimore.

Lead Poisoning Program Update: MDE submitted areport detailing the success of its collaborative lead
paint poisoning reduction efforts in Baltimore City and throughout the State.
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Operating Budget Analysis

Program Description

The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) was created in 1987 to protect and restorethe

quality of the State' sland, air, and water resources and safeguard citizens from health risks associated with
pollution. It isresponsible for planning, monitoring, controlling, and regulating air, solid, and hazardous
wastes; radiation, sewage sudge, sediment, and stormwater; toxicities, sewage treatment, and water
supply facilities; and environmental disease control programs. The department is structured into seven
major administrative units:

Office of the Secretary: Provides direction and establishes State environmental policies to be
implemented by the operating units.

Administrative and Employee Services Administration: Provides general administrative and
employee services to the department.

Water Management Administration: Incorporates all aspects of the State's water pollution control
program, including capital project management; implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(TMDL) for pollutants in impaired waterways, and industrial/municipal wastewater and storm water
discharge regulatory functions.

Technical and Regulatory Services Administration: Provides hazardous chemical and oil spill
emergency response services,; develops and promulgates water quality standards; technical support and
analysis for dredging projects; environmental and public health risk assessments; ballast water
regulation; and develops and issues fish advisories.

Waste Management Administration: Ensures that all types of nonhazardous solid wastes are
managed in a manner that protects public health and the environment.

Air and Radiation Management Administration: Ensures that air quality and radiation levelsin
Maryland sustain public health, safety, and the environment.

Coordinating Offices. Manages budget matters, the Water Quality Revolving Loan Fund, and Board
of Public Works (BPW) activities; coordinates public information and outreach; and provides legal
advice.
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MDE hasidentified eight goalsthat illustrate its core effortsto protect and preserve Maryland’ snatural
resources. They are:

e ensuring environmental programs, activities, and regulations support Smart Growth and community
revitalization while protecting public health and the environment;

e ensuring safe and adequate drinking water;

¢ reducing Maryland citizens exposure to hazards;

e ensuring the safety of fish and shellfish harvested in Maryland,;

e improving and protecting Maryland’' s water quality;

e ensuring the air is safe to breathe;

e providing excellent customer service to achieve environmental protection; and

e maximizing resources to support environmental protection.

Performance Analysis. Managing for Results

MDE provides a broad, yet cohesive picture of its priorities by identifying eight common goals and
listing program performance measurements under each of these goals. This structure and approach should
allow MDE to provide abroad performance assessment to the public and policy makers, yet maintain the
detailed measurements that program mangers need to guide and evaluate program performance.
Unfortunately, evaluating progress at the macro or goal level is quite difficult, asthere is no discernable
“composite” measure linked to each goal. It would be helpful to provide summary or “composte’ datafor
each goal to demonstrate whether progress is being made.

Several of MDFE' s fiscal 2004 performance measurements indicate progress will be made in spite of
anticipated funding reductions. For example, while only $100,000 is provided in fiscal 2004, MDE
anticipates 24% of all programs being implemented into the Enterprise Environmental Management
System. Also, in spite of asignificant reduction in funds, MDE projectsthat an increased number of illegal
scrap tire stockpiles will be identified. The Department of L egidative Services (DL S) recommends
that MDE revisit these and other estimated fiscal 2004 performance measurementsto ensurethey
accurately reflect anticipated performance.

MDE’sWater Pollution Control Program performance measures reference the 2000 Chesapeake Bay
Agreement and note when ameasure is consistent with goals set forth inthe Agreement. This practice of
incorporating goals from various State agreements is important and helpful. DL S recommends that
M DE expand itsuse of the M anaging for Resultsplan asa meansof tracking progresstowardsthe
Chesapeake Bay Agreement goals.
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Exhibit 1 provides dataon a handful of performance measurementsthat reflect MDE’ skey program
areas. The data provided indicates the following trends:

e areductioninthe estimated percent of Marylanders served by public water sysemsthat meet Stateand
federal requirements,

e lesswater acreage being subject to fish or crab consumption advisories;
e increasingly poor air quality;

o relatively level recycling tonnage;

e dignificant decreases in childhood lead poisoning; and

e reductionsin point source nitrogen loading.

Exhibit 1

Program M easurement Data
Fiscal 1999 through 2004

FY 00- 04
FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 Annual
Actual Actual Actual Actual Est. Est. Change
Percent of Marylanders
served by public water
systems in significant
compliance with federal and
State drinking water
requirements. 99% 99% 99% 99% 97% 97% -0.5%
Acreage of water bodies for
which fish or crab
consumption advisories were
issued. 65,643 51,684 51,684 29,008 29,008 29,008 -13.4%
Percent of Maryland
population living in areas
that do not meet air quality
standards. 87% 87% 87% 89% 89% 89% 0.6%
Tons of Maryland Recycling
Act materials recycled.
(In thousands) 1,874 2,155 2,299 2,405 2,400 2,400 2.7%

Percent of children tested for

blood lead and considered

“poisoned” (20 micrograms

per decilator or more).* 1.30% 0.90% 0.50% 0.40% 0.36% 0.30% -24.0%
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FY 00-04
FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 Annual
Actual Actual Actual Actual Est. Est. Change
Percent reduction in point
source nitrogen loading since
1985. na 44% 48% 48%** 49% 49% 2.7%

*Fiscal year data reflects previous calendar year.
** Estimated, since 2002 actual datais not yet available.
Source: Maryland Department of the Environment and the fiscal 2002 and 2003 budget books

Fiscal 2003 Actions

Impact of Cost Containment

MDE anticipates $1,515,940 in genera fund reductionsfor fiscal 2003 cost containment. Thisamount
reflects:

e $166,000 in operating reductions;
e $450,000 in PAY GO reductions; and
e $899,940 in cancelled encumbrances.
Fiscal 2003 cost containment also reflectsthe reversion of $64,414 to support freetransit ridership for

State employees, contingent upon enactment of a provision in the Budget Reconciliation and Financing
Act (BRFA) of 2003.

Governor’s Proposed Budget
Exhibit 2 indicatesthat the fiscal 2004 operating allowance for MDE totals $96.1 million, whichisa
$5.5 million, or 5.4% decrease below the fiscal 2003 working appropriation. This decrease reflects a

$398,000 increase in general funds, $4.7 million decrease in special funds, and a$1.1 million decreasein
federal funds.

Exhibit 2
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Governor’s Proposed Budget
Maryland Department of the Environment
($in Thousands)

General Funds

FY 2003 Cost Containment
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions
Adjusted General Funds

Special Funds
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions
Adjusted Special Funds

Federal Funds
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions
Adjusted Federal Funds

Reimbursable Funds
Contingent & Back of Bill Reductions
Adjusted Reimbursable Funds

Adjusted Grand Total

Wherelt Goes:
Per sonnel Expenses

Employee and retiree health insurance

Reducing Maryland Citizen’s Exposureto Hazards

Lead paint poisoning registry and outreach
Federal brownfields clean-up funds

Federal hazardous waste management grant

Wherelt Goes;

Improving and Protecting Maryland’s Water Quality

FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY03-04 FYO03-04
Actual Approp. Allowance Change % Change
$44,934 $41,581 $41,985 $404 1.0%
0 -166 0 166
0 -32 -204 -172
$44,934 $41,383 $41,781 $398 1.0%
22,805 30,388 25,735 -4,654 -15.3%
0 -15 -108 -92
$22,805 $30,373 $25,627 -$4,746 -15.6%
20,790 25,412 24,367 -1,045 -4.1%
0 -17 -111 -94
$20,790 $25,395 $24,257 -$1,138 -4.5%
4,335 4,476 4,459 -17 -0.4%
0 0 -22 -22
$4,335 $4,476 $4,437 -$39 -0.9%
$92,864  $101,627 $96,102 -$5,525 -5.4%
57 aboliShed POSITIONS.......ccviieiiieiseii et sasse e aennnnas -$2,713
RIS EOVLC Q= (Y0 (S o == < TR 2,517
............................................................................... 1,635
Retirement CONLrDULION COSL .........eviieeiiitie sttt es s sbee s saae s s be s sbeseares 173
OLNEr ChaNGES......cieeice et e ettt aens -1,235
Scrap tire StOCKPIl ClEAN-UP ....c.vvieieiieee e -2,751
....................................................................... -455
................................................................................... -425
...................................................................... -152
........................................................................... -392

EPA wetlands protection grant funding
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Mitigation eligible projectsin tidal Wetlands.............ccoveiieinninnceee e -295
Water Quality Loan Fund Administration COStS MaLCh ..........cecevereirinieienereieneeeseeeene 215
Reduction in federal beaches grant program...........c.ceeeeinsensecseeseseesee e -229
Providing Excellent Customer Service
Small BUSINESS ASSISLANCE PIrOGIaIM ....c.veueieiireeeeresiesesteiesesiese et see e ses e se e e sesbenessenesnas -300
Federal One-Stop REPOIING Grant .......cccoueeieereiienirieesieiesesiees e -214
Other Programs
Homeland Defense Emergency Equipment proCureMent.........c..eeevveereeereseeneseeeseeeeseneene -120
MOtOr VENICIES FEUCTION.......ceviieeiie ettt -633
Information technology and Emergency Response V ehicle Lease-purchase costs............ 126
Thailand Air QUAIITY COMEIACT ........ccuieireiierieeseer e -90
(@131 OSSR -187
Total -$5,525

Note: Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

The $398,000, or 1% increase in general funds reflects $126,000 for information technology and
emergency vehicles lease-purchase payments, and required State matching funds for Water Quality Loan
Fund administration costs ($215,000).

The large specia fund decrease is largely attributable to a $2.7 million reduction in the scrap tire
stockpile cleanup program and a $455,000 reduction in lead poisoning prevention and outreach activities.
The BRFA of 2003 reduced the Used Tire Clean-up and Recycling Fund balance by $2.5 million, leaving
less funding for scrap tire programs. In 2001, owners of properties built after 1950 were no longer
required to submit a lead paint registration fee for these properties. This change has resulted in less
revenues for the Lead Poisoning Prevention Fund, thus reducing funds available for lead paint programs.

The decrease in federa funds is the result of a reduction in several U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency grants, including those for a brownfields cleanup program ($425,000) and the One-Stop
Reporting program ($214,000). The brownfields cleanup grant was used to address abandoned, idled, or
under-used industrial and commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment was complicated by red
or perceived environmental contamination. The One-Stop Reporting program provided support for
MDE'’s efforts to reduce the environmental reporting burden, integrate data and data management
processes, and improve public access to information.

While reimbursable funds remain fairly consistent at $4.4 million, approximately $3.1 million, or 70%
of MDE's reimbursable funds come from the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT).
Therefore, if MDOT’ sfiscal 2004 funding levels change significantly, MDE’ sreimbursablefunding level is
likely to change as well.

10
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I mpact of Cost Containment

The fiscal 2004 alowance reflects the elimination of $444,880 for matching employee deferred
compensation contributions up to $600, contingent upon enactment of a provision in the BRFA of 2003.

11
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1. Implementation of the Community Right-to-Know Act |s Pending
Background

The federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) was enacted in 1986
and established an infrastructure at the State and local levels to plan for chemical emergencies. EPCRA
requires Governorsto appoint a State Emergency Response Commission (SERC), whichin turn appoints
local emergency planning committees (LEPCs). The Maryland SERC was established by executive order
shortly after the law was enacted in 1986, and there are currently 25 LEPCsinthe State (in each of the 23
counties, Baltimore City, and Ocean City). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and U.S.
Department of Transportation provide between $100,000 and $150,000 each year to Maryland for
chemical emergency-related training and planning efforts.

The Community Right-to-Know fund was established in MDE on July 1, 2002 (Chapter 434, Actsof
2002). Thisfundisto be used for emergency planning, enforcement, data collection, and other activities
related to chemicals and hazardous substances. The bill establishes afeethat may not exceed $1,000 that
applies to facilities that manufacture, store, and use hazardous or toxic chemicals that are subject to the
federal EPCRA. The hill aso applies civil penalty provisions and requires MDE to serve as the
information repository for the SERC. MDE’s fiscal 2003 budget included $800,000 in specia funds to
reflect the start-up and implementation of this program.

Status of I mplementation

Regulations implementing the Community Right-to-Know fund were published in the Maryland
Register on December 27, 2002, and MDE expects the feesto begin March 1, 2003. Revenue estimates
for fiscal 2003 are till unclear, although a substantial portion of the $800,000 projected in the budget for
fiscal 2003 is anticipated. However, since this will be the first time for fee submissions, there is the
possihility that many facilitieswill claim ignorance of the requirement and fee submissionswill be delayed,
possibly into the next fiscal year.

The grant allocation processis anticipated to provide a base grant of up to $10,000 to each LEPC for
basic staff support to coordinate local activities. The balance of the $400,000, planned for distribution to
the LEPCs, would be based on a formula to be developed in conjunction with the Maryland SERC and
LEPCs. Up to $25,000 of the funds allocated to the LEPCsis authorized for administrative costsif that
activity cannot be absorbed by the existing administrative process associated with the federal grant fund
distribution.

MDE should be prepared to discuss implementation of the Community Right-to-Know
program, including projected staffing in light of current hiring limitations, M DE’ slegal authority
to implement the feeson March 1, 2003; and, how M DE intendsto proceed if anticipated fiscal
2003 revenues are not realized.

12
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2. Enterprise Environmental M anagement System Stalls

MDE iscurrently operating over 177 separate permitting, compliance, and enforcement databasesthat
were developed to support the needs of a specific regulation, business activity, or environmental media
(e.g., ar, water, waste). The current stand-alone systems have extremely limited interfaces with the
systems used to support other media types, or even other business requirements within the same media.
This operating environment has resulted in duplicate data entry, redundancy of stored data, and reduced
systemefficiency. The Office of Legidative Auditsreleased reportsin 2000 and 2002 recommending that
MDE develop acomprehensive centralized system for permitting and inspections. While MDE concurred
with this recommendation, the department highlighted challenges with completing the procurement
process, securing adequate funds, and meeting new statewide requirements.

To respond to the many constraints and inefficiencies, MDE intends to procure and implement an
Enterprise Environmental Management System (EEMS). When EEM Sisfully implemented, it isexpected
to provide:

o on-line permit application;

data submission for compliance reporting;

permit and process status tracking information; and

asingle point of reference for environmental information.

These benefits are anticipated to result in a reduced burden on regulated industries; improved
accountability and project management; and better data quality and public access.

Current Status

At present, MDE isin the process of acompetitive procurement for EEMS. A request for proposals
(RFP) was released September 10, 2002, and closed on November 14, 2002. In response to this RFP,
MDE received four proposalsfor commercial-off-the-shelf software systems. The department iscurrently
reviewing these proposals and anticipates requesting BPW approval of the project in April 2003. Withthis
start datein mind, the Secretary will be required to authorize moving forward with the project by February
14, 2003.

An executive oversight committee and a project team — both composed of MDE employees — are
currently providing EEMS project management. To mitigate the risks associated with this project, MDE
plans to implement a series of discrete task orders that allow implementation to be driven by available
resources, not projected resources. MDE estimates the complete implementation of EEMS will take
between three and five years.

According to the Department of Budget and Management’s (DBM) fiscal 2004 budget book, thetotal
estimated EEMS cost is $5.2 million. As shown in Exhibit 3, approximately $2.7 million has been

13
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dedicated to the development of EEM S since fiscal 1999. This amount includes $783,466 in fiscal 1999
and 2000 funds appropriated for enhancement of the existing systems that DBM does not reflect in its
project development cost tables. Over $2.3 million of this amount has been encumbered, $240,786 has
been expended, $125,000 was cancelled, and $300,000 in encumbrances is being targeted for cost
containment. MDE advisesthat the encumbered and expended funds were dedicated to project start-up
costs and a project management contract with Towson University’ s Regional Economic Studies|nstitute
Research & Consulting, which has been partially completed.

Exhibit 3

Enterprise Environmental M anagement System Funds
($in Thousands)

FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 Total

General Funds $100 $77 $700 $595 $0 $0  $1,472
Special Funds 150 37 151 125 0 0 463
Federal Funds 29 389 350 0 100 100 968
Subtotal $279 $503  $1,201 $720 $100 $100  $2,903
Cancellations 0 0 0 -125 0 0 -125
FY 2003 Cost Containment 0 -300 0 0 0 0 -300
Total $279 $203 $1,201 $595 $100 $100 $2,478

Source: Maryland Department of the Environment

M DE should brief the committees on why it has been so difficult to implement thisproject; if,
and/or how, fundswill be expended in fiscal 2004; the technical meritsof the project; and MDE’s
rationale for moving forward in spite of limited funding. Furthermore, M DE should discussthe
level of review and approval the EEMS project is subject to, since it isa Major Information
Technology Development proj ect.

Also, DLS recommends budget bill language restricting the expenditure of funds and
prohibiting theapproval of a contract for the EEM Sproject until M DE submitsan EEM S project
implementation update to the budget committees. At a minimum, thisupdate should includethe
following information: total cost by fiscal year; evidence of DBM review and approval;
implementation timeline; and, a summary of project deliverables.

14
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Recommended Actions

1.  Add thefollowing language:

, provided that the Maryland Department of the Environment shall not expend funds for the
Enterprise Environmental Management System (EEMS) or approve contractsfor implementation of
EEMS until an EEMS project implementation update is submitted to the budget committees. The
EEM S project update should include the following information: total estimated cost by fiscal year:;
evidence of Department of Budget and Management review and approval; implementation timeline;
and, asummary of project deliverables. The budget committees should have 45 daysto review and
comment upon the report.

Explanation: The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) is currently operating over
177 separate permitting, compliance and enforcement databases. To respond to the many
constraints and inefficiencies of this system, MDE intends to develop and implement an Enterprise
Environmental Management System (EEMS). However, effortsto implement EEM S have stalled.
While over $2.3 million has been encumbered for EEM S since 1999, MDE has not yet approved a
contract for implementation of asystem. Therefore, thislanguage would prohibit the expenditure of
funds for EEMS and require MDE and the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) to
submit an EEM S project implementation update to the budget committees prior to seeking Board of
Public Works approval for the contract. At a minimum, this update would include the following
information: total estimated cost by fiscal year; evidence of Department of Budget and Management
review and approval; implementation timeline; and, a summary of project deliverables.

Information Request Authors Due Date

Enterprise Environmental MDE Prior to Board of Public

Management System Update = DBM Works EEMS contract
approval

15



UOOA — Maryland Department of the Environment

Reduce fundsfor the Susguehanna River Basn Compact.

In 1967 Maryland entered into this compact to
formulate acomprehensive plan for the conservation and
management of the water resources of the Susquehanna
River Basin. This represents a 25% reduction to
Maryland' s average annual contribution.

Reduce funds for the development of computer models
to calculate Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLSs) with
several vendors. Funding for TMDLs has risen
significantly to comply with federal requirements; in
fiscal 2002 approximately $1.0 million was provided for
thisactivity. This cut represents a 10% reduction of the
request but is still approximately double the fiscal 2002
funding level.

Delete funds for Batimore City's lead enforcement
grant. MDE has still not been invoiced by Baltimore
City for $500,000 in fiscal 2002 appropriations and
$250,000 in fiscal 2003 appropriations. The need for the
final $250,000 grant installment of former Governor
Glendening’s Lead Initiative may be reassessed for fiscal
2005.

Total General Fund Reductions

16
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Reduction

$ 100,000

227,691

250,000

$ 577,691

GF

GF

GF

Position

Reduction



UOOA — Maryland Department of the Environment

Updates

1. MDE’sMovetothe Montgomery Park Building in Baltimore

In September 2002 MDE moved into nearly 270,000 sg. ft. of the newly renovated Montgomery Park
Business Center. Montgomery Park isalarge-scale adaptive reuse project of the 1925 Montgomery Ward
Catalog Building. The center is listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is located in an
enterprise zone, an empowerment zone, and a revitalization area of Baltimore City.

Montgomery Park is being held up as a model of the principles of Smart Growth and urban
redevelopment. The building’s “green” characteristics include:

e agreenroof that reduces and delays storm water runoff and increases insulation;
e low-water/rainwater bathroom fixtures;
e reduced wattage lighting (day lighting, sensors, low mercury fluorescent bulbs);

e 60,000 glass panes were replaced with low-E insulated windows filled with argon gas allowing
greater light and reduced heat transmission;

e old glass was ground and incorporated into glasphalt in the parking lot;

e ceramictile, ceiling tile, resilient flooring with 70% or more recovered content;

e drywall made from 100% recycled paper and 20% recycled core;

e native species for landscaping; and

e easy access to public transportation with front-door service from three MTA bus lines.

As shown below, MDE spent approximately $5.4 million to build out and $300,000 to physicaly
move into this building.

Description Amount
Telephone/I T Hardware and Cabling $1,550,000
Workstations and Equipment 1,630,000
Specialty Rooms and Equipment 1,020,000
Server RoonVIT Trangtion Costs 350,000
Physical Relocation 300,000
High-density Filing Systems 300,000
Desigrn/Relocation Consultants 170,000
Internal Security Systems 100,000

Communications/Forms Reform 280,000

17
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Total $5,700,000

As part of Executive Order 01.01.2001.02, all State-owned projects over 7,500 gross sg. ft. must
achieve the silver rating of the U.S. Green Building Council’ s Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System. Furthermore, the Executive Order has energy
procurement goalsfor buildings of 6% from green energy sources and no more than 50% of thetota green
energy procured derived from the combustion of municipal waste. While Montgomery Park does have
numerous green building characteristics, it isnot clear whether the building meetsthe LEED standards or
the State’ s energy procurement goals.

2. Lead Poisoning Program Update

In response to the 2001 Joint Chairmen’s Report, MDE, the Maryland Department of Health and
Hygiene, and the Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development, in coordination with
the City of Baltimore, submitted areport detailing the current status of collaborative lead paint poisoning
reduction efforts in Baltimore City and throughout the State. The August 2002 report details the
significant progress these State departments and Baltimore City have made to prevent childhood lead
poisoning throughout the State.

Asthefollowing tablesillustrate, effortsto reduce childhood lead poisoning have been successful over
the past eight years. Exhibits 4 and 5 show steep reductions in the percent of children tested with
elevated blood lead levels between 1993 and 2001: from 33.9% to 9.5% in Baltimore City and from
23.9% to 3.7% statewide. Exhibits 6 and 7 show reductions in children with lead poisoning between
1993 and 2001: from 4.9% to 1.1% in Baltimore City and from 3.1% to .4% statewide.

Exhibit 4

Childhood Blood L ead Surveillance

18
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Percentage of Children Tested with Elevated Blood L ead

Baltimore City 1993 through 2001
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Exhibit 5

Childhood Blood L ead Surveillance

Percentage of Children Tested with Elevated Blood L ead

Statewide 1993 through 2001
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Exhibit 6

Childhood Blood L ead Surveillance
Percentage of Children Tested with Lead Poisoning
Baltimore City 1993 through 2001
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Exhibit 7

Childhood Blood L ead Surveillance
Percentage of Children Tested with Lead Poisoning
Statewide 1993 through 2001
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In addition to serving as the coordinating agency of statewide efforts to eliminate childhood lead
poisoning, MDE is responsible for ensuring compliance with mandatory requirements for lead risk
reduction in rental unitsbuilt before 1950; maintaining a statewide listing of registered and inspected units,
and providing blood lead surveillance through aregistry of test results of all children tested in Maryland.
Since 1997 enforcement actions have increased from 40 to 422 annually. ThisreflectsMDE’ saggressive
efforts to implement the laws and craft settlement actions with an emphasis on risk reduction.
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Appendix 1
Current and Prior Year Budgets
Current and Prior Year Budgets
M aryland Department of the Environment
($in Thousands)
General Special Federal Reimb.
Fund Fund Fund Fund Total
Fiscal 2002
Legislative
Appropriation $46,203 $28,612 $23,584 $4,468 $102,868
Deficiency
Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0
Budget
Amendments 8 1,927 2,421 538 4,166
Reversions and
Cancellations -1,277 -7,734 -5,215 -671 -14,170
Actual
Expenditures $44,934 $22,805 $20,790 $4,335 $92,864
Fiscal 2003
Legislative
Appropriation $41,581 $30,299 $24,741 $4,465 $101,086
Budget
Amendments -198 74 654 11 541
Working
Appropriation $41,383 $30,373 $25,395 $4,476 $101,627

Note: Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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Fiscal 2002 Budget Changes

Genera funds dedicated to operating functionswere decreased by $1,269,188. Thismgor reductionis
largely due to cost containment actions under the provisions of Section 7-213(a) of the State Finance and
Procurement Article (Budget Amendment No. 124-02).

Specia funds dedicated to operating functions were decreased by $5.8 million. The mgjor changes
were:

e $2.8 million in the Used Tire Clean-up Program was cancelled due to the BRFA of 2002.

e $800,000 fromthe Oil Contaminated Site Clean-up Program was cancelled based on program activity.
e a$758,000 decrease for cost containment.

e 3$545,000 from the Sewage Sludge Fund was cancelled due to lower than anticipated revenues.

e  $450,000 fromthe State Radiation Control Fund for staffing costs associated with Radiological Hedlth
Program activities.

e $1,300,000 from Specia Indirect Cost Recoveries was amended in preparation for fisca 2002

closeout. Once revenues were received and verified, $1,066,860 of the total appropriation for this
funding source was cancelled.

Federal funds were increased by $2,421,083 and were offset by $5.2 million in cancellations. The
major changes were:
Amendments
e $560,000 for the Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund program for associated loansand salary expenses.
o 3$547,418, primarily from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), for activities under various
grants for the Water Management Administration and for the Air and Radiation Management
Administration for air pollution control activities.
Cancellations
e $1,000,000 from Federa Indirect Cost Recoveries was amended in preparation for fiscal 2002
closeout. Once revenues were received and verified, $1.8 million of the total appropriation for this

funding source was cancelled.

e $580,000 in the Mining Program and $1.2 million from the EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Program was
cancelled due to programmatic delays.
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Fiscal 2003 Budget Changes

MDE wasrequired to reduce general funds by $166,000 in the operating budget for cost containment
in fiscal 2003. A description of these changesis provided earlier in this analysis. The mgjor increasesin
federal funds to date include:

e $332,249 from EPA to the Water Quality and Compliance Monitoring program for salaries, avehicle,
grants, and other costs associated with implementing amonitoring and notification programfor coastal
recreation waters adjacent to beaches.

e 3$338,994 from EPA to the Information Systems Technology program for travel, equipment, and grants
to implement the Network One Stop program, one component of a broader effort to reduce the
environmental reporting burden, integrate data and data management processes, and improve public
access to information.
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