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Executive Summary
Crowe LLP (Crow) conducted this first phase of the Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit of funds
raised through the Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling Initiative Charter Amendment
(“Measure D”). This Five Year Audit will be conducted in two (2) phases. The Phase I portion of the audit
covered the three (3) fiscal years of 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19. The Phase II audit will cover the two (2)
fiscal years of 2019/20 and 2020/21.
For Phase I, we found no significant Measure D compliance issues after examining the finances of the
Recycling Board, member agencies, and grant recipients. Our work included reviews of the Recycling
Board, each of the sixteen (16) member agencies, and a total of twenty-four (24) grants.
We conducted our Phase I outreach between March 2020, and October 2020.
In Section 1 of this report, we provide an introduction and background of the audit. In Section 2 of this
report, we identify the flow of Measure D monies, from collection by the Recycling Board from landfill
operators, to distribution of Measure D monies for programs managed by the Recycling Board, and to the
member agencies.
In Section 3 of this report, we provide our financial and compliance assessment results. For each financial
and compliance provision of Measure D, we identify whether the applicable entity met the requirement
and, if so, how the entity met the requirement (in Exhibit 3-1 and 3-2). We found Alameda County and the
Recycling Board in full compliance with nine (9) Measure D compliance areas.
We found the member agencies in compliance with seven (7) Measure D compliance areas, with some
minor exceptions. We found some minor variations between expenditure amounts reported by member
agencies on their Annual Measure D Programs report and expenditure amounts we identified through our
audit. These differences were not considered material. Exhibit ES-1, following this page, summarizes our
financial and compliance findings.
In Section 4 of this report, we provide our review of Recycling Board waste diversion results for the audit
period. We observed that the Recycling Board is using a range of methods to track changes in waste
diversion levels, and the while Recycling Board’s use of the percentage of divertable materials within the
refuse container concluded in 2017, the multi-year effort represented a progressive and focused approach
for measuring and targeting reductions in curbside disposal volumes.
We found that it is likely that recent reductions in per capita disposal rates are related to economic factors
(not program enhancements or increasing curbside recycling or organics participation levels). We found
the Recycling Board in full compliance with AB 939 goals, and at 67 percent diversion Countywide in 2018
(on a weighted average basis across the sixteen member agencies), about eight (8) percent short of the
aggressive 75 percent diversion goal set for 2010. The Recycling Board fully recognizes that diversion
rates have leveled out over the past decade and has approved a plan in December 2020 titled Beyond
75% Diversion: A Plan for Landfill Obsolescence, which sets a goal for landfill obsolescence by 2045. This
new strategy shifts focus away from diversion rates towards systematic improvements involving
production, consumption, and disposal. By making fundamental enhancements, Alameda County aspires
to win the battle against recycling market pressures and other related challenges, which will result in a
natural rise in diversion rates over time.
In Section 5 of this report, we provide our recommendations from the audit. Exhibit ES-2 provides a
summary of our recommendations. We provide these recommendations in the spirit of simplifying the
Measure D reporting and auditing process, clarifying Measure D expense applicability, mitigating risks,
and to continue to improve overall use of Measure D funds towards goals.
There are seven (7) appendices to this report. These appendices provide such information as the Measure
D text; related Recycling Board resolutions and memoranda; member agency background; supporting
details for our compliance testing; and a summary of grant recipients reviewed.
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Exhibit ES-1
Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit
Summary of Findings
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Entity

Recycling Board

Findings

• RB-1 – Alameda County and the Recycling Board Met Measure D Compliance Requirements
• RB-2 – The Recycling Board Collected Measure D Monies from Landfill Operators in
Accordance with Measure D Requirements, and Could Benefit from Two Additional
Procedures
• RB-3 – The Recycling Board Allocated Measure D Monies to Member Agencies, and
Required Programs, Consistent with Measure D Requirements
• RB 4 – The Recycling Board’s Written Guidance on Measure D Expense Applicability and
Supporting Documentation Requirements Could be Further Refined
• RB 5 – Annual Measure D Programs Reporting and Associated Measure D Audit Processes
Could be Further Streamlined and Enhanced

Member Agencies

• MA-1 – Member Agencies Met the Compliance Requirements of Measure D
• MA-2 – Member Agencies Spent Measure D Funds on Legitimate Measure D Expenses
• MA-3 – Member Agencies Correctly Reported Interest on Measure D Fund Balances

Grant Recipients

• G-1 – Grant Recipients Complied with Terms and Conditions of the Grants and With
Measure D Requirements
• G-2 – Grant Information Storage and Organization Could be Improved
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Exhibit ES-2
Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit
Summary of Recommendations
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Entity

Recycling
Board

Recommendation

Page 1 of 4
Summary of Recommendation

• Recommendation RB-2a –
Automatically Link and
Transfer Measure D
Tonnage Data Captured in
Disposal Reporting System
to Measure D Revenues in
MUNIS System

• Add the capability within the Disposal Reporting System
(potentially as a separate module) to automate the linkage and
transfer of Measure D tonnage data from the Disposal Reporting
System to the revenues that the Board receives from landfill
companies.

• Recommendation RB-2b –
Perform More Frequent and
Regular Audits of Measure
D Tonnage Reports to Test
Validity of Transactions to
Company Weight Tickets

• Select a sample of tonnage data provided in the Measure D monthly
reports and request landfill operators to furnish weight tickets in
support of the tonnage data, performed quarterly or annually.
• Weight tickets would provide the Recycling Board real-time
confirmation that landfill operators are capturing and reporting
correct Measure D tonnage data.
• Given the direct and significant impact Measure D tonnage have
on the Board’s revenue, perform more frequent and regular audits,
such as annually or quarterly.

• Recommendation RB-4a –
Further Refine and Maintain
Written Guidance on
Measure D Expense
Applicability and Indicate
Preferences for Expenses

• Implement version control for the guidance document(s).
• Include a start or end date for expenses, especially those that
move to the non-allowable list.
• Continue refining the list, as necessary. The wide variety of
potential Measure D related expenses, and the constantly evolving
nature of recycling programs and other related conservation
programs (e.g., water recycling and management) necessitates an
evolving list.
• Indicate preferences for expenses that offers the most benefit and
impact to the Board’s goals, two examples include:
o Expense preference indicators: Can be as simple as a
single asterisk next to each preferred item, or as complex as
multiple asterisks indicating a hierarchy of preference (e.g.
scale of 0 to 3 asterisks, 3 being most preferred)
o Board staff check ins: Increased dialogue with TAC and key
member agency staff (e.g., City Manager, Public Works
Director) to better disseminate Measure D goals and funding
approaches.
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Exhibit ES-2
Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit
Summary of Recommendations
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Entity

Recycling
Board
(continued)

Recommendation

• Recommendation RB-4b –
Develop a Comprehensive
Measure D Guidance
Document and Submission
Checklist for Member
Agencies

Page 2 of 4

Summary of Recommendation

• Develop and maintain a comprehensive Measure D guidance
document for member agencies. Current Measure D guidance can
be consolidated and expanded to cover all aspects of the
mandatory Measure D tracking and annual report and data
submission for member agencies. We envision a structured,
coherent, and thorough guidance document, or handbook, that
member agencies can easily reference as their “source of truth” for
Measure D financial and programmatic compliance and guidance.
The packet (collection of documents) should have, at the
minimum, the following elements:
o Measure D overview, as it applies to member agencies
o Compliance requirements
o Measure D portal submission requirements (including optional
versus mandatory fields/submission elements)
o Supporting expense documentation requirements
o Example good and bad (to avoid) submission and/or
submission elements (e.g., quick tips, screenshots, Q&A,
troubleshooting).
• Included or as a supplemental document, provide a one-page
summary of Five-Year audit, associated activities, and what to
generally expect.
• Develop and maintain a Measure D compliance traceability matrix,
where it matches compliance areas to specific documents.
• Develop and maintain a Measure D reporting submission checklist
to include everything required for a proper Measure D report
submission, tying directly to the online portal.
• Establish a packet update and version control methodology. This
process would include establishing frequency of document
component reviews and a communication/distribution strategy.
The Board should track changes by creating new versions and
inventorying changes for each update.
• To keep member agencies apprised, member agencies should
receive notifications with updated versions along with a summary
of changes.

• Recommendation RB-5a –
Refine Measure D
Electronic Reporting
Process to Reduce
Inconsistencies and Missing
Information

• Refine the electronic submission process for Measure D financial
reports to reduce common errors. We recommend making a few
modifications, such as auto- or pre-populating the beginning fund
balance using the prior year’s ending fund balance, automatic
mathematical summations, and upon submission, prompt the user
about missing required fields or reports and either prevent
submission or require an explanation if the field truly cannot be
filled. Additionally, the process may also benefit from a
confirmation step prior to submission such as an auto-generated a
pre-submission summary checklist that provides an overview and
potential issues with the contents of the report.
• Further, should the data from the online reporting populate a
database, additional validation, or automation, would be possible
such as prompting the need to report interest or provide an
expenditure plan if member agencies hit the appropriate thresholds.
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Exhibit ES-2
Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit
Summary of Recommendations
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)

Page 3 of 4

Entity

Recommendation

Summary of Recommendation

Recycling
Board

• Recommendation RB-5b –
Add Prompts to Measure D
Electronic Reporting
Process for Invoices of
Expenses Over $2,000 and
Require Revenue and
Expenditure Accounting
Reports

• Add prompts to the Measure D portal when inputted expenses are
over $2,000, asking the member agency to upload the supporting
invoices or provide an explanation if individual expenses are less
than $2,000.

• Recommendation MA-1a –
Further Track Labor Costs
Based on Actual Time
Reporting Where Possible,
or Provide Current Data
Supporting Labor
Allocations to Measure D
Activities

• Reinforce guidance for member agencies to capture the actual
time that employees spend on Measure D related activities in time
reporting systems.

(continued)

Member
Agencies

• Add dedicated field/elements to the Measure D portal to require
member agencies to upload their Measure D revenue and
expenditure accounting reports (or an equivalent spreadsheet) to
support all reported payments and expenses.

• Continue to discourage member agencies from budgeting a
percentage of each staff member’s time and then “plugging” that
budgeted percentage amount into the staff member’s timesheet.
• If a member agency does not have the capability to record
employee time by project/task, that member agency should
provide evidence supporting current Measure D labor costs and/or
cost allocations. Types of documentation supporting labor
allocations could include:
(1) supporting documentation for cost allocation methods used to
allocate shared labor costs to the Measure D program for a
recent representative period,
(2) records of time worked on Measure D activities captured by
employees, outside of time reporting systems, for a recent
representative period.
• Encourage more member agencies, for employees less than 100
percent dedicated to Measure D in particular, to work towards
providing actual records of time worked on Measure D captured by
employees (described as number two above).
• Prior to approving the annual report, confirm the member agency
provided adequate labor support, as applicable. Board staff should
work with the member agency to obtain a satisfactory submission
or work with the member agency to develop a plan to achieve
adequate tracking going forward. The plan may include a check-in
with the member agency midway through the subsequent fiscal
year to ensure follow through. The Recycling Board should refine
this process over time.
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Exhibit ES-2
Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit
Summary of Recommendations
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Entity

Member
Agencies
(continued)

Recommendation

• Recommendation MA-1b –
Withhold Funds and
Increase Monitoring and
Tracking Once a Member
Agency’s Second
Expenditure Plan Extension
has been Approved

Page 4 of 4

Summary of Recommendation

• Further revise Resolution 2006-12, which is the policy for
accumulated Measure D fund balances, to add additional controls
to help ensure member agencies follow through with their
expenditure plans.
• Allow no more than two (2) annual extensions to a member
agency's expenditure plan. After two extensions, future quarterly
disbursements for the member agency should be held within a
Board maintained interest bearing account.
o Require member agencies to submit quarterly status reports
during quarterly check-ins with the Board, and allow plan
modifications with Board staff approval.
• Further expand on this recommendation by specifying at what
point, and how, the member agency would receive withheld funds.
For example, the Board may consider a minimum percentage
reduction (e.g. 50 percent) of the member agency's fund balance
before releasing funds up to the member agency's threshold.
Then, continuing to monitor balances through quarterly reporting
and check-ins.

Grant
Recipients

• Recommendation G-2a –
Standardize Use of a
Centralized Electronic Grant
Storage and Filing System

• Standardize the process to use an electronic storage and filing
system to store and organize grant documentation such as:
o Grant application, executed contract, amended contracts, proof of
insurance, W-9, approved invoices, special allowances/waivers,
and supporting documentation for all grant deliverables.
• The Board should develop, or refine, procedures that include
centralized document storage tasks, including which documents to
store (examples above), standard file and document naming
practices, and checklist sign-off of file completion upon closure of
a contract.
• Reconciliation of grant files should occur at least during contract
closure.

Grant
Recipients

© 2020 Crowe LLP

• Recommendation G-2b –
Utilize a Grant Management
Tracking Tool

• Utilize a grant management tracking tool to centralize and track
grants, that could include the following elements:
o A repository that centralizes and tracks key grant information
such as start and end dates, deliverable due dates, grant
activity schedule, deliverables, exceptions made, amendments,
specific grantee requirements (licenses, certifications,
insurance, etc.), and expiration dates.
o Provide triggers based on key dates such as end dates,
deliverable due dates, or follow up by dates.
o Track status of deliverables to include deliverable submissions,
number of days until due/past due, and review and acceptance
statuses. Lastly, this tool could be integrated with, or provide,
the grant storage and filing system.
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1. Introduction and Background for Measure D Financial
and Compliance Audit
In this introductory section, we provide an overview of the Alameda County Waste Reduction and
Recycling Initiative Charter Amendment (“Measure D”) and background on this Five (5) Year Financial and
Compliance Audit (Five Year Audit) conducted for the Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling
Board (Recycling Board). This section presents background on Measure D, the Recycling Board, and
member agencies receiving Measure D funds. This section also provides the project scope and approach.
This Phase 1 report includes audit results covering the three (3) fiscal years of 2016/17, 2017/18, and
2018/19. Phase II audit results, planned for completion by September 2022 will cover the two (2) additional
fiscal years of 2019/20 and 2020/21. This section is organized as follows:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Overview of Measure D
Organization of StopWaste - Recycling Board, Waste Management Authority, and Energy Council
Description of Member Agencies
Scope and Limitations of Financial and Compliance Audit.

A. Overview of Measure D
The Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling Initiative Charter Amendment (“Measure D”),
passed by Alameda County (County) voters in 1990, placed the County at the forefront of source reduction
and recycling in California, and the nation. Measure D was intended to ensure that the County meet, and
exceed, the State of California’s Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939), 25 percent (by 1995) and 50 percent (by
2000), waste diversion mandates.
Measure D established the Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board (Recycling Board) to
create a framework for comprehensive source reduction and recycling programs. Measure D established a
per ton landfill tipping fee surcharge to support source reduction and recycling in the County. The Measure
D landfill tipping fee surcharge provides the County with revenues to fund proactive source reduction and
recycling-related policies and programs.
In part through implementation of Measure D, the County has exceeded the State’s AB 939 mandates. In 1995,
Alameda County had a 37 percent diversion rate, well above the 25 percent AB 939 mandate; and in 2000,
Alameda County had a 54 percent diversion rate, above the 50 percent AB 939 mandate. In 2008, the County’s
diversion rate was 67 percent. The County established a challenging target of 75 percent diversion by 2010,
well beyond the current 50 percent AB 939 goal. In 2010, the County’s diversion rate was 70 percent (on a
weighted average basis). In 2016, the County’s diversion rate increased to 72 percent. However, in 2017 and
2018, the County’s diversion rate decreased to 67 percent. From 2016 to 2017, there was a 16 percent
increase in disposal tonnages, which resulted in a significant impact (decrease) to diversion rates.
The Measure D tipping fee surcharge initially was $6.00 per ton in 1990 and remained $6.00 per ton through
2000. Between 2000 and 2011, the Recycling Board sought, and the Board of Supervisors approved, annual
increases in the Measure D tipping fee surcharge equal to the change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
Beginning January 1, 2010, the Recycling Board set the Measure D tipping fee surcharge at $8.17 per ton.
Beginning January 1, 2011, the Recycling Board set the Measure D tipping fee surcharge at $8.23 per ton.
The Measure D surcharge has remained unchanged at $8.23 per ton since January 1, 2011.
Measure D requires that unincorporated County landfill operators collect the Measure D tipping fee surcharge
on all refuse they receive for disposal (both in-County and out-of-County refuse). Unincorporated County landfill
operators, in turn, pay these Measure D monies to the Recycling Board. The Recycling Board deposits
Measure D monies received into the Measure D Recycling Fund. The Measure D tipping fee surcharge applies
to unincorporated County landfills only and does not apply to County landfills located within city limits.
© 2020 Crowe LLP
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In accordance with Measure D, the Recycling Board is required to distribute fifty (50) percent of Measure D
monies it collects to the fourteen cities and two sanitary districts. Five percent is earmarked for Alameda
County’s Recycled Product Purchase Preference Program. The Recycling Board retains the other forty-five
(45) percent for Measure D programs managed by StopWaste. In Appendix A, we provide a complete copy
of the text of Measure D (Exhibit A-1). We summarize Measure D compliance requirements, in Exhibit A-2
in Appendix A, for each of the following:
•

Alameda County

•

Recycling Board

•

Member agencies

•

General compliance (for all entities receiving Measure D monies).

Over time, the Recycling Board has adopted multiple resolutions, and a memorandum, clarifying aspects
of Measure D. These clarifying rules relate to payment distribution methods, fund balance limitations,
recipient eligibility, reporting requirements, and accounting practices. The approved resolutions and
memoranda are presented in Appendix B.

B. Organization of StopWaste – Recycling Board, Waste Management
Authority, and Energy Council
The Agency, operating as Stopwaste is comprised of three separate legal entities: (1) The Alameda
County Source Reduction and Recycling Board, (2) the Alameda County Waste Management Authority,
and (3) the Energy Council, as described below.

1.

Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board

An eleven (11) member Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board oversees Measure D
activities. The Recycling Board is comprised of six (6) citizen experts appointed by the Alameda County
Board of Supervisors, and five (5) elected officials from the Alameda County Waste Management
Authority. Exhibit 1-1 identifies Recycling Board members, as of April 2019.
The Recycling Board is responsible for programs that promote source reduction, recycling, recycled
product procurement and market development, and grants to non-profit waste reduction enterprises. The
Recycling Board is charged with helping Alameda County achieve its 75 percent diversion rate by 2010.
The Recycling Board is responsible for programs promoting residential and commercial recycling, source
reduction, and recycled product market development and procurement.
The Recycling Board’s program funding is provided from the Measure D per ton disposal surcharge,
primarily through the Altamont and Vasco Road landfills. A very small portion of program funding
(approximately one percent) comes from the City of Berkeley Transfer Station and the Keller Canyon
Landfill, located in unincorporated Contra Costa County.

2.

Alameda County Waste Management Authority

In 1976, Alameda County’s Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement formed the Alameda County Waste
Management Authority (Authority). The Authority is a seventeen-member board composed of elected
officials appointed by each of the fourteen (14) cities, the County, and two (2) sanitary districts in the
County. The Authority is responsible for programs related to solid waste facilities development, source
reduction and recycling market development, technical assistance, and public education, in addition to
the County’s Integrated Waste Management Plan and Hazardous Waste Management Plan.

© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Exhibit 1-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board Members
(April 2019)
Board Member

Position or Specialty

1. Sarah Vared

President, Source Reduction Specialist

2. Deborah Cox

1st Vice President

3. Jillian Buckholz

2nd

4. Bernie Camara

Recycling Materials Processing

City of San Leandro

Vice President, Recycling Programs

5. Dianne Martinez
6. Tianna Nourot

Jurisdiction, if Applicable

City of Emeryville
Solid Waste Industry Representative

7. Jim Oddie

City of Alameda

8. Dave Sadoff

Castro Valley Sanitary District

9. Francisco Zermeño

City of Hayward

10. Vacant

Environmental Educator

11. Vacant

Environmental Organization

The Authority currently receives funding from several sources, including:
1) Assembly Bill 939 “facility fees” levied on (a) all wastes landfilled in the County, (b) wastes
transferred through a County solid waste facility for out-of-County disposal, and (c) waste directhauled out-of-County and landfilled elsewhere in California ($4.34 per ton, effective
January 1, 2012)
2) Assembly Bill 939 household hazardous waste fees levied on (a) all wastes landfilled in the
County, (b) wastes transferred through a County solid waste facility for out-of-County disposal,
and (c) franchise waste direct-hauled out-of-County ($2.15 per ton, in 2012). Additionally, the Authority
Board adopted a separate HHW annual fee ($8.60 per residential property unit through
FY 16/17, $8.46 in FY 17/18) paid via property taxes
3) Waste import mitigation fees charged on City and County of San Francisco contractual waste disposed
of in the County ($6.00 per ton, effective October 1, 2012)1. This import mitigation fee ended in January
2016
4) Import mitigation fees collected on wastes landfilled in the County originating out-of-County,
other than for City and County of San Francisco contractual waste ($4.53 per ton)
5) Benchmark (Service) fee to provide information services (collecting and reporting data) that allow
disposed waste service account holders to better understand and take advance of waste reduction
opportunities ($1.78 to $21.19 per year, depending on account size, effective July 1, 2013).2
None of these Authority-related fees are within the scope of this audit.

1

The fee is subject to annual adjustments, per the contract, and is applied up to 15 million tons disposed of at Altamont Landfill
(the total amount of Altamont Landfill capacity reserved by the City and County of San Francisco).

2

The Authority elected to eliminate this fee-for-service that focused on data collection and reporting as of June 30, 2017. Elements
of the data collection are being proposed to continue, but funded from core revenue, rather than the Benchmark Service fee.
© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Energy Council

The Energy Council was formed in Spring 2013 as a Joint Powers Agency to seek funding on behalf of its
member agencies to develop and implement programs and policies that reduce energy demand, increase
energy efficiency, advance the use of clean, efficient, and renewable resources, and help create climate
resilient communities. The Energy Council assists its members in strengthening staff capacity, providing
technical expertise, and securing funds to implement local sustainable energy strategies.
Excluding the two sanitary districts, fifteen jurisdictions in Alameda County serve on the Board of the
Energy Council including the County of Alameda, and the fourteen cities. Cities and counties outside of
Alameda County are also eligible to join if approved by the Council’s Board. A Technical Advisory Group
made up of staff from participating agencies helps with project coordination and implementation.

4.

Agency’s Mission

The Agency, or StopWaste, has historically developed and implemented a wide range of projects
including: (1) grants to non-profit organizations, (2) home composting, (3) recycled product procurement,
(4) low interest loans, (5) public education, (6) technical assistance, (7) waste prevention, (8) energy
demand reduction, (9) energy efficiency, (10) clean, efficient, and renewable resources, and (11) climate
resiliency. StopWaste manages projects such as, but not limited to:
•

Promotion of compost and recycled
content mulch use

•

Bay Regional Energy Network (BayREN)

•

•

Environmental educator training

•

Existing Buildings Energy Efficiency Action Plan
projects

Benchmark reporting and data analysis

•

Food waste prevention campaigns

•

Business waste reduction assistance

•

Grants

•

Buy recycled

•

Green building guidelines

•

Carbon farming workshops

•

School education center and transfer station tours

•

Commercial organics contamination studies

•

Multifamily GreenPoint guidelines and rating system

•

Contract management

•

Ordinances (e.g., reusable bags, mandatory recycling)

•

Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plan (CoIWMP)

•

Reusable food ware and transport packaging outreach

•

•

Water budget and use tool kit.

Disposal reporting

StopWaste currently has 50 full time equivalent (FTE) staff budgeted, which consists of primarily regular
(permanent) staff, some intermittent staff (up to 1,000 hours per year), and a few limited term staff
(renewed year to year). StopWaste manages its work in six areas: Packaging, Organics, Built
Environment, Communications, Administration, and Planning.
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C. Description of Member Agencies
The Authority is comprised of seventeen (17) member agencies, including Alameda County, fourteen (14)
cities, and two (2) sanitary districts. A total of sixteen (16) member agencies met the requirements to
receive Measure D per capita funds during Phase I of this Five-Year Audit. The seventeenth member
agency, the County of Alameda, does not meet the definition of “municipality” in the County Charter (cities
and sanitary districts), and therefore is not eligible to receive per capita funds.3 These sixteen (16)
currently eligible member agencies include the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

City of Alameda
City of Albany
City of Berkeley
City of Dublin
City of Emeryville
City of Fremont
City of Hayward
City of Livermore

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

City of Newark
City of Oakland
City of Piedmont
City of Pleasanton
City of San Leandro
City of Union City
Castro Valley Sanitary District
Oro Loma Sanitary District.

In Appendix C we provide an overview of member agency populations, recycling programs, Measure D
reporting requirements, and Measure D accounting methods.

D. Scope and Limitations of Financial and Compliance Audit
Measure D requires fiscal responsibility and accountability. This Five-Year Audit is mandated under
Subsection 64.040(C) of Measure D, to ensure that the Recycling Board, County-wide recycling programs,
and member agencies are spending Measure D funds appropriately, and complying with Measure D
requirements. These requirements include specific funding allocations, accounting methods, reporting
requirements, and programmatic elements.
Originally, the Five-Year Audit was performed at the end of each five-year audit period. In 2003, the
Recycling Board passed Resolution Number RB 2003-11, dividing the Five-Year Audit into two phases.
This is the fourth Five Year Audit performed in two (2) phases. The two (2) phases are:
•

Phase I – the three (3) fiscal years of 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19

•

Phase II – the two (2) fiscal years of 2019/20 and 2020/21.

Crowe performed our Phase I audit activities between June 2020 and October 2020; and plans to perform
our Phase II audit field work between January 2022 and July 2022. For both phases, we will conduct either
(or a mixture of) video conferences and email communications, or on-site meetings with Recycling Board
management and staff, member agencies, and selected grant recipients during the approximately sixmonth audit period.
We used a methodical approach to review financial and compliance requirements related to Measure D
funds. The audit was divided into tasks. Each task had multiple subtasks, including scheduling and
attending meetings, obtaining and reviewing financial statements and other appropriate supporting
documentation, and evaluating compliance with various Measure D requirements. In addition to reviewing
the appropriateness of the financial tracking and fund activities, Crowe evaluated current Measure D
processes and procedures, and identified opportunities for improvement. Finally, we also reviewed and
evaluated the Recycling Board’s achievement of performance metrics and made recommendations related
to advancing diversion planning.
3

Though ineligible to receive per capita funds, the County of Alameda has priority access to five (5) percent of Recycling Fund
revenues to implement a Recycled Product Purchase Preference Program.
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The Recycling Board previously engaged consultants to conduct Five Year Audits in 1996, 2001, 2004,
2010, and 2017 so this represents the sixth Measure D financial and compliance audit. These five (5) prior
audits verified the appropriateness of Measure D funds and provided recommendations that the Recycling
Board has implemented at the Recycling Board and member agency levels. Prior audit recommendations
targeted the following improvement areas:
•

Accounting method requirements

•

Enhanced expenditure guidance

•

Fund balance limits

•

Indirect cost allocation support

•

Information system linkages between Measure D tons and revenues

•

Posting agency fund disbursements to website

•

Revised reporting forms

•

Revised reporting submissions.

The Recycling Board, member agencies, and Alameda County receive and manage solid waste and
recycling funds that are not derived from the Measure D per ton fee. These funds include Import Mitigation
fees, CalRecycle payments, used oil grants, and various other grants. The Five-Year Audit does not cover
monies, or activities, related to these non-Measure D funding sources.
For the fiscal year of 2016/17 and 2018/19, the Authority, Recycling Board, and Energy Council were
audited by the firm of Badawi and Associates. For the fiscal year of 2017/18, the Authority, Recycling
Board, and Energy Council were audited by the firm of Maze and Associates. In each year, the financial
audit was unqualified.
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2. Measure D Monies Received and Expended
In this section, we quantify Measure D revenues received and expended by the Recycling Board for the three
Phase I fiscal years from 2016/17 to 2018/19. We quantify Measure D revenues, received by the Recycling Board,
from facility operators. We quantify the distribution of Measure D revenues, received by the Recycling Board, to
the member agencies and to the various programs supported by the Recycling Board. Finally, we show the types
of expenditures incurred by member agencies using Measure D monies. This section is organized as follows:
A. Measure D Monies Received by the Recycling Board
B. Allocation of Measure D Monies Received by the Recycling Board
C. Member Agency Expenditures of Measure D Funds.

A. Measure D Monies Received by the Recycling Board
The Recycling Board received three types of Measure D revenues. These three revenue types included:
(1) Measure D tipping fee surcharges remitted by facility operators, (2) interest earned on Measure D funds,
and (3) Measure D Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) payments made on outstanding RLF loans (including interest,
loan origination fees, and principal payments). We describe each of these three revenue sources below.

1.

Measure D Tipping Fee Surcharge

Subsection 64.050(A-C) of Measure D requires that landfill or incinerator operators in unincorporated
Alameda County collect a surcharge on refuse accepted for landfilling or incineration. Facility operators
must, in turn, pay this entire surcharge to the Recycling Board.
In 1990, the Act specified that the Measure D tipping fee surcharge initially be set at $6.00 per ton. From
1990 to 1999 the Measure D tipping fee surcharge remained at $6.00 per ton. Between 2000 and 2011,
the Alameda County Board of Supervisors approved annual increases in the Measure D tipping fee
surcharge. Exhibit 2-1 presents historical Measure D tipping fee surcharges, highlighting the applicable
surcharges for Phase I.
Exhibit 2-2 shows that for Phase I, facility operators at three (3) in-County, and one (1) out-of-County
facilities, paid Measure D monies to the Recycling Board. The three in-County facilities paid virtually all, or
99 percent, of Measure D monies received by the Recycling Board in Phase I. The other out-of-County
facility paid the remaining one (1) percent of Measure D monies to the Recycling Board because they
received a small amount of franchised waste from either the City of Berkeley, or City of Piedmont, that was
originally intended for Vasco Road Landfill, but instead was shipped out-of-County. Per RB Resolution 200310, at times when member agency-controlled wastes were delivered to an out-of-county landfill, the member
agency has required either the hauler or the receiving landfill to pay the Measure D-equivalent fee to the
Recycling Board in order for the member agency to maintain full eligibility for per-capita disbursements.1
Facility operators paid Measure D monies to the Recycling Board for in-County, and out-of-County, refuse
accepted for disposal. Facility operators paid Measure D monies on franchised refuse, and self-haul
refuse, received at their facilities. Facility operators paid Measure D monies on the following three (3)
refuse types accepted for disposal:2
•

Construction and demolition waste

•

Municipal solid waste

•

Special waste.

1

A Superior Court Ruling in 1991, invalidating Measure D, created a two (2) year hiatus in the implementation of Measure D. The Superior
Court ruling was reversed by the Court of Appeal in 1993, and Measure D was reinstated, including the mandated $6 per ton surcharge.

2

This delineation is for Board tracking and monitoring purposes. State regulations currently only require that landfills detail the
material type of waste when it is used as C&D, designated waste, or disaster debris.
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Exhibit 2-1
Measure D Tipping Fee Surcharge1
Per Ton of Refuse Accepted for Disposal
(1990 to 2019)

Exhibit 2-2
Facility Operators Paying Measure D Monies to the Recycling Board
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Operator/Owner

Location

Percent of Phase I Monies
Paid to Recycling Board

1. Altamont Landfill

Waste Management, Inc.

Unincorporated County
(near Livermore, California)

78%

2. Vasco Road Landfill

Republic Services, Inc.

Unincorporated County
(near Livermore, California)

21%

3. City of Berkeley
Transfer Station3

City of Berkeley

City of Berkeley

0%

Republic Services, Inc.

Unincorporated
Contra Costa County
(near Pittsburg, California)

1%

Facility

In-County

Out-of-County
4. Keller Canyon Landfill4

3

As a result of sorting recyclables, a small amount of residual Measure D landfill tonnage is generated.

4

An out-of-County facility. Includes a small amount of refuse primarily collected from the City of Berkeley and City of Piedmont.
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Exhibit 2-3
Measure D Monies Paid by Facility Operators to Recycling Board 5
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Fiscal Year

Estimated Measure D
Refuse Tonnage

Measure D Tipping Fee
Surcharge (per Ton)

Total Measure D Monies Paid to
Recycling Board

2016/17

1,164,839

$8.23

$9,586,624

2017/18

1,247,990

$8.23

10,270,961

2018/19

1,353,794

$8.23

11,141,726

Phase I Total

3,766,6246

$30,999,312

Facility operators did not pay Measure D monies on materials recycled, or used for alternative daily cover
(ADC), or used for other beneficial reuse. In-County facility operators paid Measure D monies on all out-ofCounty refuse accepted for disposal.7 Based on terms of a separate disposal agreement in place prior to
the 1990 passage of Measure D, the facility operator of the Altamont Pass Landfill, Waste Management
Inc., did not pay Measure D fees to the Recycling Board on City and County of San Francisco refuse
received for disposal, which was transferred from the San Francisco Tunnel Road transfer station (owned
and operated by Recology).8
Facility operators submitted monthly remittance reports to the Recycling Board, identifying refuse tons
collected and Measure D monies paid. Over the three Phase I fiscal years, the Recycling Board received
$31 million in Measure D payments, as shown in Exhibit 2-3. Facility operators generally paid Measure D
monies to the Recycling Board on a monthly basis.
Exhibit 2-3 also indicates that estimated Measure D refuse tonnage equaled approximately 3.8 million tons for
the three Phase I fiscal years. The Measure D rate paid during the three year period was held at a constant rate
of $8.23 per ton. Annual Measure D tonnage increased by roughly seven to eight percent each year between
fiscal years 2016/17 and 2018/19. Annual Measure D tipping fee surcharge revenues ranged between $9.6 and
$11.1 million over the three years.
In Exhibit 2-4, we show the relationship of Measure D revenues to Measure D tonnages, and the Measure
D surcharge, for 16 fiscal years from 2003/04 to 2018/19. This graphic reveals that, prior to fiscal year
2011/12, the Measure D surcharge steadily increased while disposal tonnage declined, resulting in an
overall reduction in Measure D revenues. Since fiscal year 2011/12, the Measure D surcharge remained
stable at $8.23 per ton. Measure D tonnages remained flat, and Measure D revenues stabilized between
fiscal years 2011/12 and 2015/16. However, starting fiscal year 2016/17, Measure D tonnages and
revenues increased by 16 percent, increased again by seven (7) percent 2017/18 and eight (8) percent by
fiscal 2018/19.

2. Measure D Interest Earned
In addition to the revenues generated through the Measure D tipping fee surcharge, the Recycling Board
earned interest on Measure D fund balances, as shown in Exhibit 2-5. The County Treasurer paid the
Recycling Board interest on Measure D funds, on a quarterly basis.

5

Measure D refuse tonnage and associated Measure D tipping fee revenues vary from Measure D monies paid to the Recycling
Board due to the timing of tonnage reporting and Measure D monies paid to Recycling Board.

6

Minor differences in calculated totals are due to rounding.

7

Other than for the contractual City and County of San Francisco agreement.

8

Recology San Francisco (f/k/a Sanitary Fill Company) did however pay County mitigation fees on this City of San Francisco tonnage.
This separate disposal agreement terminated in January, 2016 when the contractual limitation of 15,000,000 tons was reached.
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The County Treasurer pooled all County investments (including Measure D funds) into a Treasurer
investment portfolio. The County allocated income from its pooled investments to individual County funds,
at the end of each quarter, based on the fund’s average daily cash balance during the quarter, in relation
to the average daily balance of the County’s total pooled cash. The County Treasurer invested in various
instruments, including the State of California Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF), collateralized time
deposits, money market funds, bonds, and treasuries.
Exhibit 2-4
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Measure D Revenues, Disposal Tonnages, and Measure D Surcharges
(Fiscal Years 2003/04 to 2018/19)

Exhibit 2-5
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Interest Earned on Measure D Funds
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Fiscal Year

Member Agency Account

Discretionary
Account

Revolving Loan Fund

Total

2016/17

$10,108

$62,630

$21,293

$94,031

2017/18

8,254

123,216

5,310

136,780

2018/19

15,286

213,462

3,680

232,428

$33,648

$399,308

$30,283

$463,239

Phase I Total
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The Recycling Board provided estimated interest calculations for each fiscal year under review. Approximate
earned yields on the Measure D fund, for the three fiscal years were as follows:
•

FY 2016/17 – 1.174 percent

•

FY 2017/18 – 0.937 percent

•

FY 2018/19 – 1.613 percent.

Recycling Board interest earned on Measure D funds for Phase I totaled $463,239.

3.

Measure D Revolving Loan Fund

Leftover Measure D funds collected prior to the 1991 Superior Court ruling (temporarily invalidating
Measure D) were placed into a holding account. Once the ruling was overturned in 1993, the Recycling
Board created the Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) to support local small and medium sized businesses
engaged in source reduction and recycling activities. The Recycling Board used the Revolving Loan Fund
to provide financing to fill gaps in business funding. This self-sustaining fund relied on revenue generated
from fund balance interest and repayment of loans.
The Revolving Loan Fund generated additional revenues totaling $31,031, during the three Phase I fiscal
years.9 These revenues resulted from payments for loan services provided through the Revolving Loan
Fund. These revenues received are reflected in the Revolving Loan Fund balance.10

B. Allocation of Measure D Monies Received by the Recycling Board
Section 64.060(B) of Measure D requires the Recycling Board to allocate Measure D tipping
fee surcharge revenues in accordance with the allocation percentages shown in Exhibit 2-6. The
Recycling Board allocated monies consistent with requirements of Measure D. Exhibit 2-7 presents
Recycling Board distributions to each program. Each program is described below.
Exhibit 2-6
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Measure D Program Allocations
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Program

Measure D
Allocation

FY 2016/17

FY 2017/18

FY 2018/19

Total

1. Member Agencies

50%

$4,793,312

$5,164,136

$5,570,885

$15,528,333

2. Non-Profit Grant Program

10%

958,662

1,032,827

1,114,177

3,105,666

3. Source Reduction Program

10%

958,662

1,032,827

1,114,177

3,105,666

4. Recycled Product Market
Development Program

10%

958,662

1,032,827

1,114,177

3,105,666

5%

479,330

516,414

557,089

1,552,833

6. Discretionary

12%

1,150,396

1,239,393

1,337,012

3,726,801

7. Administration

3%

287,599

309,848

334,253

931,700

100%

$9,586,623

$10,328,272

$11,141,770

$31,056,665

5. Recycled Product Purchase
Preference (RPPP) Program

Total
9

The difference between this $31,031 figure and the $30,283 figure shown for interest in Table 2-3 is associated with loan
origination fees and principal repayments.

10

The Board’s Revolving Loan Fund program ended 10/31/2019. Remaining monies transferred to the Recycled Product Market
Development Program.
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Exhibit 2-7
Schematic of Measure D Funds Raised and Spent

a

Operated as one integrated organization, including the Alameda County Waste Management Authority, the Alameda County
Source Reduction and Recycling Board, and the Energy Council. This authority is comprised of seventeen (17) jurisdictions
(fourteen cities, two sanitary districts, and the County). The Recycling Board was created by Measure D to support programs to
achieve 75 percent diversion and beyond. The Board manages this audit. The Authority maintains the accounting records.

b

These Recycled Product Purchase Preference Program funds are first available to the County of Alameda GSA.

c

The primary in-County landfills are presented in schematic. In addition, City of Berkeley Transfer Station (in County) and Keller Canyon
Landfill (out-of-County) pay Measure D monies to the Recycling Board.
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Exhibit 2-8
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Measure D “Per Capita” Payments to Member Agencies
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)11
Program

1.

City of Alameda

2.

City of Albany

3.

FY 2016/17

FY 2017/18

FY 2018/19

Total

$234,499

$250,365

$265,805

$750,669

55,885

59,961

64,217

180,063

City of Berkeley

354,706

381,649

410,772

1,147,127

4.

City of Dublin

169,637

188,166

213,152

570,955

5.

City of Emeryville

34,670

37,397

40,425

112,492

6.

City of Fremont

678,334

732,558

793,539

2,204,431

7.

City of Hayward

470,274

506,505

546,116

1,522,895

8.

City of Livermore

260,711

282,601

308,097

851,409

9.

City of Newark

132,320

144,651

159,986

436,957

1,250,797

1,344,739

1,445,346

4,040,882

33,186

35,610

38,147

106,943

12. City of Pleasanton

221,795

242,052

266,944

730,791

13. City of San Leandro

155,647

166,422

177,148

499,217

14. City of Union City

215,790

230,868

246,014

692,672

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

163,141

174,119

184,742

522,002

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

361,920

386,473

410,435

1,158,828

$4,793,312

$5,164,136

$5,570,885

$15,528,333

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont

Total

1.

Member Agencies (50 percent of Measure D programs allocation)

The Recycling Board distributed the required fifty (50) percent Measure D “per capita” allocation to
member agencies (Measure D, Subsection 64.040(B)). Measure D “per capita” distributions as reported by
the Recycling Board to member agencies, totaled $15,528,333 in Phase I as shown in Exhibit 2-8.
The Recycling Board earns interest on Measure D monies received prior to distributing “per capita” funds
to member agencies. Interest earned on Measure D monies remains in the Measure D fund. As part of
Measure D “per capita” payments to member agencies, the Recycling Board pays member agencies their
share of interest earned on Measure D funds.
The basis for the member agency population based “per capita” allocations is shown in Exhibit C-1, in
Appendix C. The Recycling Board distributed per capita funds to member agencies quarterly.
As shown in Exhibit C-1, the Cities of Emeryville and Piedmont, the least populated member agencies,
each received approximately one (1) percent of the Measure D per capita funds during Phase I. The City
of Oakland, the most populated member agency, received twenty-six (26) percent during Phase I.

11

Totals represent distributions starting with the fiscal year 2016/17 first quarter payment, which the Board distributed to member agencies
on November 30, 2016.
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Non-Profit Grant Program (10 percent of Measure D programs allocation)

The Recycling Board awarded grants to non-profit organizations for innovative projects, increasing individual
and community involvement in recycling, and source reduction efforts. For Phase I, the Recycling Board
awarded fifty-one (51) grants through open procurement cycles, and eleven (11) contracts for needed
StopWaste program services.12 These sixty-two (62) grants totaled approximately $1.1 million during Phase I.
Appendix F provides a description of the subset of grants that we reviewed for this audit.

3.

Source Reduction Program (10 percent of Measure D allocation)

The Recycling Board disbursed ten (10) percent of Measure D funds towards development of the Alameda
County-wide Source Reduction Program. Subsection 64.080 of Measure D requires five (5) components of
the source reduction program, including:
•

County waste minimization program – To reduce the weight of County purchases

•

Annual award program – To provide non-monetary awards to businesses demonstrating a significant
reduction in material usage or through product recyclability

•

Industry or university program – To fund research and develop source reduction opportunities or incentives

•

Public education campaign – To promote alternative individual consumer habits and in-house source
reduction programs for businesses and institutions

•

Disposal cost reduction studies and waste audit services – To demonstrate to businesses and
institutions the value of recycling programs.

4. Recycled Product Market Development Program
(10 percent of Measure D programs allocation)
The Recycled Product Market Development program received ten (10) percent of Measure D funds.
The program’s purpose is to develop and expand recycled product markets (as detailed in Measure D,
Subsection 64.110). This promotion of recycled materials includes the following components:
•

A regional cooperative marketing strategy

•

A County-wide information exchange, targeting potential users and sources of recycled products

•

Grants for demonstration projects targeting new uses of recycled materials, and new techniques
for recycling materials

•

Municipal programs to administer permit assistance to recycling industries.

5. Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program
(5 percent of Measure D programs allocation)
The Recycling Board allocated Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) program monies to the County
for purchases of recycled products. RPPP monies were used to support the County’s price preference program
for purchase of recycled products (which may be more expensive than use of virgin materials).
The Recycling Board was required to distribute “leftover” RPPP monies (i.e., RPPP monies the County did
not spend in a given fiscal year) to member agencies for the purposes of recycled product promotion and
purchases. The Recycling Board was required to distribute “leftover” RPPP funds to each member agency in
a single annual payment, that occurring on, or after, the first quarterly Measure D “per capita” disbursement
made at the end of August (Resolution Number RB 96-04). In practice, during Phase I, the Recycling Board
did not have leftover funds to distribute to member agencies. Exhibit 2-9 shows that the Recycling Board
made a total of $0 in RPPP payments to member agencies for the three Phase I fiscal years.

12

The totals reflect those grants awarded and executed. The totals do not reflect grants awarded and later disencumbered.
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Exhibit 2-9
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Excess Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program Payments to Member Agencies
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Program

FY 2016/17

FY 2017/18

FY 2018/19

Total

$0

$0

$0

$0

2. City of Albany

0

0

0

0

3. City of Berkeley

0

0

0

0

4. City of Dublin

0

0

0

0

5. City of Emeryville

0

0

0

0

6. City of Hayward

0

0

0

0

7. City of Livermore

0

0

0

0

8. City of Oakland

0

0

0

0

9. City of Piedmont

0

0

0

0

10. City of Pleasanton

0

0

0

0

11. City of San Leandro

0

0

0

0

12. Castro Valley Sanitary District

0

0

0

0

13. Oro Loma Sanitary District

0

0

0

0

$0

$0

$0

$0

1. City of Alameda

Total

6. and 7. Discretionary Funds and Administration
(15 percent of Measure D programs allocation)
Discretionary funds, including administration costs, account for 15 percent of the Measure D allocation.
The Recycling Board used up to three (3) percent of its total funds (i.e., up to 20 percent of discretionary
funds) to cover expenses necessary to administer the recycling fund, which is in compliance with Measure
D. The Recycling Board used these Measure D monies to further support recycling programs and
diversion efforts.

C. Member Agency Expenditures of Measure D Funds
Subsection 64.060(B) of Measure D requires that the per capita funds be disbursed to member agencies
for “continuation and expansion of municipal recycling programs.” Exhibit 2-10 shows examples of
member agency Measure D “per capita” expenses, organized into six (6) expense categories.
During Phase I, 13 out of 16, member agencies spent Measure D “per capita” monies on administration and
professional services. Administration expenses represented 72 percent, professional services represented
10 percent, and the remainder represented three (3) to eight (8) percent of total Phase I expenses. The vast
majority of administration expenses were employee salaries and benefits. Of the 16 member agencies, three
(3) used Measure D “per capita” funds for franchise recycling programs, and franchised recycling program
expenses represented five (5) percent of total Phase I expenses.
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Exhibit 2-10
Member Agencies
Types of Measure D “Per Capita” Expenses
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Expense
Category

1. Administration

Member Agencies
Reporting Expenses
in Phase I

Expense Examples

• Employee salaries

• Liability insurance

• Employee benefits

• Overhead expenses

13

• Employee mileage reimbursement
2. Franchised
Recycling
Program

• Commercial route curbside
recycling collection

• Residential route curbside
recycling collection

• Christmas tree curbside collection

• Food scrap and green
waste collection

• Residential household
battery collection
3. Outreach and
Education

4. Physical
Assets

5. Professional
Services

• Promotional items
• Earth Day events

• Recycling education

• Mandatory commercial
recycling program

• Recycling drives
• Go Green Initiative outreach

• Green packages
program contributions

• Green business
program contributions

• Outdoor storage containers

• Recycled content playground
structures

12

10

• Curbside recycling carts

• Recycled content furniture

• Rate review services (related to
recycling portion of rate)

• Base year composition study

• Collection hauler contract services

• Recycling enclosure ordinance
legal review

• Climate Action Plan

6. Other

• Bay Area Recycling Outreach
Coalition (BayROC) contributions

• Contests/achievement awards

• Artificial turf football fields

3

• Zero Waste Implementation Plan

• Commercial recycling
technical assistance

• High Diversion Strategic Plan

• Paper supplies

• Subscriptions

• Memberships

• Postage

• Conferences

• Training and education

13

11

Exhibit 2-11 presents categorized expenses related to Measure D “per capita” funds, for each of the
member agencies. Member agency “per capita” expenditures are further detailed in Exhibit G-2, in
Appendix G. In Phase I, administration ranked as the largest Measure D expenditure category, and
professional services ranked as the second largest.
Exhibit 2-12 shows expenses, by category, for the RPPP program. Member agencies primarily used
Measure D RPPP fund balances carried into Phase I for recycled material purchases. Physical asset
expenditures represented 100 percent of total RPPP expenses for Phase I. These expenses included
recycled plastic recycle carts and a message center wall mount. Member agency RPPP expenditures are
further detailed in Exhibit G-3 in Appendix G.
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Exhibit 2-11
Member Agencies
Measure D “Per Capita” Expenses, by Category
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Total Expenses = $14,783,404a
a

These total expenses of $14,783,404 are less than Board distributions for the same period
because of spend levels, existing member agency fund balances, and interest earnings.

Exhibit 2-12
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program Expenses, by Category
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Program

FY 2016/17

FY 2017/18

FY 2018/19

Total

$0

$0

$0

$0

2. Franchised Recycling Program

0

0

0

0

3. Outreach and Education

0

0

0

0

4. Physical Assets

0

26,612

0

26,612

5. Professional Services

0

0

0

0

6. Other

0

0

0

0

$0

$26,612

$0

$26,612

1. Administration

Total
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3. Measure D Financial and Compliance Assessment
In this section, we provide our findings from Phase I of this Measure D financial and compliance audit. This
section is organized into findings related to Alameda County and the Recycling Board, member agencies,
and grant recipients. Findings are numbered in each section (e.g., MA-1 indicates finding number 1 related
to member agencies). The remainder of this section is organized into three subsections:
A. Alameda County and Recycling Board
B. Member Agencies
C. Grant Recipients.

A. Alameda County and Recycling Board
This subsection provides five (5) findings related to our review of Alameda County and the Recycling
Board’s compliance with Measure D.

Finding RB-1: Alameda County and the Recycling Board Met Measure D
Compliance Requirements
In Exhibit 3-1, we identify nine (9) Alameda County and Recycling Board compliance requirements
specified in Measure D. We provide descriptions of these nine Alameda County and Recycling Board
compliance requirements in Appendix A (Exhibit A-2). For Phase I, we found that Alameda County and the
Recycling Board met each of these nine Measure D compliance requirements. We describe Alameda
County and Recycling Board efforts to meet these Measure D compliance requirements in Exhibit 3-1.

Finding RB-2: The Recycling Board Collected Measure D Monies from
Landfill Operators in Accordance with Measure D Requirements, and
Could Benefit from Two Additional Procedures
We obtained and reviewed a sample of monthly remittance Measure D tonnage reports submitted by landfill
operators to the Recycling Board for each of the three (3) fiscal years of Phase I. We totaled payments made
by landfill operators for sampled months across the three (3) fiscal year Phase I period. In each of the three
(3) fiscal years, we found minor differences between revenues as reported in monthly tonnage reports, and
revenues reported on the Recycling Board’s audited financial statements. These minor revenue differences
resulted from differences between the timing of actual landfill operator payments, and the timing of the
Recycling Board’s recognition of revenues on its audited financial statements.
We tested whether landfill operators used the correct Measure D surcharge amounts for the three (3) fiscal
years. For each of the three fiscal years, we found that landfill operators remitted monies to the Recycling
Board based on the correct $8.23 per ton Measure D tipping fee surcharge.
There are two procedures that the Board could incorporate into its processes going forward. This includes
automating the linkage and transfer of Disposal Report System tonnage data to Measure D revenues
reported in MUNIS and more frequent testing of landfill operator invoices to the weight ticket level. The
Board implemented the following process since the last five year review: ensuring that at least two
signatures are consistently provided on disposal invoices from landfill operators to verify quality
assurance/quality control efforts always occur related to data entry into the Disposal Report System.
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Exhibit 3-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Compliance Area

Summary of Requirement

Compliance
(Yes/No)

Page 1 of 4
Compliance Finding(s)

Alameda County
1. Collection of
Measure D
Surcharge
[Subsection
64.050 (A-C)]
2. Recycled
Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP) Program

Landfill (or incinerator)
operators shall collect the
Measure D tipping fee
surcharge and pay this
surcharge into the
County’s Recycling Fund.

Yes

The County collected the appropriate Measure D tipping fee
surcharge from landfill operators.1

The County shall use
a ten (10) percent price
preference for County
purchases of recycled
products.

Yes

• The County used a ten (10) percent price preference for
purchases of recycled products (as specified in the
Alameda County General Services, Purchasing
Department, Vendor Guide).
• The County also has an Environmental Preferable
Purchasing Model Policy (updated April 11, 2011).

[Subsection
64.120]

• As a condition of receiving leftover RPPP funds, each of the
member agencies has adopted similar recycled product
purchase preference programs.
• The County has an online repository of information related
to environmentally preferable products
(www.acgov.org/sustain).

Recycling Board
1. Recycling Plan
[Subsection
64.040(B)]

2. Fund Allocations
[Subsection
64.060(B)]

3. Analysis and
Review of Waste
Characterization
Studies
[Subsection
64.060(C)]

1

The Recycling Board
shall develop a plan to
establish recycling
programs, and amend
the plan as necessary.

Yes

In 2018, the Recycling Board adopted Guiding Principles,
which sets recycling and source reduction priorities and goals
through 2021. The Guiding Principles can be found in the
Annual Budget or at stopwaste.org/about-stopwaste/who-weare/guiding-principles.

The Recycling Board
shall disperse monies
in accordance with the
funding allocation
specified in Table 2-4
(second column).

Yes

The Recycling Board applied the appropriate disbursement
allocations for each of the three (3) fiscal years.

No more than three (3)
percent of funds paid
into the Recycling Fund
per year can be used
to administer the
Recycling Fund.

Yes

Administrative costs, as a percent of Measure D monies
received by the Recycling Board, were as follows:

The Recycling Board shall
maintain accurate, and upto-date, estimates of refuse
and recycling generation,
by member agency.

Yes

• FY 2016/17 – 3.0 percent
• FY 2017/18 – 3.0 percent
• FY 2018/19 – 3.0 percent.
In 2018, the Recycling Board completed a comprehensive
Countywide waste characterization study (prepared by
SCS Engineers).

There were no applicable incinerator operators in the County.
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Exhibit 3-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Compliance
Area

4. Source
Reduction
Program
Requirements
[Subsection
64.080]

Summary of
Requirement

Compliance
(Yes/No)

The Recycling Board
shall provide a County
waste minimization
program with
a goal of reducing the
weight of County paper
purchases.

Yes

The Recycling Board
shall provide an annual
non-monetary award
program for business
demonstrating significant
waste reductions.

Yes

The Recycling Board
shall fund an industry
and/or university
research program.

Yes

Page 2 of 4
Compliance Finding(s)

• To assist County employees, the Recycling Board developed a fact
sheet titled Environmentally Preferable Paper Office Products in
Alameda County which emphasizes reductions in paper weight (updated
March 2016).
• To assist County employees, the Recycling Board also developed a fact
sheet titled Environmentally Preferable Janitorial Paper Supplies in
Alameda County, which emphasizes reductions in paper weight through
optimal paper dispensing system designs.
The Recycling Board funded the following award program:
• Annual StopWaste Business Efficiency awards
• (5 awards in 2017, 5 awards in 2018, 6 awards in 2019).

The Recycling Board provided business waste prevention funds to
businesses for waste prevention projects.
• Smart Kitchen Initiative was developed to implement food waste
reduction efforts with institutional kitchens throughout the County.
• Recycling Board staff participated in industry dialogs and research
through the Sustainable Packaging Coalition, including financial support
for on-package recyclability labeling, and research and development on
recovery and recycling for flexible plastic packaging.

The Recycling Board
shall fund an intensive
public education
campaign.

Yes

The Recycling Board funded the following programs:
• Bay friendly landscaping for professionals program (classroom-style
training program)
• Bay friendly landscape member agency workshop
• SWEET – StopWaste Environmental Educator Training with a focus on
lawn to garden and food waste reduction
• Residential workshops on food cycle content, including food waste
prevention and compost
• Food Waste Reduction Community Outreach Grants to non-profits
• Carbon farming (soil testing and education) to urban farms workshop
• WELO tool kit development and workshop/training for member agencies
• Study to assess contamination in commercial organics.
The Board also funded the following educational efforts and programs:
• Bay Friendly Landscaping Guidelines (v4) and Green Building
Guidelines
• BayROC Food Waste Prevention campaign and BayROC Reusable ToGo Foodware campaign
• Environmental educator training
• Paper use reduction guide/best practices
• Reusable transport packaging campaign (advertising, workshops, website)
• Sheet mulch action project in schools
• Food waste prevention outreach and food waste tracking technical
assistance
• Stopfoodwaste.org promoting food waste prevention to residences
• ReThink Disposables business and school outreach, technical
assistance and case studies.
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Exhibit 3-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Compliance Area

Summary of Requirement

5. Source
Reduction
Program
Requirements

The Recycling Board
shall fund disposal cost
reduction studies and
waste audit services that
demonstrate recycling
program efficacy to
business and institutions.

[Subsection
64.080]

Compliance
(Yes/No)

Yes

Page 3 of 4
Compliance Finding(s)

• The Recycling Board has engaged consulting services for
business assistance on waste reduction and Mandatory
Recycling Ordinance compliance, waste assessments, and
recommendations provided to hundreds of businesses
• The Recycling Board has a best practices database, which
identifies innovative waste reduction practices for business and
public agencies
• The Recycling Board funded development of a school initiative to
increase diversion to 50 percent at schools
• The Recycling Board has engaged a firm to conduct
comprehensive residential and commercial bin audits as part of
its benchmarking data program within the County.2

6. Recycled
Product Market
Development
Program

The Recycling Board shall
fund a regional cooperative
marketing strategy.

Yes

[Subsection
64.110]

This requirement was originally intended as a strategy for marketing
recycled materials (e.g., newsprint, glass, and aluminum cans).
Because member agencies use franchised haulers that have ready
access to markets for these materials, this requirement is not
applicable for the Recycling Board.
The Recycling Board does fund the following regional
media campaigns:
• Bay Friendly Landscaping and Bay Friendly Gardening promoting
recycled content mulch and compost
• Comprehensive multi-media campaign
• Food scraps recycling campaign
• Regional used oil recycling campaign
• Ready Set Recycle campaign.

The Recycling Board
shall fund grants for
demonstration projects
targeted at new uses and
new recycling techniques.

Yes

The Recycling Board funded mini-grants to start waste reduction
projects (grants of up to $5,000), which include reuse, repair and
recycling projects that focus on new technology, demonstration and
pilot projects.

The Recycling Board
shall fund a County-wide
information exchange
targeting uses and source
of recycling products.

Yes

The Recycling Board provided the following County-wide information
and services:
• A consumer attitude survey regarding curbside and food scrap
recycling
• Funded a concept development for a mobile application to
educate homeowners about opportunities to utilize recycled
content products and other best practices in materials
management for home improvement projects (a collaboration with
Build It Green)
• An online searchable database, “RecycleWhere.org,” that provide
locations to recycle different materials.
• Assist businesses with waste reduction and Mandatory Recycling
Ordinance compliance assistance. Related tools supporting
compliance are available at www.RecyclingRulesAC.org
• A Quantity Quotes website, allowing recycled content purchases
among other green and resource efficient products
• Extensive free resources on the StopWaste.Org website (written
guides, case studies).

2

Not funded by Measure D monies, but closely aligned with Measure D requirements.
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Exhibit 3-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Compliance Area

7. Recycled Product
Market Development
Program
[Subsection 64.110]

Summary of Requirement

The Recycling Board
shall fund municipal
programs to administer
permit assistance to
recycling industries.

Compliance
(Yes/No)

N/A

Page 4 of 4
Compliance Finding(s)

The Recycling Board has no land use authority to use
for permit assistance programs targeted at recycling
industries. Land use powers reside with each jurisdiction.
Consequently, this requirement has limited applicability
for the Recycling Board.
The Recycling Board does provide model construction
and demolition (C&D) ordinance language, which
requires generator compliance as a condition of a
jurisdiction approving the generator’s building permit.
The Recycling Board facilitated member agency use of
the web-based Green Halo compliance tracking
program, used to analyze and report on C&D activities
and enforce C&D ordinances and State building code.
The Recycling Board staff provided technical assistance
to member agencies to incorporate material
management strategies such as reuse and recycling into
their municipality’s Climate Action Plans.

8. Recycling Board
Member Payments
[Subsection 64.130(M)]

Recycling Board
members shall receive
payments equal to $100
per meeting. Annual
Recycling Board member
compensation cannot
exceed $3,000 per
calendar year.

Yes

Recycling Board member compensation did not exceed
$100 per meeting. Annual Recycling Board member
compensation ranged as follows, per calendar year
(depending on the Recycling Board member):
• Calendar year 2016 – $100 to $1,200
• Calendar year 2017 – $100 to $1,200
• Calendar year 2018 – $100 to $1,200.

General Compliance (All Entities)
1. Compliance with
Restriction Against Use
of Fund Monies for
Contracts Longer than
Five Years

Contracts cannot exceed
five (5) years without
Recycling Board approval.

Yes

The Recycling Board issued contracts of less than five
(5) years during Phase I.

[Subsection 64.060(D)]
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Finding RB-3: The Recycling Board Allocated Measure D Monies to Member Agencies,
and Required Programs, Consistent with Measure D Requirements
We tested whether the Recycling Board used the correct methods for allocating Recycling Fund monies to
member agencies, and to the programs the Recycling Board supports. We found the Recycling Board
used the following required allocation percentages for each of the three fiscal years:
•

Member Agencies = 50 percent

•

Non-Profit Grant Program = 10 percent

•

Source Reduction Program = 10 percent

•

Recycled Product Market Development Program = 10 percent

•

Recycled Product Purchase Preference Program = 5 percent

•

Discretionary uses = 12 percent

•

Administrative uses = 3 percent.

We tested whether the Recycling Board used the correct population data (shown in Table C-1 to allocate
Measure D “per capita” amounts to each member agency for each of the three (3) Phase 1 fiscal years.
Consistent with Recycling Board Resolution RB 94-27 (see Exhibit B-1), we found that the Recycling
Board correctly used year 2016 population data for Measure D “per capita” allocation purposes for fiscal
year 2016/17, and quarters one, two, and three of fiscal year 2017/18. The Recycling Board also correctly
used year 2018 population data for Measure D “per capita” allocation purposes for quarter four of fiscal
year 2017/18 and fiscal year 2018/19.
We checked whether the Recycling Board allocated accumulated interest on Measure D monies to
member agencies. The Recycling Board accumulated interest in the “member agency account” as shown
in Table 2-5 (see Section 2.A.2 of this report for a description of interest earned). For each fiscal year, the
Recycling Board added this additional accumulated interest to the 50 percent allocation of Measure D
monies, and then allocated the total to the member agencies on a per capita basis.
We tested whether the Recycling Board disbursed leftover Recycled Product Purchase Preference
(RPPP) Program monies to member agencies consistent with the allocation method specified in
Resolution RB 96-04 ($5,000 to each member agency, plus the remaining amounts allocated using the
Measure D population distribution methodology). For three Phase I fiscal years, the Recycling Board
did not have leftover funds to allocate to member agencies consistent with Resolution RB 96-04, so this
requirement was not applicable.
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Finding RB-4: The Recycling Board’s Written Guidance on Measure D Expense
Applicability and Supporting Documentation Requirements Could be
Further Refined
As we conducted this Phase I audit, we observed that the Recycling Board has developed written
guidance on Measure D expense applicability and supporting documentation requirements. The Board’s
staff has done a good job developing written expense guidance, including allowable expenses and annual
reporting requirements. Documentation also addresses submission procedures that were part of the
Board’s FY 2016/17 roll-out of the member agency portal (see Finding RB-5). This written guidance serves
as a source document that member agencies can use as guidance in advance of planning their measure D
expenditures or considering an expenditure for reimbursement. This documentation is in addition to
guidance provided by telephone and/or email correspondence.
However, several member agencies continue to omit invoices over $2,000. This may delay Board staff
approval of member agency annual financial reports and/or cause auditors to request documentation that
could be over three years old by the time of the audit. Additionally, the guidance documents group most
expenses under typical categories, but there are some costs grouped under categories that are not
available as drop-down selections from the online Measure D reporting portal. This may have contributed
to several member agencies inconsistently selecting cost categories for the same expense. This limits the
Board’s ability to easily summarize member agency expenses for review and analysis. The Board would
find additional benefit by refining to the current written guidance on Measure D expense applicability and
further developing written guidance on measure D submission requirements to include supporting
documentation needs.

Finding RB-5: Annual Measure D Programs Reporting and Associated Measure D
Audit Processes Could be Further Streamlined and Enhanced
The Recycling Board implemented significant improvements to streamlining and enhancing annual
Measure D reporting and audit processes. Most notably, the Board implemented the electronic Measure D
report submission process. However, this new platform can benefit from further enhancement. For
example, the Board could prompt for consistent submission of the revenue and expenditure accounting
reports to verify receipt of Measure D payments, invoice payments, and to confirm the member agency’s
method to track Measure D funds. The Board may take the additional step in creating select autopopulated fields that can be overwritten by the submitting member agency. We observed user error such
as inputting the incorrect beginning fund balance or missing a quarterly payment entry. These missing
documentation and user input errors resulted in follow ups with most member agencies. More robust and
minimal error capture of member agency annual data on the front end can minimize diverted member
agency resources from core activities to address audit requests. Further, this documentation follow-up
seemed increasingly challenging and time consuming during this Phase I review due to COVID-19 related
limited office access (remote working) and staffing turnovers.
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B. Member Agencies
This subsection provides three (3) findings related to our review of member agencies compliance with
Measure D.

Finding MA-1: Member Agencies Met the Compliance Requirements of Measure D
In Exhibit 3-2, we identify seven (7) member agency compliance requirements that are specified in Measure
D. We provide descriptions of these seven (7) compliance requirements in Appendix A (Exhibit A-2). For
Phase I, we found that member agencies met each of these Measure D compliance requirements. In Exhibit
3-2, we provide member agency efforts to meet these Measure D compliance requirements.

Exhibit 3-2
Member Agencies
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Compliance Area

1. Requirement
for Local
Refuse Hauler
Surcharge
[Subsection
64.070(A)]
2. Residential
Recycling
Program
[Subsection
64.090]
3. Commercial
Recycling
Program
[Subsection
64.100]

Page 1 of 3

Summary of
Requirement

Compliance
(Yes/No)

Member agencies shall
provide full reimbursement to
its local refuse hauler for full
reimbursement of Measure D
surcharge.

Yes

All member agencies provided for this full Measure D
surcharge reimbursement.

Member agencies shall
provide a residential
recycling program to
residents.

Yes

All member agencies provided a residential recycling program.

Yes
(see Exhibit
D-3 for data
used for
testing)

All member agencies were in compliance with the original
commercial recycling program minimum requirements as stated
in the Recycling Board’s February 3, 1994 policy. This minimum
policy specifically required member agencies to develop a
commercial/industrial outreach program (involving annual
contact with customers) and make available educational and
informational materials. The Recycling Board required member
agencies to comply with these minimum requirements prior to
December 4, 1994. At the time, the Recycling Board left open
that these minimum standards could be revised with more
experience gained with the commercial recycling programs
(Source: Recycling Board minutes, February 10, 1994).

Member agencies shall
provide a commercial
recycling program to
businesses, government,
and public entities.

Compliance Finding(s)

The Recycling Board subsequently updated its definition of an
adequate commercial recycling program (see November 8, 2012
motion in Exhibit B-1 on page B-18). This motion specified that
for purposes of receiving Measure D money, member agencies
had to meet one of three criteria as of July 1, 2013: (1)
participate in the ACWMA mandatory recycling ordinance,
(2) provide at least one hour per year of technical assistance
work time and make source separated recycling services
available at open market rates or adopt a rate schedule under
which prices per volume and frequency of source separated
service are no higher than that for refuse/garbage services of
the same volume and frequency, or (3) achieve a 50 percent
participation rate in its commercial recycling program.
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Exhibit 3-2
Member Agencies
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Compliance Area

4. Recycling Fund
Expenditures,
Monitoring,
and Reporting

Summary of
Requirement

Member agencies shall use
Measure D annual reports.

Compliance
(Yes/No)

Yes

Page 2 of 3
Compliance Finding(s)

All member agencies submitted required Annual Measure D
Programs Reports.

[Resolution RB 2003-11]
Member agencies must
report interest earned in a
separate Measure D account
(when the Measure D fund
balance is greater than
$300,000 or the
disbursement is made in the
prior fiscal year).

Yes
(see Exhibit
D-1 for
data used
in testing)

[Resolution RB 2003-11]

Member agencies shall
present a written expenditure
plan to the Board if its
unspent fund balance
exceeds the sum of the last
eight (8) per capita
disbursements.
[Resolution RB 2006-12]

• In fiscal year 2016/17, six (6) member agencies met this
requirement and each included interest in Measure D fund
balances (Cities of Berkeley, Hayward, Livermore, Newark,
Pleasanton, and Union City).
• In fiscal year 2017/18, five (5) member agencies met this
requirement and each included interest in Measure D fund
balances (Cities of Dublin, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, and
Pleasanton).
• In fiscal year 2018/19, four (4) member agencies met this
requirement and each included interest in Measure D fund
balances (Cities of Dublin, Hayward, Newark, and
Pleasanton).

Yes,
(see Exhibit
D-2 for
data used
in testing)

• In Phase I, one (1) member agency met this expenditure
plan requirement (the City of Newark in fiscal years
2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19). The City of Newark
submitted written expenditure plans, which were approved
by the Board in December 2016 and January 2019.
• The Board has approved repeated expenditure plan
extensions for a single member agency. The Board may
benefit from further revising Resolution 2006-12 to include
possible escalation measures.

Member agencies shall
present a written expenditure
plan to the Board if its
unspent fund balance
exceeds $8.00 multiplied by
the population basis used for
the first quarterly
disbursement of that fiscal
year.
[Resolution RB 2014-2]
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Exhibit 3-2
Member Agencies
Efforts to Meet Measure D Compliance Requirements
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Compliance Area

5. Recycling
Fund
Accounting
[RB 2006-12]

6. Recycled
Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP)
Program
[Subsection
64.120]
[December
2004
Memorandum]

Page 3 of 3

Summary of
Requirement

Compliance
(Yes/No)

Member agencies shall
account for recycling funds
either through a separate
account or a pooled account
with a separate and distinct
account code.

Yes

Member agencies must
obtain approval from the
Authority for use of RPPP
funds, when more than
two (2) years of RPPP funds
have been accumulated.

Yes
(see Exhibit
D-4 for
data used
in testing)

• In fiscal years 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19 five (5) member
agencies met this requirement (Cities of Berkeley,
Hayward, Oakland, Pleasanton, and Castro Valley Sanitary
District.

Yes

Nothing came to our attention to suggest member agencies
are not complying with this provision. Member agencies did not
identify any contracts supported by Measure D funds that had
a duration of five years or more.

Note: As part of the RPPP
funding process, the
Recycling Board requires
that member agencies submit
an Application & Reporting
Form for the RPPP funds. In
cases where “banked funds”
exceed the last two (2) years
of RPPP disbursements,
member agencies must
have plans to spend all of
the banked funds plus the
planned disbursement for
that fiscal year.

Compliance Finding(s)

Member agencies used the accounting methods for tracking
Measure D funds shown in Exhibit C-4 in Appendix C.

• However, this requirement was not applicable as the Board
essentially discontinued distribution of RPPP funding to
member agencies prior to this review period.

General Compliance (All Entities)
1. Compliance
with
Restriction
Against Use of
Fund Monies
for Contracts
Longer than
Five Years

Contracts cannot exceed
five (5) years without Recycling
Board approval.

[Subsection
64.060(D)]
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Finding MA-2: Member Agencies Spent Measure D Funds on
Legitimate Measure D Expenses
There is relatively broad applicability for uses of Measure D funds by member agencies. The intent of
Measure D is for member agencies to use funds for “continuation and expansion of municipal recycling
programs.” Over time, this definition has evolved to include a variety of different recycling-related
expenditures. We describe the types of Measure D expenses reported by member agencies in Appendix G.
We tested a sample of Measure D expenses at each of the sixteen (16) member agencies for Phase I. We
obtained supporting documentation for these expenses, including invoices and check stubs. Our sampling
included hundreds of transactions.
From our testing, nothing came to our attention that indicated that a member agency spent Measure D
funds on non-Measure D related expenses (as directed through StopWaste guidance). We found some
minor errors between amounts reported on Annual Measure D Reports, and amounts actually paid by
member agencies, however we found that these differences were immaterial. Our adjustments for these
minor expense differences are reflected in member agency fund balances as of June 30, 2019, identified
in Exhibit E-2.

Finding MA-3: Member Agencies Correctly Reported Interest on
Measure D Fund Balances
For the three (3) year Phase I audit period, a total of nine (9) of the sixteen (16) member agencies
reported some interest on Measure D fund balances (see Table E-2).
Measure D specifies that member agencies report interest, and leave this interest in their Measure D
accounts, in cases where the beginning of year Measure D fund balance is greater than $300,000, or the
Measure D fund distribution in the prior year (whichever is greater, see Resolution RB 2003-11). During
Phase I, for fiscal year 2016/17, a total of six (6) member agencies (of the nine (9) reporting interest)
exceeded this interest reporting threshold, and all six (6) of these member agencies tracked interest and
included this interest amount in their Measure D fund balances. For fiscal year 2017/18, a total of five (5)
member agencies (of the nine (9) reporting interest) exceeded this interest reporting threshold, and all five
(5) of these member agencies tracked interest and included this interest amount in their Measure D fund
balances. For fiscal year 2018/19, a total of four (4) member agencies (of the nine (9) reporting interest)
exceeded this interest reporting threshold, and all four (4) of these member agencies tracked interest and
included this interest amount in their Measure D fund balances.
Measure D is silent on the treatment of interest when member agency fund balances do not meet the above
interest reporting threshold. For fiscal years 2016/17, 2017/18, 2018/19, respectively, we found that three
(3), four (4), and five (5) member agencies (of the nine (9) reporting interest) fell below the interest reporting
threshold (specified in Resolution RB 2003-11), but did include Measure D related interest in their Measure
D fund balances during Phase I. We found this treatment of interest, by these member agencies,
acceptable even though they did not meet the mandatory interest reporting threshold.
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C. Grant Recipients
Finding G-1:

Grant Recipients Complied with the Terms and Conditions of
Grants and with Measure D Requirements

As described in Appendix F, we reviewed a total of twenty-four (24) grant recipients in Phase I to
determine compliance with Measure D requirements. We obtained and reviewed contract files from the
Recycling Board. We found that Recycling Board staff performed appropriate contract execution of
awarded grants and also closely monitored progress toward completion of the grant.
We contacted grant managers and select grant recipients, arranging conference calls and telephone
interviews as needed. Nothing came to our attention in our review of these twenty-four (24) grant
recipients that indicated that grant recipients were not complying with terms and conditions of the grant,
or with Measure D requirements. Grant recipients had adequate accounting capabilities to capture the
necessary financial information for the grants. Also, none of the grant terms were for longer than five (5)
years (compliance with Subsection 64.060(D)).

Finding G-2:

Grant Information Storage and Organization Could be Improved

Due to work-at-home mandates, Board staff gathered grant documentation by retrieving them from a
physical storage or an offsite office. Once obtained, the documentation needed to be scanned, labeled,
and sent to the auditors. Additionally, upon review, we noticed several provided contracts were the base
contracts, and not necessarily the signed and dated (executed) contract. Some of these executed
contracts were missing or not available. Additionally, select grant files were missing supporting
documentation to validate tasks and deliverables such as progress/final reports and data generated as a
result of grant funding. In several instances, the grantee submitted deliverables by emailing a shared cloud
storage link that expired by the time of the review. These missing documents resulted in follow up requests
to select grantees. The lack of centralized storage and organization caused inefficiencies in the grant
review process that could be remedied through use of an electronic grant storage and filing system or
updated procedures.
Additionally, there were a few instances where an exception was made to change the expectation for a
task or deliverable such as the required attendance for a conference. The approval of an exception would
be informal, made over the phone or email, and could be given by a staff member that may or may not
have approval authority. To remedy this, the Board should consider a grant management tracking tool to
track exceptions (including approvals, dates) and other key grant information.
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4. Waste Diversion Measurement Assessment
As part of this Measure D financial and compliance audit, we reviewed and evaluated the County’s progress
toward meeting diversion mandates required by the California Department of Resources Recycling and
Recovery (CalRecycle). We also examined the County’s progress in meeting its own, more stringent,
diversion targets, including “good stuff in the garbage.” In this section, we provide the Recycling Board with
additional performance metrics and approaches that may help the County to monitor future diversion
progress.1 This section is organized as follows:
A. Alameda County 75 Percent Diversion Goal and “Good Stuff in the Garbage”
B. Alameda County Jurisdiction Waste Diversion Results Relative to Assembly Bill 939 Goals
C. Alameda County Jurisdiction Disposal Tonnages and Diversion Rates

A. Alameda County 75 Percent Diversion Goal and
“Good Stuff in the Garbage”
Measure D set a target date of January 1, 1999, for the Board to set a diversion goal of 75 percent. In June,
1998, the Recycling Board first adopted the 75 percent diversion goal by 2010 as part of its interim Source
Reduction and Recycling Plan. The Recycling Board subsequently adopted its final Source Reduction and
Recycling Plan in 2000, reflecting this 75 percent diversion goal by 2010. The Recycling Board has affirmed this
diversion goal in each subsequently adopted Source Reduction and Recycling Plan (most recently included, by
reference, in the March 2015, Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan, Countywide Planning
Element). Each member agency also has formally adopted this 75 percent diversion goal.
The Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Plan, Vision 2010: 75% and Beyond (Recycling
Plan), sets goals for the County’s recycling, source reduction, composting, and diversion. The Recycling
Plan lays out specific targets and strategies to reach 75 percent diversion and builds the groundwork for a
recycling rate greater than 75 percent. Sustainability practices needed to reach 75 percent become even
more important to reaching diversion rates beyond 75 percent (i.e., zero waste).
In its Strategic Workplan 2020 (dated July 2010), the Recycling Board identified a vision for the definition
“75% and beyond.” In this workplan, the Recycling Board established a new diversion milestone targeting
reductions in the percent of discarded materials (called Discard Objectives) as follow:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

By July 2013 – Reducing the percentage of materials managed as garbage, that are recyclable or
compostable, from 60 percent to 45 percent2
By July 2014 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 40 percent
By July 2015 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 35 percent
By July 2016 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 30 percent
By July 2017 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 25 percent
By July 2018 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 20 percent
By July 2019 – Reducing the percentage of materials… to 15 percent
By July 2020 – Reducing the percentage of materials deposited into landfills that are recyclable or
compostable to less than 10 percent; and achieving a goal that less than 10 percent of materials
placed in the recycling or composting containers is garbage.

For the 2020 Discard Objectives, the Recycling Board envisions that in situations where a source-separated
collection system is used, less than 10 percent of materials placed in a garbage container should be readily
recyclable or compostable. Additionally, for mixed waste processing facilities, residuals from the processing
system should contain less than 10 percent readily recyclable or compostable material.
1

To note, StopWaste performs a separate Programmatic Evaluation, separate from this financial and compliance review. The
Programmatic Evaluation provides a comprehensive performance evaluation.

2

The 2008 Waste Characterization study showed that 60 percent of materials managed as garbage were readily recyclable or compostable.
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The Recycling Board implemented a Benchmark Service, in which StopWaste conducts random, anonymous
measurements of what is in residential and commercial garbage containers in the County. The Benchmark
Service was paid for through an annual fee charged to all garbage accounts. StopWaste prepare an annual
report on good stuff in the garbage progress. StopWaste’s good stuff in the garbage surveys are
comprehensive and statistically significant. Countywide, the survey included over 2,000 households, providing
a 95 percent confidence interval. Jurisdiction data are based on 99 to 225 households. The benchmarking
survey concluded in June 2017.
In December 2020, the Recycling Board approved a new plan titled Beyond 75% Diversion: A Plan for Landfill
Obsolescence, which sets a goal for landfill obsolescence by 2045. This new strategy shifts focus away from
diversion rates, towards systematic improvements involving production, consumption, and disposal. By
making fundamental enhancements, Alameda County aspires to win the battle against recycling market
pressures and other related challenges, which will result in a natural rise in diversion rates over time.
Exhibit 4-1 provide the results of the residential benchmark surveys for the overall county between 2013
and 2017. The results for each jurisdiction have been combined for this comparison. The top portion of
each column (gold) indicates the percentage of garbage – this portion should ideally be increasing over
time. The middle portion of each column (blue) represents compostable material in garbage – these
should ideally be decreasing over time. Between 2013 to 2017, compostable material in residential trash
increased significantly. StopWaste has analyzed the data to identify reasons for the increase in organics in
the disposal stream. The increase in organics does not appear to be due to differences in survey protocol,
sampling, or survey management. StopWaste’s analyses shows a split between households; those that
remove almost all organic material, and those do not remove organic material. The analyses show that
between 2016 and 2017, a greater number of households did not separate organics material.
In Exhibit 4-1, the lowest portion of each column (green) represents recyclable material in garbage – this should
ideally be decreasing over time. Most jurisdictions reduced the amount of recyclables in their garbage,
according to the benchmark surveys, between 2013 and 2017. All jurisdictions must reduce the amount of
“good stuff”, primarily compostables, in the garbage in order to meet the County’s discard objectives.
Exhibit 4-1
Good Stuff in the Residential Garbage – Alameda County Overall (2013 to 2017)
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B. Alameda County Jurisdictional Waste Diversion
Results Relative to Assembly Bill 939 Goals
Below, we describe how Alameda County met State of California Assembly Bill 939 diversion goals for
the first three years of the audit period (2016 to 2018). Since 2008, jurisdictions utilize disposal-based
indicators: the per capita, and per employee, disposal rates (measured in pounds per day disposed). The
former 50 percent diversion rate was replaced by 50 percent equivalent per capita, and per employee,
disposal targets. This shift, implemented through Senate Bill 1016 (SB 1016, Wiggins, Statutes of 2008)
revised the State of California’s method for reporting jurisdictional diversion from a generation-based
methodology to a disposal-based methodology. Each jurisdiction has unique targets, however, there are
no countywide targets.
In the current methodology, the State essentially froze in time each jurisdiction’s waste generation
assumptions, which had formerly been adjusted annually. For example, for the per capita comparison,
the baseline per capita disposal rate is equal to the jurisdiction’s average per capita generation rate
from 2003 through 2006, divided by two (2), equivalent to a 50 percent equivalent per capita disposal
target. Jurisdictions compare their actual per capita, and per employee, disposal rates against baseline
disposal rates.
The per capita, and per employee, disposal rate approach does not determine a jurisdiction’s AB 939
compliance. CalRecycle uses per capita, and per employee, disposal data as an indicator in evaluating
how well a jurisdiction’s programs are performing. CalRecycle’s evaluation of compliance is primarily
focused on how jurisdictions are implementing their programs.
Exhibit 4-2 provides per capita disposal rates relative to each Alameda County jurisdiction’s per capita
disposal target for 2010 through 2018. In all, but two instances, the Alameda County jurisdictions met the
per capita disposal target set by CalRecycle. These two instances, involving one jurisdiction, represent
less than 1.5 percent of all cases and by 2018, the single jurisdiction has returned to meeting their
disposal target, indicating that the higher than target rates were only temporary.
Exhibit 4-3 provides per employee disposal rates relative to each jurisdiction’s per employee disposal
target for 2010 through 2018. In all, but two instances, the Alameda County jurisdictions met the per capita
disposal target set by CalRecycle. These two instances, involving one jurisdiction, representing less than
1.5 percent of all cases and by 2018, the single jurisdiction has returned to meeting their disposal target,
indicating that the higher than target rates were only temporary.
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Exhibit 4-2
Pounds Disposed per Person per Day (by County Jurisdiction)
(2010 through 2018)3
Disposal Target
Jurisdiction

(50 Percent of
Baseline Disposal
from 2003 to 2006)

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

3.0

2.7

2.6

2.6

2.3

2.3

2.5

2.5

1. City of Alameda

5.5

2.8

2. City of Albany

5.0

1.7

2.1

1.6

1.9

1.8

1.8

1.6

2.1

1.8

3. City of Berkeley

6.5

3.2

3.3

3.5

2.9

3.2

3.1

4.2

4.1

4.2

4. City of Dublin

5.9

3.0

3.2

2.9

3.1

3.6

3.4

3.2

3.4

3.4

5. City of Emeryville

16.2

7.4

11.3

9.7

9.6

5.6

4.4

5.8

5.4

5.2

6. City of Fremont

6.6

3.1

3.6

3.6

3.6

3.9

4.2

3.9

4.4

4.7

7. City of Hayward

7.0

4.6

4.1

4.0

3.8

3.7

3.9

3.8

5.3

5.5

8. City of Livermore

8.3

4.4

4.3

3.8

3.8

3.9

4.1

4.0

4.4

4.7

9. City of Newark

7.3

4.5

4.0

4.0

4.5

4.1

4.5

10.1

11.6

4.9

10. City of Oakland

5.8

4.0

4.1

3.9

3.9

3.7

3.4

3.4

4.4

4.3

11. City of Piedmont

4.1

2.1

2.6

2.4

1.7

1.5

1.7

2.2

2.1

1.9

12. City of Pleasanton

10.0

5.8

5.4

5.9

6.2

5.6

6.7

7.1

7.3

7.2

13. City of San Leandro

8.7

5.4

4.0

6.6

7.3

4.6

5.1

5.8

6.8

7.3

14. City of Union City

6.3

2.9

3.1

2.9

3.0

3.0

2.9

2.8

3.0

2.8

4.9

3.2

2.3

2.7

2.7

2.9

2.7

1.7

2.6

2.4

2015

2016

2017

2018

Unincorporated County4

Exhibit 4-3
Pounds Disposed per Employee per Day (by County Jurisdiction)
(2010 through 2018)3
Disposal Target
(50 Percent of
Baseline Disposal
from 2003 to 2006)

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

1. City of Alameda

21.4

10.2

10.1

8.9

8.2

8.0

7.1

7.0

7.0

6.9

2. City of Albany

19.3

7.8

9.7

6.9

8.4

7.4

8.3

7.6

9.8

8.2

3. City of Berkeley

11.2

6.9

6.2

6.6

5.2

5.7

6.1

7.4

7.2

7.5

4. City of Dublin

14.7

8.9

9.0

7.4

8.3

9.1

8.8

7.7

8.4

8.4

5. City of Emeryville

6.7

3.8

6.0

4.9

4.7

2.8

2.2

3.0

2.8

2.5

Jurisdiction

6. City of Fremont

16.1

8.3

9.5

9.2

8.9

9.2

9.3

8.4

9.0

9.2

7. City of Hayward

14.7

10.9

9.5

9.2

8.6

8.2

8.6

8.6

11.9

12.0

8. City of Livermore

18.1

12.0

11.1

9.7

9.2

7.6

7.7

7.4

8.1

7.9

9. City of Newark

16.0

13.1

10.8

10.6

11.6

10.8

11.4

24.7

28.3

11.1

10. City of Oakland

15.3

10.8

10.0

9.6

9.2

8.3

7.4

7.8

9.6

9.4

11. City of Piedmont

36.6

19.7

21.2

19.5

11.6

10.8

12.2

14.6

12.7

11.4

12. City of Pleasanton

11.6

8.1

7.2

7.7

7.7

6.7

8.2

8.5

8.6

8.6

13. City of San Leandro

18.2

13.0

9.1

14.9

15.2

9.2

10.3

11.1

12.5

13.5

14. City of Union City

22.6

10.4

10.8

10.3

10.5

9.9

8.4

6.1

6.5

6.4

Unincorporated County

19.8

18.2

9.9

11.5

13.5

16.6

14.2

9.7

15.8

14.0

3

Source: CalRecycle, Countywide, Regionwide, and Statewide Jurisdiction Diversion / Disposal Progress Report

4

Includes Oro Loma Sanitary District and Castro Valley Sanitary District
© 2020 Crowe LLP

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

4-5

C. Alameda County Jurisdiction Disposal Tonnages and Diversion Rates
Alameda County has continued to determine diversion rates5 each calendar year. Since 2007, the County has
calculated equivalent diversion rates, based on per capita disposal rates. Exhibit 4-4 provides Alameda County
jurisdiction diversion rates between 2010 and 2018. In 2018, six jurisdictions exceeded the 75 percent County
goal and another two jurisdictions were above 70 percent diversion. Between 2010 and 2018, county-wide
diversion rates averaged 71 percent. Although diversion rates have leveled out over the past decade, the plan
approved in December 2020 for landfill obsolescence by 2045 sets an even more ambitious goal, which will
shift the focus away from diversion rates towards systematic improvements involving production, consumption,
and disposal. By making fundamental enhancements, Alameda County aspires to win the battle against
recycling market pressures and other related challenges, which will result in a natural rise in diversion rates.
Exhibit 4-5 provides total disposal tonnages, by individual jurisdiction, for the time period 2010 to 2018.
Exhibit 4-5 does not take changes in population or economic activity into account. County-wide, disposal
tonnage increased by 24 percent over the nine-year time period. Disposal tonnages for 12 jurisdictions
increased, ranging from a 54 percent increase in Dublin, to a 1 percent increase in Piedmont. Disposal
tonnages for the remaining three (3) jurisdictions that decreased, ranged from a 4 percent decrease in
Alameda, to a 22 percent decrease in unincorporated Alameda County.
Exhibit 4-6 provides a comparison of county-wide disposal tonnages, diversion rates, and disposal rates (pounds
disposed per person per day) between 2010 and 2018. Disposal tonnages and rates have been trending upwards
while it’s been the opposite for diversion rates. Overall, there has been a 24 percent increase in disposal
tonnages compared to a 10 percent increase in population. This dynamic directly contributed to the 13 percent
increase in disposal rates and 3 decrease in diversion rates. The resulting disposal and diversion rates indicate
that the increasing disposal tonnages are outpacing diversion activities. Exhibit 4-6 shows that the diversion and
disposal rates are inversely proportional, as one rate goes up, the other goes down in almost lock step fashion.
Exhibit 4-4
Alameda County Jurisdiction Diversion Rates (2010 to 2018)
Jurisdiction

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

1. Alameda

75%

72%

76%

77%

76%

79%

79%

78%

77%

2. Albany

83%

79%

84%

81%

82%

82%

84%

79%

82%

3. Berkeley

76%

74%

73%

78%

75%

76%

68%

69%

68%

4. Dublin

75%

73%

76%

74%

70%

71%

73%

71%

71%

5. Emeryville

77%

65%

70%

70%

83%

87%

82%

83%

84%

6. Fremont

74%

73%

72%

74%

71%

71%

69%

66%

63%

7. Hayward

67%

71%

72%

74%

76%

73%

73%

69%

66%

8. Livermore

73%

74%

77%

77%

76%

75%

76%

73%

72%

9. Newark

69%

72%

73%

69%

72%

69%

73%

59%

67%

10. Oakland

65%

65%

66%

67%

68%

71%

71%

62%

63%

11. Piedmont

75%

69%

71%

80%

82%

81%

73%

75%

76%

12. Pleasanton

71%

73%

70%

69%

72%

67%

64%

63%

64%

13. San Leandro

69%

77%

62%

58%

74%

73%

64%

61%

58%

14. Union City

77%

75%

77%

77%

78%

78%

77%

77%

77%

15. Unincorporated

67%

76%

72%

72%

71%

73%

82%

74%

76%

70%

72%

71%

71%

73%

73%

72%

67%

67%

County-Wide (weighted)

5

Disposal and diversion rates are estimated metrics based on best available information.
© 2020 Crowe LLP

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

4-6

Exhibit 4-5
Alameda County Disposal Tonnages by Jurisdiction (in tons)
(2010 to 2018)
City

1. Alameda

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Percent Change
(2010 to 2018)

37,710

40,967

36,625

35,121

35,880

32,036

33,626

35,451

36,062

-4%

5,655

7,202

5,428

6,427

5,989

6,096

5,447

7,113

6,288

11%

3. Berkeley

63,127

69,145

73,917

60,659

68,874

67,246

92,311

89,788

93,956

49%

4. Dublin

24,860

27,383

24,478

27,919

34,787

34,731

33,643

37,472

38,171

54%

5. Emeryville

13,341

20,855

18,052

17,973

10,811

8,419

12,429

11,910

11,205

-16%

6. Fremont

135,606

142,836

144,771

138,179

158,694

160,861

168,694

191,189

206,416

52%

7. Hayward

119,483

108,371

106,953

101,757

93,153

106,975

110,625

128,123

138,734

16%

8. Livermore

65,600

64,031

57,720

57,317

60,456

64,811

65,998

73,448

76,798

17%

2. Albany

9. Newark

35,241

31,429

31,370

35,891

33,081

36,190

32,312

49,555

41,689

18%

10. Oakland

287,823

292,298

284,151

281,139

269,850

254,262

263,917

343,645

339,341

18%

3,994

4,999

4,731

3,304

3,026

3,156

4,489

4,278

4,027

1%

12. Pleasanton

73,852

70,102

77,170

80,682

74,666

91,292

97,599

102,348

104,717

42%

13. San Leandro

83,714

61,727

103,238

115,220

73,145

76,743

99,228

108,141

118,702

42%

14. Union City

36,854

39,653

36,778

36,959

37,208

36,223

37,813

33,983

41,424

12%

15. Unincorporated

83,036

59,812

71,243

71,235

76,340

70,996

47,171

70,799

65,179

-22%

1,069,896

1,040,810

1,076,625

1,069,782

1,035,960

1,050,037

1,105,303

1,287,243

1,322,709

24%

11. Piedmont

County Total

Exhibit 4-6
Alameda County Disposal Tonnages, Diversion Rates, Disposal Rates
(2010 to 2018)

© 2020 Crowe LLP

www.crowe.com

Section 5

Measure D Financial
and Compliance Audit
Recommendations

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

5-1

5. Measure D Financial and Compliance
Audit Recommendations
This section presents recommendations from this Measure D Financial and Compliance Audit. The
recommendations are numbered in each section, as the identifier indicates the source finding from Section
3. Measure D Financial and Compliance Assessment (e.g., Recommendation RB-2a is related to the
Recycling Board Finding RB-2). Subsection 64.040 (C) of Measure D requires the Five-Year Audit report to
include “recommendations to the Recycling Board, Board of Supervisors, the Authority, and municipal
governing bodies for the maintenance and expansion of recycling programs and any necessary resulting
amendments to the Recycling Plan.” This section is organized into three (3) subsections as follows:
A. Alameda County and Recycling Board
B. Member Agencies
C. Grant Recipients.

A. Alameda County and Recycling Board
This subsection provides six (6) recommendations related to our review of Alameda County and Recycling
Board’s compliance with Measure D:

Recommendation RB-2a: Automatically Link and Transfer Measure D Tonnage Data
Captured in Disposal Reporting System to Measure D
Revenues in MUNIS System
We recommend that the Board consider adding the capability within its Disposal Reporting System
(potentially as a separate module) to automate the linkage and transfer of Measure D tonnage data from
the Disposal Reporting System to the Measure D Revenues in the MUNIS System. This would provide the
Board with an improved good check and balance from the landfill tonnage identified in the Disposal
Reporting System to the tonnage used by the landfill companies to determine Measure D surcharge
payments. This could minimize or eliminate the need for manual revenue calculations and eliminate the
need for manual data transfer, which eliminates user error. Lastly, an automatic data transfer process
would result in time and budget savings over time.

Recommendation RB-2b: Perform More Frequent and Regular Audits of Measure D
Tonnage Reports to Test Validity of Transactions to Company
Weight Tickets
The Board implemented a process of performing audits of Measure D tonnage reports to the weight ticket
level. A notification is sent to the landfill to provide a selection of scale house weight tickets. The landfill
provides the tickets and the Board’s staff compare weight tickets to associated tonnage reports. This provides
added confirmation that landfill operators are capturing and reporting correct Measure D tonnage data. So far,
there has been a single audit performed over a course of four (4) years with an outcome of variances being
immaterial. However, given the direct and significant impact Measure D tonnages have on the Board’s
Measure D revenues, we recommend that the Board conducts these audits more frequently and regularly,
such as annually or quarterly. By performing these audits more frequently and regularly, it would provide
greater assurance and visibility over this mission-critical process, thereby minimizing organizational risk.

© 2020 Crowe LLP

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

5-2

Recommendation RB-4a: Further Refine and Maintain Written Guidance on Measure D
Expense Applicability and Indicate Preferences for Expenses
Measure D has relatively broad applicability in terms of the types of expenses for which member agencies
can expend Measure D funds. Board staff has done a good job providing assistance and guidance to
member agencies regarding expense allowability since program inception; and more recently defining and
updating a comprehensive list of allowable and non-allowable expenses. The types of expenses include
those identified in the general categories shown in Appendix G, Exhibit G-1.
The wide variety of potential Measure D related expenses, and the constantly evolving nature of recycling
programs and other related conservation programs (e.g., water recycling and management) necessitates an
evolving list. In addition to providing updates to “allowable” and “non-allowable” Measure D expenses, we
recommend the Board utilize version control and include start and end dates (e.g., date when expense
moved to non-allowable list/status). The version IDs and allowable/non-allowable dates provide an indicator
to determine if an expense was allowable during a particular fiscal year.
As there are hundreds of potentially allowable Measure D expenses, the Board could provide additional
guidance by indicating preferences for expenses that would make the biggest impact towards the Board’s
long-term plan for landfill obsolescence by 2045 and statewide initiatives such as the upcoming SB 1383. As
source reduction and recycling techniques are continuously evolving, it would be highly beneficial to maintain
preferences based on the biggest opportunities. This strategic effort could easily become a powerful tool for
the Board to naturally align and focus member agencies’ goals with those of the overall County. Two
examples of preference communications include the following:
•

Expense preference indicators: can be as simple as a single asterisk next to each preferred expense
item, or as complex as multiple asterisks indicating a hierarchy of preference (e.g. scale of 0 to 3
asterisks, 3 being most preferred)

•

Board staff check ins: increased dialogue with TAC and key member agency staff (e.g., City Manager,
Public Works Director) to better disseminate Measure D goals and funding approaches.

Recommendation RB-4b: Develop a Comprehensive Measure D Guidance Document and
Submission Checklist for Member Agencies
We recommend that the Board develops and maintains a comprehensive Measure D guidance document
for member agencies. Current Measure D guidance can be consolidated and expanded to cover all
aspects of the mandatory Measure D tracking and annual report and data submission for member
agencies. We envision a structured, coherent, and thorough guidance document, or handbook, that
member agencies can easily reference as their “source of truth” for Measure D financial and programmatic
compliance and guidance. The packet (collection of documents) should have, at the minimum, the
following elements:
•

Measure D overview, as it applies to member agencies

•

Compliance requirements

•

Measure D portal submission requirements
(including optional versus mandatory fields/submission elements)

•

Supporting expense documentation requirements

•

Example good and bad (to avoid) submission and/or submission elements
(e.g., quick tips, screenshots, Q&A, troubleshooting).
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Measure D expense applicability and cost categorizations for expenses could reference the Measure D
Categories and Expenses, as referenced in Recommendation RB-4a above. Included or as a supplemental
document, the Board can provide a one-page overview of the Five-Year audit, associated activities, and what
to generally expect. The document would further benefit from a Measure D compliance traceability matrix,
where it matches compliance areas to specific documents so it makes it clear where the Board and auditors
will be looking for information. Additionally, a Measure D reporting submission checklist could also be
incorporated to include everything required for a proper Measure D report submission, tying directly to the
online portal. This simple checklist would be a good way for member agencies to ensure required
documentation and necessary fields are complete. This packet, along with the submission checklist, can
reference the written guidance on Measure D expense applicability.
We also recommend that the Board establish a packet update and version control methodology. This
process would include establishing frequency of document component reviews and a communication/
distribution strategy. The Board should track changes by creating new versions and inventorying changes
for each update. Therefore, a specific version can be referenced when addressing member agency
questions or issues. To keep member agencies apprised, member agencies should receive notifications
with updated versions along with a summary of changes.
This comprehensive Measure D guidance packet would represent a significant improvement through:
•

Streamline the annual Board review processes and the Five-Year audit

•

Provide member agencies easy access to a Measure D knowledgebase

•

Simplify knowledge retention and transfer

•

Reduce the impact of staff turnover and associated loss of institutional knowledge

•

Ultimately help maximize the use of Measure D funds towards its intent.

Recommendation RB-5a: Refine Measure D Electronic Reporting Process to Reduce
Inconsistencies and Missing Information
We recommend that the Board refine the electronic submission process for Measure D financial reports.
We observed several member agencies submitting one or more of the following common errors: entering
a beginning fund balance that did not match the prior year’s ending fund balance; imputing incorrect
mathematical summations; missing a required entry such as a quarterly payment or duplicated quarterly
payments, or, failing to submit the financial report. To reduce common errors, we recommend making a few
modifications, such as auto- or pre-populating the beginning fund balance using the prior year’s ending fund
balance, automatic mathematical summations, and upon submission, prompt the user about missing required
fields or reports and either prevent submission or require an explanation if the field truly cannot be filled.
Additionally, the process may also benefit from a confirmation step prior to submission such as an autogenerated a pre-submission summary checklist that provides an overview and potential issues with the
contents of the report. We believe that making these (mostly) minor modifications would:
•

Enhance accuracy and completeness of member agency financial report submissions

•

Further streamline the Board’s process of performing expenditure and balance checks, and auditors
review of member agency Measure D reporting

•

Minimize the number of follow ups needed from member agencies each year.

Further, should the data from the online reporting populate a database, additional validation, or automation,
would be possible such as prompting the need to report interest or provide an expenditure plan if member
agencies hit the appropriate thresholds.
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Recommendation RB-5b: Add Prompts to Measure D Electronic Reporting Process for
Invoices of Expenses Over $2,000 and Require Revenue and
Expenditure Accounting Reports
We recommend the Board add prompts to the Measure D portal when inputted expenses are over $2,000,
asking the member agency to upload the supporting invoices or provide an explanation if individual expenses
are less than $2,000. We also recommend adding dedicated field/elements to require member agencies to
upload their Measure D revenue and expenditure accounting reports (or an equivalent spreadsheet) to support
all reported payments and expenses. Several follow up requests to member agencies involved missing invoices
for expenses over $2,000 and missing revenue and expenditure accounting reports. Requesting follow up
documentation from member agencies, especially during a pandemic with remote work staff, posed a physical
and technical challenge. A few of the member agencies needed to access supporting documentation from either
their central office building or an offsite location (storage, separate office), causing delays in follow up responses.
Not all member agencies are efficiently set up to remotely access financial accounting systems and some must
rely on limited finance staff resources to assist with documentation gathering.
This recommendation will help minimize the need for member agencies to locate several years old
documentation as part of the Five-Year audit process. It also further streamlines Board staff and auditors’
review of Measure D reports, assessing transaction applicability, and prioritizing transactions as part of
Five-Year audit planning.

B. Member Agencies
This subsection provides two (2) recommendations related to our review of member agency compliance
with Measure D:

Recommendation MA-1a: Further Track Labor Costs Based on Actual Time Reporting
Where Possible, or Provide Current Data Supporting Labor
Allocations to Measure D Activities
Member agency labor cost tracking has significantly improved over the years, as the majority of member
agencies demonstrated improved tracking. However, there are still a minority of member agencies that are
not tracking labor costs by actual time reporting; and do not have additional data to support Measure D
labor allocations. With this, we recommend that the Board reinforce guidance for member agencies to
capture the actual time that employees spend on Measure D related activities in time reporting systems or
to provide data supporting labor allocations (as the Board has provided within the Measure D Categories
and Expense document). We recommend that the Board continue to discourage member agencies from
budgeting a percentage of each staff member’s time and then “plugging” that budgeted percentage
amount into the staff member’s timesheet. Measure D funds should be used to reimburse member
agencies for accurate, actual time reported by those employees working on Measure D activities.
If a member agency does not have the capability to record employee time by project/task, that member
agency should provide evidence supporting current Measure D labor costs and/or cost allocations. Types of
documentation supporting labor allocations could include: (1) supporting documentation for cost allocation
methods used to allocate shared labor costs to the Measure D program for a recent representative period,
(2) records of time worked on Measure D activities captured by employees, outside of time reporting
systems, for a recent representative period. These methods should be reviewed and verified by the member
agency, at a minimum, on an annual basis.
Prior to approving the annual report, confirm the member agency provided adequate labor support, as
applicable. Board staff should work with the member agency to obtain a satisfactory submission or work with
the member agency to develop a plan to achieve adequate tracking going forward. The plan may include a
check-in with the member agency midway through the subsequent fiscal year to ensure follow through. The
Recycling Board should refine this process over time.
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Labor expenses, also known as administration expenses, has grown substantially over recent years to just
over 70 percent of total member agency Measure D expenses. This represents a nearly 60 percent
increase in the share of labor expenses from the Phase I of the prior Five-Year audit to the Phase I of the
current Five-Year audit. Due to the significant share of labor expenses, more member agencies should, for
employees less than 100 percent dedicated to Measure D in particular, work towards providing actual
records of time worked on Measure D captured by employees (described as number two above). This
measure represents a higher level of substantiation and tracking that ultimately provides greater
assurance and further mitigates risk involving a large portion of Measure D funding.

Recommendation MA-1b: Withhold Funds and Increase Monitoring and Tracking Once a
Member Agency’s Second Expenditure Plan Extension has
been Approved
The Board should consider further revising Resolution 2006-12, which is the policy for accumulated
Measure D fund balances. The primary goal of this policy is to ensure that Measure D funds are being
utilized for its intended purpose by limiting fund accumulation. The first revision to the plan (Resolution
2014-2), Rule 2, updated the threshold methodology for requiring an approved expenditure plan. However,
since there is no limit on how many expenditure plan extensions can be approved, a member agency can
continue to accumulate funds as long as their expenditure plans are approved. We recommend that the
Board further revise the policy to add additional controls to help ensure member agencies follow through
with their expenditure plans.
We recommend that the Board allows no more than two (2) annual extensions to a member agency's
expenditure plan. After two extensions, future quarterly disbursements for the member agency should be
held within a Board maintained interest bearing account. The Board should also require the member
agency to submit quarterly status reports during quarterly check-ins.
Board refusal (not approving) of plans would result in the member agency being ineligible for future
disbursements. This is one lever to dissuade member agencies from ongoing fund balance accumulation,
though may require additional Board staff accounting for funds and withhold accumulation only to be redistributed to the member agency in a lump sum. The Board should further expand on this
recommendation by specifying at what point, and how, the member agency would receive withheld funds.
For example, the Board may consider a minimum percentage reduction (e.g. 50 percent) of the member
agency's fund balance before releasing funds up to the member agency's threshold. Then, by continuing
to monitor balances through quarterly reporting and check-ins, it would help ensure measurable progress
towards acceptable fund balance levels.
The second element of our recommendation, possibly a more proactive and effective option, may be
requiring quarterly Board staff check-ins and possible plan modification allowances, as approved by Board
and/or Board staff. This provides Board staff ongoing visibility to the current state of member agency
spending. It also provides for possible evolving strategy development between the Board and member
agency to remove barriers and find alternative spending opportunities, as necessary.
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C. Grant Recipients
This subsection provides one (1) recommendation related to our review of grant recipient compliance with
Measure D:

Recommendation G-2a: Standardize Use of a Centralized Electronic Grant Storage and
Filing System
We recommend that the Board standardizes the process to use a centralized electronic storage and filing
system to store and organize grant documentation, such as the grant application, executed contract,
amended contracts, proof of insurance, W-9, approved invoices, special allowances/waivers, and
supporting documentation for all grant deliverables. The Board should develop, or refine, procedures that
include centralized document storage tasks, including which documents to store, standard file and
document naming practices, and checklist sign-off of file completion upon closure of a contract.
Reconciliation of grant files should occur at least during contract closure. This would directly improve the
current process by minimizing or eliminating instances of missing documentation, the need for staff to
spend time searching for documentation after-the-fact, and enhancing the overall document retrieval
process and integrity of the Board’s document storage procedures.
By enhancing grant organization, it will make Board staff and auditors’ grant review process more efficient,
and possibly more effective, as well as minimize follow up requests to the Board and grantees. These
challenges are much more apparent as COVID-19 has changed the way that local government operates
and further utilization of electronic documentation.

Recommendation G-2b: Utilize a Grant Management Tracking Tool
To further streamline the grant management process, we also recommend that the Board utilize a grant
management tracking tool to centralize grant information and track grant activities. We envision this tool
would be a repository that centralizes and tracks key grant information such as start and end dates,
deliverable due dates, grant activity schedule, deliverables, exceptions made, amendments, specific
grantee requirements (licenses, certifications, insurance, etc.), and expiration dates. This tool could also
provide triggers based on key dates such as end dates, deliverable due dates, or follow up by dates.
Additionally, the tool could track status of deliverables to include deliverable submissions, number of days
until due/past due, and review and acceptance statuses. Lastly, this tool could be integrated with, or
provide, the grant storage and filing system.
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Appendix A

Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling Initiative
(“Measure D”)
Alameda County voters passed the Alameda County Waste Reduction and Recycling Initiative Charter
Amendment “Measure D” in 1990. Measure D established the Alameda County Source Reduction and
Recycling Board (Recycling Board), a per ton landfill tipping fee surcharge, and the foundation for
comprehensive source reduction and recycling programs.
The original Measure D text is presented in Exhibit A-1, starting on page A-2. This final text was
developed on November 13, 1989. Since its passage, the Recycling Board has updated, and clarified,
various aspects of Measure D in the resolutions, and a memorandum, provided in Appendix B.
Exhibit A-2, beginning on page A-25, summarizes key Measure D compliance requirements, and the
applicable Measure D subsection or resolution/memorandum reference. Exhibit A-2 is organized as follows:
Entity

A. Alameda County

B. Recycling Board

C. Member Agencies

D. General Compliance
(All Entities Receiving
Measure D Monies)

© 2020 Crowe LLP

Compliance Area

Page

1. Collection of Measure D Tipping Fee

A-25

2. Recycled Product Purchase Preference Program (RPPP)

A-25

1. Development of a Recycling Plan

A-27

2. Compliance with Fund Allocations

A-27

3. Analysis and Review of Waste Characterization Studies

A-27

4. Compliance with Source Reduction Program requirements

A-28

5. Compliance with Recycled Product Market Development Program Requirements

A-28

6. Compliance with Limits on Board Member Compensation

A-28

1. Requirement for Local Refuse Hauler Surcharge Reimbursement

A-29

2. Residential Recycling Program Requirements

A-29

3. Commercial Recycling Program Requirements

A-29

4. Recycling Fund Expenditures, Monitoring, and Reporting

A-29

5. Recycling Fund Accounting

A-29

6. Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program Requirements

A-29

1. Compliance with restriction Against Use of Fund Monies for Contracts
Longer than Five Years

A-29

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

Exhibit A-1
Text of Measure D

© 2020 Crowe LLP

A-2

Page 1 of 23

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Exhibit A-1
Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Exhibit A-1
Text of Measure D (continued)
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Exhibit A-1
Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Text of Measure D (continued)
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Exhibit A-2
Summary of Measure D Compliance Requirements

Page 1 of 5
Measure D
Subsection

Requirement

A. Alameda County
1. Collection of
Measure D
Tipping Fee
Surcharge

A. Commencing not later than three (3) months after the effective date of this Act, each
landfill or incinerator in Alameda County shall collect a surcharge of six dollars ($6.00)
per ton on all refuse accepted for landfilling or incineration at said landfill or incinerator.
All monies collected through said surcharge shall be paid by the operators of each
landfill or incinerator into a fund, to be known as the Alameda County Recycling Fund
hereinafter the "Recycling Fund"), established for the purpose of receiving and
disbursing monies pursuant to this Act. The Board of Supervisors shall ensure the
collection of said surcharge, either by modifying the use permits of said landfills and
incinerators or by any other necessary means.

Subsection
64.050(A-C)

B. Should the collection of said surcharge be found to be in violation of an existing
contract or agreement to import refuse generated outside of Alameda County for
landfilling or incineration within Alameda County, the Board of Supervisors may vote
to waive collection of said surcharge for the refuse described within said contract or
agreement. However, any future contract or agreement for the importation of refuse
for landfilling or incineration within Alameda County, executed or negotiated after the
effective date of this Act, shall provide for the collection of said surcharge for the
refuse described within said contract or agreement.
C. Any necessary costs of collection of said surcharge incurred by landfill or incinerator
operators shall not be subtracted from said surcharge but, consistent with Subsection
64.070, shall be passed through to refuse generators by means of the refuse collection
rates set by each municipality.
2. Recycled Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP) Program
Requirements

A. The County shall purchase Recycled Products where they are comparable in function
and equal in cost to products manufactured from virgin materials.
B. The County shall apply, to the extent made possible by the availability of monies under
Subparagraphs 64.060(A)(2) and 64.060(B)(5), a price preference of ten percent (10%)
to its purchases of Recycled Products where said Recycled Products are comparable
in function to products manufactured from virgin materials.
1. Price preferences shall be applied to a full range of recycled product categories,
including, but not limited to, recycled paper products, compost and co-compost
products, recycled glass, recycled oil, and recycled solvents and paints.
2. The Recycling Board may establish a price preference which is greater than
ten percent (10%) for certain recycled product categories, if it is demonstrated that
the manufacturing costs for said recycled product categories are higher than the
manufacturing costs for similar products produced with virgin materials such that
a ten percent (10%) preference is insufficient for said recycled products to be
competitive.
3. Commencing January 1, 1995, the Recycling Board may reduce the price preference
for certain recycled product categories, if it is demonstrated that the manufacturing
costs for said recycled product categories are competitive with the manufacturing
costs for similar products produced with virgin materials, and that any such
reduction will not result in a substantial decrease in the percentage of recycled
products purchased in the category affected by the reduction.
4. Any monies remaining after fulfilling the other requirements of this Paragraph in a
given year shall be apportioned by the Recycling Board to municipalities which have
established similar price preferences and recycled product specifications.
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Exhibit A-2
Summary of Measure D Compliance Requirements (continued)

Page 2 of 5
Measure D
Subsection

Requirement

2. Recycled Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP) Program
Requirements
(continued)

A. The Board shall review and approve the uses of funds for the implementation of
“Infrastructure” projects and services

Subsection
64.120

B. The Board disburses remaining funds after budgeting for “infrastructure” projects and
services to member agencies receiving Measure D per capita monies, based on the
following guidelines:
1. Each member agency receives a base allocation of $5,000 or the evenly distributed
amount based on the number of member agencies, whichever is less; plus the
remaining fund distribution based on population criteria used by the Measure D per
capita (50%) disbursement.
2. Eligible member agencies complete and submit an application and reporting form
specifying policies, practices, accomplishments, actual uses, and remaining funds.
3. Disbursement of remaining funds occurs at or after first quarterly Measure D per
capita disbursement made at end of August.
C. Consistent with Paragraphs 64.120(A) and (B), the County shall modify its purchasing
forms and procedures to ensure that, beginning no later than one (1) year after the
effective date of this Act, information as to the recycled content, including both
postconsumer discards and secondary discards, of all supplies and materials
purchased by the County is available and taken into account during the purchasing
process. Said information shall also be obtained for the supplies and materials portions
of all public works contract bids that are received by the County.
D. Any County agency which has responsibility for drafting or reviewing specifications for
procurement items shall be required to revise said specifications, within one (1) year of
the effective date of this Act, to eliminate exclusions of recovered materials and
requirements that said items be manufactured from virgin materials.
E. To the extent that the practice of accepting bids for multiple products inhibits the
purchase of recycled products, the County shall accept bids for individual products
and/or bids for fewer products.
F. The Recycling Board may establish standards for a recycled product category which
exceed the levels of postconsumer and secondary discard content established by this
Act, provided, however, that said standards will not result in a substantial decrease in
the percentage of recycled products purchased in said category.
G. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Charter, this Subsection shall apply to the
supplies and materials portions of all public works contracts made by the County. The
County may set minimum amounts of recycled products, both by quantity and by
category, to be utilized in the execution of said contracts; and shall contract separately for
the supplies and materials portions of said contracts where such separate contracting
would result in more complete compliance with this Act while not significantly increasing
the cost of a given contract, except as allowed by Paragraph 64.120(B).
H. It shall be a County policy goal to purchase recycled paper products such that, by
January 1, 1995, at least fifty percent (50%) of the total dollar amount of paper products
purchased or procured by the County shall be purchased or procured as recycled
paper products.
Not later than January 1, 1999, the Recycling Board shall recommend to the Board of
Supervisors further policy goals for County purchases of all types of recycled products.
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Exhibit A-2
Summary of Measure D Compliance Requirements (continued)

Page 3 of 5
Measure D
Subsection

Requirement

B. Recycling Board
1. Development of a
Recycling Plan

The Recycling Board shall develop, within one (1) year of the effective date of this Act, a plan
to establish the recycling programs necessary to meet the recycling policy goals set forth in
Subparagraph 64.040(A)(1) (all citations contained in this Act are, unless otherwise noted, to
this Act), said plan to be known as the Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling
Plan (Recycling Plan). The Recycling Board subsequently shall amend the Recycling Plan as
necessary to meet said recycling policy goals, and as necessary to meet the further recycling
policy goals established by the Recycling Board pursuant to Subparagraph 64.040(A)(2).
The Recycling Plan shall incorporate all Alameda County recycling programs, whether
funded by this Act or not. In developing and amending the Recycling Plan, the Recycling
Board shall consult with the Alameda County Board of Supervisors (hereinafter the "Board of
Supervisors"), the Alameda County Waste Management Authority (hereinafter the
"Authority") and Alameda County municipal governing bodies, and furthermore shall seek to
maximize public input as to the contents of the Recycling Plan by holding public hearings and
establishing public advisory committees.

Subsection
64.040(B)

2. Compliance with
Fund Allocation

Commencing twenty-eight (28) months after the effective date of this Act, the Recycling
Board shall support recycling programs and otherwise fulfill the provisions of this Act by
disbursing monies from the Recycling Fund as follows:

Subsection
64.060(B)

1. Fifty percent (50%) shall be disbursed on a per capita basis to municipalities for the
continuation and expansion of municipal recycling programs.
2. Ten percent (10%) shall be applied to a grant program for nonprofit organizations
engaged in maximizing recycling, composting, and reducing waste within Alameda
County. The Recycling Board shall be an organization eligible to receive funds under
this Subparagraph, for the purposes of conducting planning, research, and studies
directed at furthering the purposes of this Act.
3. Ten percent (10%) shall be applied to the Source Reduction Program.
4. Ten percent (10%) shall be applied to the Recycled Product Market Development
Program.
5. Five percent (5%) shall be applied to the Recycled Product Purchase Preference
Program.
6. Fifteen percent (15%) shall be disbursed on a discretionary basis by the Recycling Board
to support any of the activities described within this Paragraph. A portion of said fifteen
percent (15%) may be retained by the Recycling Board to cover the necessary costs of
administering the Recycling Fund, provided, however, that said portion shall not exceed
three percent (3%) of the total funds paid to the Recycling Fund in a given year.
3. Analysis and
Review of Waste
Characterization
Studies
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For the purpose of apportionment of funds under the provisions of this Subsection, and for
the purpose of sound discarded materials management, the Recycling Board shall cause
accurate, reliable, and up-to-date estimates to be maintained of the amounts and kinds of
recycling and refuse generation occurring in each municipality. For the purpose of
ensuring comparability of data, any composition study or waste characterization study
performed with Recycling Fund monies shall comply with standards to be established by
the Recycling Board. Said standards shall include, but shall not be limited to, both
methodology and categories of discarded materials. In establishing said standards, the
Recycling Board should utilize the categories for discarded materials outlined in
Paragraph 64.150(0).
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Exhibit A-2
Summary of Measure D Compliance Requirements (continued)

Page 4 of 5
Measure D
Subsection

Requirement

4. Compliance with
Source Reduction
Program
Requirements

The Recycling Board shall disburse monies allocated in Subparagraphs 64.060(A)(2) and
64.060(B)(3),on a discretionary basis, for the development of an Alameda County-wide
Source Reduction Program.

Subsection
64.080

Funded components of the Source Reduction Program shall include, but shall not be
limited to, the following:
A. A county waste minimization program with a goal of reducing the weight of County
purchases, and with a specific goal of reducing the weight of County purchase of paper
products by ten percent (10%) by January 1, 1995, and by fifteen percent (15%) by
January 1, 2000. Said program shall emphasize the conservation of paper products by
means of a comprehensive employee education program. The Recycling Board may
establish further goals for reduction in County purchases.
B. An annual non-monetary award program for businesses which demonstrate a
significant reduction in the use of packaging materials or the use of materials in
manufacturing processes, or waste reduction through the durability and/or recyclability
of their products.
C. An industry and/or university program to research and develop source reduction
opportunities and incentives.
D. An intensive public education campaign to promote alternative individual consumer
habits and in-house source reduction programs for businesses and institutions.
E. Disposal cost reduction studies and waste audit services to demonstrate to businesses
and institutions the efficacy of recycling programs.

5. Compliance
with Recycled
Product Market
Development
Program
Requirements

The Recycling Board shall disburse monies allocated in Subparagraphs 64.060(A)(2) and
64.060(B)(4) of this Act, on a discretionary basis, for a program to develop and expand
markets for recycled products. Funded components of the Recycled Product Market
Development Program shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following:

Subsection
64.110

A. A regional cooperative marketing strategy;
B. Grants for demonstration projects targeted at new uses of recycled materials and new
techniques for recycling materials;
C. An Alameda County-wide information exchange which targets potential users and
sources of recycled products; and
D. Municipal programs to administer permit assistance to recycling industries.

6. Compliance
with Limits on
Board Member
Compensation
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Each Recycling Board member shall receive compensation not to exceed three thousand
dollars ($3,000.00) for one (1) calendar year, not to exceed one hundred dollars ($100.00)
for each regular meeting of the full Recycling Board, or each special meeting or committee
meeting of at least two (2) hours duration, which said member has attended.
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Exhibit A-2
Summary of Measure D Compliance Requirements (continued)

Page 5 of 5
Measure D
Subsection

Requirement

C. Member Agencies
1. Compliance
with Restriction
Against Use of
Fund Monies for
Contracts Longer
than Five Years

In order to be eligible to receive monies from the Recycling Fund, each municipality must,
either by adjusting local refuse collection rates or by instituting a product disposal fee,
provide for full reimbursement to its local refuse hauler(s) for the costs of the surcharge
established by Paragraph 64.050(A).

Subsection
64.070(A)

2. Residential
Recycling
Program
Requirements

Within two (2) years of the initiation of the Recycling Fund, each municipality receiving
monies from the Recycling Fund shall provide a Residential Recycling Program to every
resident to whom refuse collection service is offered on a regular schedule which is as
frequent as said refuse collection. However, it shall not be mandatory to provide said
program to residents more than once a week.

Subsection
64.090

3. Commercial
Recycling
Program
Requirements

Within two (2) years of the initiation of the Recycling Fund, each municipality receiving
monies from the Recycling Fund shall make an adequate Commercial Recycling Program
available to every business, government, and public or private institution to which refuse
collection is offered, on a regular schedule. Municipalities may determine that a
Recyclable Materials Recovery Program is an appropriate means of satisfying a part of
this requirement.

Subsection
64.100

4. Recycling Fund
Expenditures,
Monitoring,
and Reporting

Using the updated “Measure D” Annual Report, member agencies shall report beginning
fund balance, receipts, expenditures, and ending fund balance. Member agencies shall
document the allocations and allocation methodology used for staff positions, equipment,
supplies, services, or anything else funded with Recycling Fund monies.

Resolution
RB 2003-11

If the beginning Measure D fund balance is greater than $300,000 or disbursements in the prior
fiscal year, whichever is greater, the municipality must allocate and report on the interest earned
on its Measure D funds in that year, leaving that interest in the Measure D account.
A member agency shall present a written expenditure plan to the Recycling Board if the
unspent balance exceeds the sum of the member agency’s last eight (8) quarterly per
Capita disbursements at the end of any fiscal year. If the member agency fails to provide the
written plan or does not receive approval, the member agency is ineligible to receive further
disbursements until the plan is approved by the Recycling Board. The forfeited monies shall
be disbursed to the remaining eligible member agencies on a per capita basis.

Resolution
RB 2006-12

5. Recycling Fund
Accounting

Recycling fund disbursement may be accounted for through a separate account or a
pooled account with a separate and distinct account code.

Resolution
RB 2006-12

6. Recycled Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP) Program
Requirements

Member agencies accumulation more than their last two (2) years’ worth of RPPP funds
need to obtain approval from Authority staff for planned uses of funds prior to receiving
additional disbursements. If the plan is not implemented by the date indicated, no further
disbursements will be made until those funds are used.

Memorandum
approved on
December 9,
2004

D. General Compliance (All Entities Receiving Measure D Monies)
1. Compliance
with Restriction
Against Use of
Fund Monies for
Contracts Longer
than Five Years
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Contracts using Recycling Fund monies shall be made for periods of not more than five (5)
years, except that, upon a finding of the Recycling Board that a longer period is necessary
in order to capitalize a specific project, the Recycling Board may vote to allow a particular
contract to be made for a period of not more than ten (10) years. No contract using
Recycling Fund monies shall provide for an option to renew or any similar provision that
would result in the extension of a contract, on a less than fully competitive basis, for a
cumulative period of more than five (5) years or, in the case of a contract which the
Recycling Board has authorized to be made for a longer period for purposes of
capitalization, more than ten (10) years.
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Appendix B

Measure D Recycling Board Decisions and Memoranda
The Recycling Board passed seven (7) resolutions, one (1) memorandum, and one (1) motion pertaining
to the Measure D “per capita” and Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) programs. These
resolutions and the memorandum, provide guidelines and policies related to the distribution, reporting,
fund limits, and accounting of Measure D “per capita” and RPPP program funds. The following list
summarizes these nine (9) policies, procedures, and rules:
•

Resolution Number RB 94-27 – Adoption of policies for the population distribution of “per capita”
funds using California Department of Finance census data, bi-annually

•

Resolution Number RB 96-04 – Adoption of guidelines and policies for the distribution of “leftover”
RPPP program funds

•

Resolution Number RB 98-3 – Adoption of policies and procedures for implementation of subsection
64.060(D) of Measure D, relating to use of recycling fund monies for contracts longer than five years

•

Resolution Number RB 2003-10 – Adoption of municipal eligibility to receive Recycling Fund per
capita disbursements

•

Resolution Number RB 2003-11 – Adoption of policies, rules, and procedures based on the
Five Year Audit, relating to Recycling Fund “per capita” fund expenditures, monitoring, and
reporting by member agencies

•

Resolution Number RB 2006-12 – Adoption of rules regarding member agency accounting and
fund balances of Recycling Fund “per capita” allocations

•

Memorandum dated December 1, 2004 – Adoption of rules for RPPP fund balance limits and
future distributions of RPPP funds to member agencies1

•

Motion dated November 8, 2012 – Adoption of policy regarding adequate commercial
recycling program

•

Resolution 2014-2 – Adoption of policy regarding fund balances of Recycling Fund per
Capita Allocations.

We provide copies of each of these nine (9) documents in the remainder of this appendix.

1

Approved by the Recycling Board at their December 9, 2004, Recycling Board meeting.
© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Resolution Number RB 96-04
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Resolution Number RB 96-04 (continued)
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Resolution Number RB 98-3
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Resolution Number RB 98-3 (continued)
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Resolution Number RB 2003-11 (continued)
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Resolution Number RB 2006-12 (continued)
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Memorandum Dated December 1, 2004
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Memorandum Dated December 1, 2004 (continued)
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Motion dated November 8, 2012 (continued)
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© 2020 Crowe LLP

B-20

Page 19 of 21

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

Exhibit B-1
Resolution Number RB 2014-02

© 2020 Crowe LLP

B-21

Page 20 of 21

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

Exhibit B-1
Resolution Number RB 2014-02 (continued)

© 2020 Crowe LLP

B-22

Page 21 of 21

www.crowe.com

Appendix C

Overview of
Member Agencies

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

C-1

Appendix C

Overview of Member Agencies
In this appendix, we provide an overview of the sixteen (16) member agencies that received Measure D
monies from the Recycling Board during Phase I of the Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit. These
sixteen (16) currently eligible member agencies included:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

City of Alameda
City of Albany
City of Berkeley
City of Dublin
City of Emeryville
City of Fremont
City of Hayward
City of Livermore

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

City of Newark
City of Oakland
City of Piedmont
City of Pleasanton
City of San Leandro
City of Union City
Castro Valley Sanitary District
Oro Loma Sanitary District.

We provide member agency data, including populations used for Measure D “per capita” distributions;
franchised recycling haulers; programmatic efforts; reporting requirements; and an overview of accounting
practices. This appendix is organized into the following four (4) subsections:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Member Agency Population Data
Member Agency Recycling Program
Member Agency Reporting Requirements
Member Agency Measure D Accounting.

A. Member Agency Population Data
Exhibit C-1 lists the 2016 and 2018 populations of the member agencies. In 2018, the largest member
agency, the City of Oakland, had a 2018 population approximately 38 times larger than the two smallest
member agencies, the Cites of Emeryville and Piedmont.
The Recycling Board bases distribution of Measure D “per capita” funds, to member agencies, on census
information. Population adjustments, used for the “per capita” distribution, occur every other year. The
Recycling Board used year 2016 population data for Measure D “per capita” allocation purposes for fiscal
year 2016/17 and quarters one, two, and three of fiscal year 2017/18. The Recycling Board used year
2018 population data for Measure D “per capita” allocation purposes for fiscal year 2018/19.
The Board adjusted the populations to reflect 40 percent of San Leandro’s population located within Oro
Loma Sanitary District’s service area.
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Exhibit C-1
Member Agencies
Population Data Used for “Per Capita” Allocations of Measure D Funds
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
FY 2016/17 Q1 - 4,
FY 2017/18 Q1 - Q3
Member Agency

2016
Populationa

Percent of
Total Population

FY 2017/18 Q4,
FY 2018/19 Q1 - Q4
2018
Populationa

Percent of
Total Population

1. City of Alameda

79,277

4.8922%

78,863

4.7713%

2. City of Albany

18,893

1.1659

19,053

1.1527

119,915

7.4000

121,874

7.3735

4. City of Dublin

57,349

3.5390

63,241

3.8262

5. City of Emeryville

11,721

0.7233

11,994

0.7257

6. City of Fremont

229,324

14.1517

235,439

14.2444

7. City of Hayward

158,985

9.8110

162,030

9.8030

8. City of Livermore

88,138

5.4390

91,411

5.5305

9. City of Newark

44,733

2.7605

47,467

2.8718

10. City of Oakland

422,856

26.0946

428,827

25.9446

11. City of Piedmont

11,219

0.6923

11,318

0.6848

12. City of Pleasanton

74,982

4.6272

79,201

4.7918

52,620

3.2472

52,559

3.1799

14. City of Union City

72,952

4.5019

72,991

4.4161

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

55,153

3.4035

54,812

3.3162

122,354

7.5505

121,774

7.3675

3. City of Berkeley

13. City of San

Leandrob

16. Oro Loma Sanitary Districtb
Total

1,620,471

100.0000%

1,652,854

100.0000%

a

Estimated census population data is from Table E-5, California Department of Finance (DOF).
Population is adjusted to reflect updated population figures per DOF.

b

Population reflects a transfer of 40 percent of the City of San Leandro’s population to the Oro Loma Sanitary District.
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Exhibit C-2
Member Agencies Franchised Recycling Haulers
(As of June 2019)
Member Agency

Recycling Hauler(s)

Franchise End Date

1. City of Alameda

Alameda County Industries

9/30/2022

2. City of Albany

Waste Management of Alameda County

10/31/2021

3. City of Berkeley

Ecology Center/City of Berkeley

6/30/2020

4. City of Dublin

Amador Valley Industries

6/30/2020

5. City of Emeryville

Waste Management of Alameda County

12/31/2020

6. City of Fremont

Republic Services

6/30/2029

7. City of Hayward

Tri-CED (subcontractor to Waste
Management of Alameda County)

2/28/2022

8. City of Livermore

Livermore Sanitation Inc.

7/1/2020

9. City of Newark

Republic Services

5/31/2023

10. City of Oakland

Waste Management of Alameda County /
California Waste Solutions

11. City of Piedmont

Richmond Sanitary

6/30/2028

12. City of Pleasanton

Pleasanton Garbage Service

6/30/2029

13. City of San Leandro

Alameda County Industries

1/31/2025

14. City of Union City

Tri-CED / Republic Services

06/30/2025, 06/30/2025

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

Waste Management of Alameda County

4/30/2019, 8/31/2024

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

Waste Management of Alameda County

8/31/2024

6/30/2025, 6/30/2035

B. Member Agency Recycling Program
Each member agency receiving Measure D monies must provide a residential recycling program (Measure
D, Subsection 64.090) and make available an adequate commercial recycling program (Measure D,
Subsection 64.100). Most member agencies utilize their recycling hauler for both residential and
commercial recycling efforts. Exhibit C-2 shows each member agency’s recycling hauler(s) and franchise
expiration date(s) as of June 2019.
We show member agency diversion, and source reduction, programmatic efforts in Exhibit C-3. The
Recycling Board strongly promotes these ordinances, policies, and programs. Member agencies have
unanimously accepted the Civic Green Building and Residential and Commercial Food Waste Collection
programs. The Recycling Board, and member agencies, all have adopted a 75 percent diversion policy
(each member agency’s City Council or Board formally adopted this diversion goal). The Recycling Board
and all member agencies have adopted an environmental preferable purchasing policy.
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Exhibit C-3
Member Agencies Programmatic Efforts
(As of June 2019)
Construct.
and Demo
(C&D)
Ordinance

Civic Bay
Friendly
Landscaping

Civic
Green
Building

Enviro.
Preferable
Purchasing
Policy

Residential
Food
Waste
Collection

Commercial
Food Waste
Collection

75%
Diversion
Policy

1. City of Alameda

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

2. City of Albany

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

3. City of Berkeley

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

4. City of Dublin

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

5. City of Emeryville

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

6. City of Fremont

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

7. City of Hayward

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

8. City of Livermore

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

9. City of Newark

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

10. City of Oakland

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

11. City of Piedmont

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

12. City of Pleasanton

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

13. City of San Leandro

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

14. City of Union City

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Number of Member
Agencies with Program

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

Member Agency
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C. Member Agency Reporting Requirements
Member agencies must submit an Annual Measure D Programs Report, based on Resolution Number RB
2003-11, using a standard form adopted by the Recycling Board at the March 10, 2011 meeting1 (see a copy
of this resolution on page B-9). Member agencies submit their Annual Measure D Programs Report
electronically through an online portal.2 We provide a copy of the electronic Annual Measure D Programs
Report forms, used for Phase I, in Exhibit C-5. Member agencies must include their beginning Measure D
fund balance, payments received, expenditures, ending Measure D fund balance, receipts, and supplemental
documentation. Each year, member agencies submit Measure D “per capita” reports in October.
Member agencies that receive Measure D “per capita” funds also are eligible to receive leftover Recycled
Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) funds (Resolution Number RB 96-04, see a copy of this resolution
on page B-3). Member agencies must submit to the Recycling Board a Reporting Form for the RPPP
program if the member agency had a fund balance in the prior fiscal year and/or Application if leftover
funds available for distribution in the preceding year. To qualify for RPPP funding, member agencies must
describe current policies, practices, and accomplishments pertaining to purchasing recycled content
materials. Member agencies submit RPPP reports to the Recycling Board in February or March, of each
year as applicable. A sample RPPP application form is provided in Exhibit C-6, starting on page C-12.

D. Member Agency Measure D Accounting
Member agencies track their year-to-year Measure D fund balance using one of two methods: (1) an
accounting system, or (2) a spreadsheet. Since the prior Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit, most
member agencies that were using spreadsheets and annual reports have transitioned to an accounting
system. Exhibit C-4 presents the methods each member agency uses to account for Measure D “per
capita” funds, and to track Measure D fund balances for reporting purposes.

1

A prior Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit resulted in recommendations for enhancements to the Annual Report and for
required documentation for Indirect Administrative Cost Allocations and for Allocations of Personnel costs. These recommendations
were adopted by the Recycling Board at the March 10, 2011 meeting. These recommendations became effective July 1, 2011 and
were reflected in the Annual Report sent out in August 2012 covering FY 2011/12.

2

The prior Five Year Financial and Compliance Audit resulted a recommendation to develop a method for member agencies to
electronically submit Measure D expense reports online. This recommendation was adopted as part of the September 7, 2017
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meeting. The first electronic submissions were due by October 30, 2017.
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Exhibit C-4
Member Agencies Accounting Practices
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Member Agency

Accounting Method for Measure D “Per Capita Funds

Tracking Method for
Measure D Fund Balances

Revenues

Expenses

1. City of Alameda

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Accounting System

2. City of Albany

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Accounting System

3. City of Berkeley

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Accounting System

4. City of Dublin

Separate Fund
(some pooling)

Separate Fund
(some pooling)

Accounting System

5. City of Emeryville

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

6. City of Fremont

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

7. City of Hayward

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

8. City of Livermore

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

9. City of Newark

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Accounting System

10. City of Oakland

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

11. City of Piedmont

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Spreadsheet

12. City of Pleasanton

Separate Fund
(some pooling)

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

13. City of San Leandro

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System /
Spreadsheet

14. City of Union City

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

Pooled Fund,
Separate Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System /
Spreadsheet

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Separate Fund,
Account Code

Accounting System
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Exhibit C-5
Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Annual Measure D Program Report (continued)
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Annual Recycled Product Preference Program (RPPP) Program Report
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Annual Recycled Product Preference Program (RPPP) Program Report
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Annual Recycled Product Preference Program (RPPP) Program Report
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Appendix D

Selected Member Agency Measure D Compliance Tests
In this appendix, we provide results of our tests of member agency compliance with the following four (4)
Measure D compliance requirements:
1. Measure D Member Agency Interest Reporting Requirement
(see Exhibit D-1 on the next page)
2. Measure D Member Agency Expenditure Plan Requirement and Revision
(see Exhibit D-2 on page D-5)
3. Measure D Member Agency Adequate Commercial Organics Program
(see Exhibit D-3 on page D-8)
4. Measure D Member Agency Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP)
Program Expenditure Approval Requirement (see Exhibit D-4 on page D-11).
As a note, the RPPP Expenditure Approval Requirement, as it currently stands, may not be applicable
going forward. Member agencies did not receive RPPP funds during this five-year review, therefore the
threshold calculation for any reporting would be anything above $0.
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Exhibit D-1
Member Agencies
Test for Interest Reporting Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 1 of 3

Fiscal Year 2016/17
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

Total Est. Population
Based Disbursement
in FY 2015/16

Threshold for
Reporting Interest

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2016/17

Must Report
Interest

Did Report
Interest

$201,460

$300,000

$0

No

No

48,728

300,000

143,697

No

No

3. City of Berkeley

312,047

312,047

338,560

Yes

Yes

4. City of Dublin

142,755

300,000

232,186

No

Yes

28,314

300,000

55,721

No

Yes

6. City of Fremont

590,989

590,989

179

No

No

7. City of Hayward

401,550

401,550

562,761

Yes

Yes

8. City of Livermore

224,710

300,000

479,245

Yes

Yes

9. City of Newark

115,611

300,000

422,365

Yes

Yes

1,072,671

1,072,671

0

No

No

29,044

300,000

6,059

No

No

12. City of Pleasanton

192,909

300,000

380,287

Yes

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

139,883

300,000

203,161

No

Yes

14. City of Union City

189,795

300,000

308,364

Yes

Yes

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

142,679

300,000

0

No

No

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

319,719

319,719

0

No

No

2. City of Albany

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont
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Exhibit D-1
Member Agencies
Test for Interest Reporting Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 2 of 3

Fiscal Year 2017/18
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

Total Est. Population
Based Disbursement
in FY 2016/17

Threshold for
Reporting Interest

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2017/18

Must Report
Interest

Did Report
Interest

$218,496

$300,000

$0

No

No

56,003

300,000

96,443

No

No

3. City of Berkeley

339,445

339,445

229,148

No

Yes

4. City of Dublin

169,993

300,000

330,536

Yes

Yes

34,742

300,000

21,496

No

Yes

6. City of Fremont

679,757

679,757

179

No

No

7. City of Hayward

450,041

450,041

504,314

Yes

Yes

8. City of Livermore

261,258

300,000

374,786

Yes

Yes

9. City of Newark

132,597

300,000

515,668

Yes

Yes

1,253,423

1,253,423

0

No

No

33,255

300,000

5,175

No

No

12. City of Pleasanton

212,253

300,000

389,182

Yes

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

148,951

300,000

187,954

No

Yes

14. City of Union City

216,243

300,000

299,883

No

Yes

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

163,484

300,000

26,373

No

No

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

346,349

346,349

0

No

No

2. City of Albany

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont

© 2020 Crowe LLP

www.crowe.com

Five-Year Financial and Compliance Audit: Fiscal Years 2016/17 – 2018/19

D-4

Exhibit D-1
Member Agencies
Test for Interest Reporting Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 3 of 3

Fiscal Year 2018/19
Total Est. Population
Based Disbursement
in FY 2017/18

Threshold for
Reporting Interest

$249,941

$300,000

59,975

3. City of Berkeley
4. City of Dublin

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2018/19

Must Report
Interest

Did Report
Interest

$0

No

No

300,000

146,650

No

No

378,062

378,062

324,039

No

Yes

186,347

300,000

438,048

Yes

Yes

37,346

300,000

34,166

No

Yes

6. City of Fremont

731,298

731,298

179

No

No

7. City of Hayward

501,239

501,239

584,373

Yes

Yes

8. City of Livermore

281,799

300,000

247,974

No

Yes

9. City of Newark

141,031

300,000

558,089

Yes

Yes

1,344,244

1,344,244

0

No

No

35,618

300,000

5,260

No

No

12. City of Pleasanton

236,400

300,000

363,818

Yes

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

165,897

300,000

171,729

No

Yes

14. City of Union City

231,124

300,000

285,767

No

Yes

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

173,884

300,000

14,667

No

No

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

385,751

385,751

0

No

No

Member Agency

1. City of Alameda
2. City of Albany

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont
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Exhibit D-2
Member Agencies
Test for Expenditure Plan Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 1 of 3

Fiscal Year 2016/17
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

$8 per Capita*

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2016/17

Must Prepare
Expenditure Plan^

Expenditure Plan
Prepared

$634,216

$0

No

N/A

2. City of Albany

151,144

143,697

No

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

959,320

338,560

No

N/A

4. City of Dublin

458,792

232,186

No

N/A

93,768

55,721

No

N/A

6. City of Fremont

1,834,592

179

No

N/A

7. City of Hayward

1,271,880

562,761

No

N/A

8. City of Livermore

705,104

479,245

No

N/A

9. City of Newark

357,864

422,365

Yes

Yes

3,382,848

0

No

N/A

89,752

6,059

No

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

599,856

380,287

No

N/A

13. City of San Leandro

420,960

203,161

No

N/A

14. City of Union City

583,616

308,364

No

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

441,224

0

No

N/A

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

978,832

0

No

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont

* The $8 per capita calculation was based on November 2016 Measure D quarterly disbursement using 2016 census data.
^ Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board revised and replaced “Rule 2” from Resolution #RB 2006-12 with the
following: Any municipality receiving per capita disbursements of Recycling Fund monies under the Alameda County Waste
Reduction and Recycling Act, Section 64.060, shall present to the Board for its approval a written expenditure plan if, at the end of
any fiscal year, that municipality has an unspent balance of such monies that exceeds the amount of $8.00 (eight dollars) multiplied
by the population basis used for the first quarterly disbursement of that fiscal year. Rule 2 applies to the Measure D Annual Reports
submitted after the end of FY 2013/14, and each year thereafter.
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Exhibit D-2
Member Agencies
Test for Expenditure Plan Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 2 of 3

Fiscal Year 2017/18
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

$8 per Capita*

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2017/18

Must Prepare
Expenditure Plan^

Expenditure Plan
Prepared

$634,216

$0

No

N/A

2. City of Albany

151,144

96,443

No

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

959,320

229148

No

N/A

4. City of Dublin

458,792

330,536

No

N/A

93,768

21,496

No

N/A

6. City of Fremont

1,834,592

179

No

N/A

7. City of Hayward

1,271,880

504,314

No

N/A

8. City of Livermore

705,104

374,786

No

N/A

9. City of Newark

357,864

515,668

Yes

Yes

3,382,848

0

No

N/A

89,752

5,175

No

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

599,856

389,182

No

N/A

13. City of San Leandro

420,960

226,053

No

N/A

14. City of Union City

583,616

299,883

No

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

441,224

26,373

No

N/A

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

978,832

0

No

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont

* The $8 per capita calculation was based on November 2016 Measure D quarterly disbursement using 2016 census data.
^ Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board revised and replaced “Rule 2” from Resolution #RB 2006-12 with the
following: Any municipality receiving per capita disbursements of Recycling Fund monies under the Alameda County Waste
Reduction and Recycling Act, Section 64.060, shall present to the Board for its approval a written expenditure plan if, at the end of
any fiscal year, that municipality has an unspent balance of such monies that exceeds the amount of $8.00 (eight dollars) multiplied
by the population basis used for the first quarterly disbursement of that fiscal year. Rule 2 applies to the Measure D Annual Reports
submitted after the end of FY 2013/14, and each year thereafter.
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Exhibit D-2
Member Agencies
Test for Expenditure Plan Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)

Page 3 of 3

Fiscal Year 2018/19
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

$8 per Capita*

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2018/19

Must Prepare
Expenditure Plan^

Expenditure Plan
Prepared

$630,904

$0

No

N/A

2. City of Albany

152,424

146,650

No

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

974,992

324,039

No

N/A

4. City of Dublin

505,928

438,048

No

N/A

95,952

34,166

No

N/A

6. City of Fremont

1,883,512

179

No

N/A

7. City of Hayward

1,296,240

584,373

No

N/A

8. City of Livermore

731,288

247,974

No

N/A

9. City of Newark

379,736

558,089

Yes

Yes

3,430,616

0

No

N/A

90,544

5,260

No

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

633,608

363,818

No

N/A

13. City of San Leandro

420,472

252,260

No

N/A

14. City of Union City

583,928

285,767

No

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

438,496

14,667

No

N/A

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

974,192

0

No

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont

* The $8 per capita calculation was based on November 2017 Measure D quarterly disbursement using 2016 census data.
^ Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board revised and replaced “Rule 2” from Resolution #RB 2006-12 with the
following: Any municipality receiving per capita disbursements of Recycling Fund monies under the Alameda County Waste
Reduction and Recycling Act, Section 64.060, shall present to the Board for its approval a written expenditure plan if, at the end of
any fiscal year, that municipality has an unspent balance of such monies that exceeds the amount of $8.00 (eight dollars) multiplied
by the population basis used for the first quarterly disbursement of that fiscal year. Rule 2 applies to the Measure D Annual Reports
submitted after the end of FY 2013/14, and each year thereafter.
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Exhibit D-3
Member Agencies
Test for Adequate Commercial Recycling Program Requirement – Phase 1
(Phase I Applicable Year: Fiscal Year 2016/17)
Member Agency

1. Participation in
ACWMA Mandatory
Commercial
Recycling Program

1.

City of Alameda

Yes

Yes

N/A

2.

City of Albany

Yes

Yes

N/A

3.

City of Berkeley

Yes

Yes

N/A

4.

City of Dublin

Yes

Yes

N/A

5.

City of Emeryville

Yes

Yes

N/A

6.

City of Fremont

Yes

7.

City of Hayward

Yes

Yes

8.

City of Livermore

Yes

Yes

9.

City of Newark

Yes

Yes

N/A

10. City of Oakland

Yes

Yes

N/A

11. City of Piedmont

Yes

Yes

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

Yes

Yes

N/A

13. City of San Leandro

Yes

14. City of Union City

Yes

Yes

N/A

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A
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Yes

3. Achieve 50%
Participation Rate
in Commercial
Organics Program

If Unmet,
Plans/Efforts to
Meet Criteria

N/A
Yes
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Exhibit D-3
Member Agencies
Test for Adequate Commercial Recycling Program Requirement – Phase 1
(Phase I Applicable Year: Fiscal Year 2017/18)
Member Agency

1. Participation in
ACWMA Mandatory
Commercial
Recycling Program

2. Three Hour Technical
Assistance Work Time,
per Organics
Generating Business

Page 2 of 3

3. Achieve 50%
Participation Rate
in Commercial
Organics Program

If Unmet,
Plans/Efforts to
Meet Criteria

1.

City of Alameda

Yes

Yes

N/A

2.

City of Albany

Yes

Yes

N/A

3.

City of Berkeley

Yes

Yes

N/A

4.

City of Dublin

Yes

Yes

N/A

5.

City of Emeryville

Yes

Yes

N/A

6.

City of Fremont

Yes

Yes

N/A

7.

City of Hayward

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

8.

City of Livermore

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

9.

City of Newark

Yes

Yes

N/A

10. City of Oakland

Yes

Yes

N/A

11. City of Piedmont

Yes

Yes

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

Yes

Yes

N/A

13. City of San
Leandro

Yes

N/A

14. City of Union City

Yes

N/A

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A
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Exhibit D-3
Member Agencies
Test for Adequate Commercial Recycling Program Requirement – Phase 1
(Phase I Applicable Year: Fiscal Year 2018/19)

Member Agency

1. Participation in
ACWMA
Mandatory
Commercial
Recycling
Program

2. Three Hour Technical
Assistance Work Time,
per Organics
Generating Business

Page 3 of 3

3. Achieve 50%
Participation Rate
in Commercial
Organics Program

If Unmet,
Plans/Efforts to
Meet Criteria

1.

City of Alameda

Yes

Yes

N/A

2.

City of Albany

Yes

Yes

N/A

3.

City of Berkeley

Yes

Yes

N/A

4.

City of Dublin

Yes

Yes

N/A

5.

City of Emeryville

Yes

Yes

N/A

6.

City of Fremont

Yes

Yes

N/A

7.

City of Hayward

Yes

Yes

N/A

8.

City of Livermore

Yes

Yes

N/A

9.

City of Newark

Yes

Yes

N/A

10. City of Oakland

Yes

Yes

N/A

11. City of Piedmont

Yes

Yes

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

Yes

Yes

N/A

13. City of San Leandro

Yes

Yes

N/A

14. City of Union City

Yes

Yes

N/A

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

Yes

Yes

N/A
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Exhibit D-4
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program – Test for Funding Approval Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Page 1 of 3
Fiscal Year 2016/17
FY 2015/16
RPPP Funds

FY 2016/17
RPPP Funds

Total Prior
Two (2) Years
of RPPP Funds

1. City of Alameda

$0

$0

$0

$0

N/A

2. City of Albany

–

–

–

–

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

–

–

–

47,440

Yes

4. City of Dublin

–

–

–

–

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

–

–

–

–

N/A

6. City of Fremont

–

–

–

–

N/A

7. City of Hayward

–

–

–

3,666

Yes

8. City of Livermore

–

–

–

–

N/A

9. City of Newark

–

–

–

–

N/A

10. City of Oakland

–

–

–

36,925

Yes

11. City of Piedmont

–

–

–

–

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

–

–

–

62

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

–

–

–

–

N/A

14. City of Union City

–

–

–

–

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

–

–

–

15,216

Yes

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

–

–

–

–

N/A

Member Agency

1

Beginning
Fund Balance
FY 2017/18

Approval
Required for
Additional Funds

Member agencies last received annual RPPP distributions in FY 2009/10. Going forward member agencies may apply for a portion
of the remaining RPPP funds unspent in the prior year, as is the case for FY 2017/18.

© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Exhibit D-4
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program – Test for Funding Approval Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Page 2 of 3
Fiscal Year 2017/18
FY 2016/17
RPPP Funds

FY 2017/18
RPPP Funds

Total Prior
Two (2) Years
of RPPP Funds

1. City of Alameda

$0

$0

$0

$0

N/A

2. City of Albany

–

–

–

–

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

–

–

–

21,709

Yes

4. City of Dublin

–

–

–

–

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

–

–

–

–

N/A

6. City of Fremont

–

–

–

–

N/A

7. City of Hayward

–

–

–

3,666

Yes

8. City of Livermore

–

–

–

–

N/A

9. City of Newark

–

–

–

–

N/A

10. City of Oakland

–

–

–

36,925

Yes

11. City of Piedmont

–

–

–

–

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

–

–

–

62

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

–

–

–

–

N/A

14. City of Union City

–

–

–

–

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

–

–

–

14,335

Yes

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

–

–

–

–

N/A

Member Agency

© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Exhibit D-4
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program – Test for Funding Approval Requirement
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Page 3 of 3
Fiscal Year 2018/19
FY 2017/18
RPPP Funds

FY 2018/19
RPPP Funds

Total Prior
Two (2) Years
of RPPP Funds

1. City of Alameda

$0

$0

$0

$0

N/A

2. City of Albany

–

–

–

–

N/A

3. City of Berkeley

–

–

–

21,709

Yes

4. City of Dublin

–

–

–

–

N/A

5. City of Emeryville

–

–

–

–

N/A

6. City of Fremont

–

–

–

–

N/A

7. City of Hayward

–

–

–

3,666

Yes

8. City of Livermore

–

–

–

–

N/A

9. City of Newark

–

–

–

–

N/A

10. City of Oakland

–

–

–

36,925

Yes

11. City of Piedmont

–

–

–

–

N/A

12. City of Pleasanton

–

–

–

62

Yes

13. City of San Leandro

–

–

–

–

N/A

14. City of Union City

–

–

–

–

N/A

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

–

–

–

14,335

Yes

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

–

–

–

–

N/A

Member Agency

© 2020 Crowe LLP
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Fund Balance
FY 2019/20
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Required for
Additional Funds
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Appendix E

Measure D Fund Balances
This appendix provides a summary of Measure D fund balances for the Recycling Board and the member
agencies. These fund balances result from our detailed review of the Recycling Board, and member
agency, finances during this first phase of the Five Year Audit. Subsection 64.040(C) of Measure D
requires an accounting of monies spent by the Recycling Board as part of the Five Year Audit and results
provided in this appendix fulfill this accounting requirement.
This appendix is organized as follows:
A. Recycling Board Fund Balances
B. Member Agency Fund Balances.

A. Recycling Board Fund Balances
The Recycling Board uses eight (8) Measure D program fund accounts. These eight (8) accounts include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Member Agencies
Non-Profit Grant Program
Source Reduction Program
Recycled Product Market Development Program
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program
Discretionary
Administration
Revolving Loan Fund.

Each of these accounts, excluding the revolving loan fund, received Measure D surcharge monies, based
on the Measure D, Subsection 64.060(B) distribution requirements. Member agency (“per capita”),
discretionary, and revolving loan funds generated additional revenues from interest allocations, based on
daily fund balances. The revolving loan fund also generated revenues from loan repayments.
Each of the Recycling Board’s eight (8) funds had expenditures, and carried a balance during the three
fiscal years. These Measure D fund balances are presented in Exhibit E-2, on page E-4.
Exhibit E-1 presents the Measure D surcharge revenues, interest allocations, program expenditures, and
beginning and ending balances of Measure D program funds, for the three (3) fiscal years of, 2016/17,
2017/18, and 2018/19.
The Recycling Board maintained overall fund balances of between $11.07 million and $11.94 million for
the three fiscal years. In fiscal year 2016/17, the Recycling Board performed a fund shift of $1.7 million
from the revolving loan fund to the recycled product market development program. This significantly
increased the fund balance for the recycled product market development program. The discretionary
account carried the largest balance, or approximately $3.5 to $4.1 million for fiscal years 2016/17 and
2017/18, while the recycled product market development program carried the largest balance, or
approximately $3.2 million for fiscal year 2018/19. The member agency “per capita” fund maintained a
near zero balance throughout this period, ending with -$983 in fiscal year 2018/19. The ending Recycling
Board fund balance for the first three fiscal years was $11,941,013.
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Exhibit E-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Changes in Measure D Program Fund Balances
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Member Agency

Source
Reduction
Program

Recycled
Product
Market
Development
Program

Recycled
Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP)
Program

Discretionary

Administration

$2,038,847 $1,066,442

$483,308

$24,898

$3,646,997

$0

Non-Profit
Grant
Program

Member
Agencies

Page 1 of 2
Revolving
Loan Fund

Pre-March
1995

Total

FY 2016/17
Beginning
Fund Balance

$1,512

$2,025,144 $694,981

$9,982,129

Revenues
Measure D
Fees

4,793,312

958,662

958,662

958,662

479,330

1,437,995

-

-

-

9,586,623

(Validated
Percent
Allocation)

50%

10%

10%

10%

5%

15%
(includes
Admin)

0%

0%

0%

100%

10,108

-

-

-

-

62,630

-

21,293

-

94,031

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

763

-

763

Total
Revenues

4,803,420

958,662

958,662

958,662

479,330

1,500,625

-

22,056

-

9,681,417

Expenditures

4,803,372

725,639

655,236

796,706

444,249

1,041,493

-

122,888

-

8,589,583

-

-

-

1,700,000

-

-

-

(1,700,000)

-

-

$1,560

$2,271,870 $1,369,868 $2,345,264

$59,979

$4,106,129

$0

$224,312 $694,981

$11,073,963

$1,560

$2,271,870 $1,369,868 $2,345,264

$59,979

$4,106,129

$0

$224,312 $694,981

$11,073,963

Interest
Other

Transfer in
(out)
Ending
Fund Balance
FY 2017/18
Beginning
Fund Balance
Revenues
Measure D
Fees

5,164,136

1,032,827

1,032,827

1,032,827

516,414

1,549,241

-

-

-

10,328,272

(Validated
Percent
Allocation)

50%

10%

10%

10%

5%

15%
(includes
Admin)

0%

0%

0%

100%

8,254

-

-

-

-

123,216

-

5,310

-

136,780

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Total
Revenues

5,172,390

1,032,827

1,032,827

1,032,827

516,414

1,672,457

-

5,310

-

10,465,052

Expenditures

5,169,430

757,250

741,847

512,434

481,710

2,189,849

-

4,575

-

9,857,095

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$2,547,447 $1,660,848 $2,865,657

$94,683

$3,588,737

$0

$225,047 $694,981

$11,681,920

Interest
Other

Transfer in
(out)
Ending
Fund Balance
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Exhibit E-1
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Changes in Measure D Program Fund Balances
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Member Agency

Recycled
Product
Market
Development
Program

Recycled
Product
Purchase
Preference
(RPPP)
Program

Discretionary

Administration1

$2,547,447 $1,660,848 $2,865,657

$94,683

$3,588,737

$0

Non-Profit
Grant
Program

Member
Agencies

Page 2 of 2

Source
Reduction
Program

Revolving
Loan Fund

Pre-March
1995

Total

FY 2018/19
Beginning
Fund Balance

$4,520

$225,047 $694,981

$11,681,920

Revenues
Measure D
Fees

5,570,885

1,114,177

1,114,177

1,114,177

557,089

1,671,265

-

-

-

11,141,770

(Validated
Percent
Allocation)

50%

10%

10%

10%

5%

15%
(includes
Admin)

0%

0%

0%

100%

15,286

-

-

-

-

213,462

-

3,680

-

232,428

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

(15)

-

(15)

Total
Revenues

5,586,171

1,114,177

1,114,177

1,114,177

557,089

1,884,727

-

3,665

-

11,374,183

Expenditures

5,591,674

681,191

850,175

746,300

515,146

2,729,686

-

918

-

11,115,090

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$2,980,433 $1,924,850 $3,233,534

$136,626

$2,743,778

$0

$227,794 $694,981

$11,941,013

Interest
Other

Transfer in
(out)
Ending
Fund Balance
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Exhibit E-2
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board
Measure D Program Fund Balances
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Account
Number

Program

RB 27

Member Agencies

RB 6C

Beginning Fund Balance
FY 2016/17

FY 2017/18

Ending Fund Balance

FY 2018/19

FY 2018/19

$1,512

$1,560

$4,520

Non-Profit Grant Program

2,038,847

2,271,870

2,547,447

2,980,433

RB 6D

Source Reduction Program

1,066,442

1,369,868

1,660,848

1,924,850

RB 6E

Recycled Product Market
Development Program

483,308

2,345,264

2,865,657

3,233,534

RB 6F

Recycled Product Purchase
Preference (RPPP) Program

24,898

59,979

94,683

136,626

RB 6B

Discretionary (includes Admin)

3,646,997

4,106,129

3,588,737

2,743,778

RB 6A

Administration

0

0

0

0

RB 26

Revolving Loan Fund

2,025,144

224,312

225,047

227,794

694,981

694,981

694,981

694,981

$9,982,129

$11,073,963

$11,681,920

$11,941,013

Pre-March 1995 Funds Collected
Total

$(983)

B. Member Agency Fund Balances
Member agencies receive “per capita” funds on a quarterly basis and may receive RPPP program funds
on an annual basis, depending on fund availability. Member agencies tracked expenditures each year,
accounting for the beginning fund balance, expenditures, and ending fund balance.1 Exhibit E-3 presents
member agency “per capita” fund balances at the beginning and end of Phase I.

1

The fund balance is the amount of funds remaining after expenditures have been deducted from the beginning balance and
revenues received (including interest), in the fiscal year.
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Exhibit E-3
Member Agencies
Measure D “Per Capita” Fund Balances
(Phase I: Fiscal Year 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Fund Balance
as of
June 30, 2016

Plus Monies
Received Over
Three Phase I
Fiscal Years1

Less Monies
Expended Over
Three Phase I
Fiscal Years4

Fund Balance
as of
June 30, 2019

$0

$737,372

$0

$588,447

$148,925

2. City of Albany

143,697

180,417

-

205,865

118,249

3. City of Berkeley

338,560

1,123,978

8,406

973,506

497,438

4. City of Dublin

232,186

570,227

19,953

326,885

495,482

55,721

112,653

1,568

119,365

50,576

6. City of Fremont

179

2,207,333

-

2,207,333

179

7. City of Hayward

562,761

1,491,679

13,689

1,380,982

687,148

8. City of Livermore

479,245

852,218

13,887

1,090,559

254,791

9. City of Newark

422,365

431,939

11,649

246,408

624,618

-

4,048,002

-

4,027,846

20,156

6,059

97,629

-

103,688

-

380,287

712,801

6,922

621,563

478,447

203,161

490,141

11,253

472,292

232,262

308,364

694,230

11,291

760,471

253,414

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

-

523,304

-

519,958

3,346

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

-

1,138,237

-

1,138,237

-

Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

5. City of Emeryville

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont
12. City of Pleasanton
13. City of San

Leandro2 ,3

14. City of Union City

Plus Interest
Income Over
Three Phase I
Fiscal Years

1

The amounts shown in this column do not match the amounts in Exhibit 2-6 due to timing differences between amounts paid by
the Recycling Board and amounts reported on member agency annual reports.

2

The City of San Leandro received three (3) pass-through Measure D payments from the Oro Loma Sanitary District as part of a
separate agreement ($38,098 in FY 2016/17, $42,433 in FY 2017/18, and $44,675 in FY 2018/19). The City of San Leandro’s
beginning Oro Loma fund balance was $84,845 for FY 2016/17. The City of San Leandro expended $60,116 of these separately
accounted for pass-through Measure D monies between FY 2016/17 and FY 2018/19. The FY 2018/19 ending fund balance for
these separate pass-through Measure D funds is $149,935.

3

The City of San Leandro accounted for Measure D funds received on a cash basis during Phase I, then switched to accrual starting
FY 2019/20.

4

The amounts shown in this column reflect total expenses amounts covered by Measure D funds, though allowable expenses
encumbered by the member agency may be larger.
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Exhibit E-4
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Program (RPPP) Fund Balances
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

Fund Balance
as of
June 30, 2017

Plus Monies
Received Over Three
Phase I Fiscal Years1

Less Monies
Expended Over Three
Phase I Fiscal Years

Fund Balance
as of
June 30, 2019

$0

$0

$0

$0

–

–

–

–

47,440

–

25,731

21,709

4. City of Dublin

–

–

–

–

5. City of Emeryville

–

–

–

–

6. City of Fremont

–

–

–

–

7. City of Hayward

3,666

–

–

3,666

8. City of Livermore

–

–

–

–

9. City of Newark

–

–

–

–

36,925

–

–

36,925

–

–

–

–

62

–

–

62

13. City of San Leandro

–

–

–

–

14. City of Union City

–

–

–

–

15,216

–

881

14,335

–

–

–

–

2. City of Albany
3. City of Berkeley

10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont
12. City of Pleasanton

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District
16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

Few member agencies expended their entire Measure D “per capita” funds in any given year. At the end of
Phase I, eleven (11) member agencies had a zero fund balance and an additional member agency had less
than $100. Member agencies’ ending fund balances for Phase I ranged between $0 and $36,925. Member
agencies carried an average fiscal year 2018/19 ending fund balance of approximately $15,339.2
Exhibit E-4 presents member agency recycled product purchase program (RPPP) fund balances at the
beginning and end of Phase I. Fund balances are adjusted to reflect actual RPPP expenditures. Two (2) of
the five (5) member agencies with a fund balance going into Phase I, Cities of Berkeley and Castro Valley
Sanitary District, incurred RPPP expenditures.

2

This ending balance reflects an adjusted $0 balances for those member agencies reporting a negative balance at the end of the
fiscal year. This reflects member agencies inability to carry over a negative balance into the following year.
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Appendix F

Description of Grants Reviewed
The Recycling Board awarded grants to non-profits, providing funding for innovative projects intended to
increase individual and community involvement in recycling and source reduction efforts. As specified in
Subsection 64.060(B) of Measure D, the Recycling Board must allocate ten (10) percent of Measure D
funds to a grant program for non-profit organizations engaged in maximizing recycling, composting, and
waste reduction within the County.
During Phase I of the Five Year Audit, the Recycling Board awarded fifty-one (51) grants through open
procurement cycles totaling $703,266, and eleven (11) contracts awarded for StopWaste.Org program
services totaling $379,785. From these 51 open procurement grants, and 11 program services contracts,
we selected eighteen (18) open procurement grants and six (6) program services contracts for detailed
review and compliance testing.
Exhibit F-1 summarizes the number, and dollar amounts, of grants tested. The eighteen (18) open
procurement grants represent 49 percent of the $703,266 in awards for fiscal years 2016/17 through
2018/19. Open procurement grants we selected for review ranged from $5,000 to $57,500 per award,
totaling $342,500 in awards.
The six (6) program services contracts we selected for review during Phase I accounted for 79 percent of
the $379,785 in awards for fiscal years 2016/17 through 2018/19. Program services contracts we selected
ranged from $20,000 to $88,330 per award, totaling $299,360 in awards.
Overall, $641,860, or 59 percent, of awarded grant funds were selected for review during Phase I.
Exhibit F-1
Summary of Grants Awarded and Tested
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Fiscal Year

Grants Awarded
Number

Amount

Grants Tested
Number

Percent of Awarded
Amount Tested

Amount

Phase I: Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles
2016/17

19

$235,000

7

$110,000

47%

2017/18

10

125,000

4

55,000

44%

2018/19

22

343,266

7

177,500

52%

Subtotal

51

$703,266

18

$342,500

49%

Phase I: Grants Awarded as Contracts for Program Services Needed by StopWaste
2016/17

4

$203,860

3

$195,360

96%

2017/18

4

109,000

3

104,000

95%

2018/19

3

66,925

0

0

0%

Subtotal

11

$379,785

6

$299,360

79%

Total

62

$1,083,051

24

$641,860

59%
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We conducted telephone interviews or email correspondence with select grant funds recipients and Board
contract managers, during August and September 2020 for Phase I in an effort to understand their
operations and expenditures related to the grants. Grant funds recipients provided the following types of
data and information in support of Measure D grant funding received:
•

Accounting summaries

•

Invoices

•

Activity dates and attendance lists

•

Payroll summaries

•

Check stubs

•

Physical inspections

•

Diversion tracking reports

•

Project deliverables (e.g., final reports)

•

Educational and promotional materials

•

Project narratives

•

Expenditure summaries

•

Promotional material samples

•

Progress and final project reports

•

Supplemental documentation.

Exhibit F-2 provides a summary of the twenty-four (24) grant funds recipients selected for our compliance
review during Phase I. In the remainder of this appendix, we provide an overview of each of the grants and
contracts we reviewed, specific findings related to the grant or contract, and our conclusions concerning
whether the grant funds recipient met Measure D requirements. The remainder of this appendix is
organized as follows:
A. Recipients of Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles
B. Recipients of Grants Awarded for Needed StopWaste Program Services.

A. Recipient of Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles
Below, we describe our findings for the 18 open procurement grants we reviewed, organized by the fiscal
year that the Recycling Board awarded the grant.

Fiscal Year 2016/17
1. Food Craft Institute was awarded a $5,000 grant to support the food waste prevention, recycling,
and outreach efforts at the Eat Real Festival, a Food Craft Institute program. The Eat Real Festival
provides recognition to local food entrepreneurs and educates the public about the food system.
Proceeds of approximately 75,000 attendees from the Eat Real Festival fund the Food Craft Institute,
a nonprofit organization that provides education to food business owners. Grant funding is to
implement actions to decrease the total amount of waste generated at the festival, increase the use
of compostable paper products, and educate attendees about reducing food waste.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, and the final report that included project metrics such as waste reduction and
diversion, outreach activities, lessons learned, September 2017 social media campaign activities,
and potential improvements for the subsequent festival. The requirements for payment were verified.
We determined Food Craft Institute complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with
Measure D requirements.
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Exhibit F-2
Non Profit Grant Recipient Summary
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Fiscal
Year

Grant Recipient

Grant Purpose(s)

Page 1 of 3
Validated Recycling
Board Disbursements
to Grant Recipient

Total
Award
Amount

Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles
1. Food Craft Institute

Support promotion of food waste
prevention through the Eat Real Festival.

2. The Art of Living
Foundation

$5,000

$5,000

Support the implementation of various
recycling community outreach efforts in
the Fremont area.

5,000

5,000

3. San Pablo Avenue
Golden Gate
Improvement
Association

Support the implementation of recycling
and source reduction outreach efforts for
low-income and underserved
communities.

2,500
2,500
5,000

5,000

4. Waterside
Workshops

Support the continuity of Waterside
Workshops’ Street Levels Cycles
services, which provides a full-service
bike shop that uses 100 percent discarded
bicycles and provides bicycle repair
training.

7,500
7,500
15,000

15,000

5. MedShare
International

Purchase a new forklift to facilitate
movement of medical supplies for reuse.

45,000
5,000
50,000

50,000

6. The Plant
Exchange

Support the purchase of a delivery van to
enable year-round plant donations for
reuse.

10,000
3,000
1,871
129
15,000

15,000

7. Loved Twice

Support the reduction of waste through
collecting and distributing gently used
baby garments.

7,500
7,500
15,000

15,000

8. Kid Scoop News

Development and distribution of recycling
and source reduction education material
to elementary school children within their
classrooms.

3,000
2,000
5,000

5,000

2016/17

2017/18

9. Habitot Children’s
Museum

Refurbish and expand the Recycling
Center exhibit at the Habitot Children’s
Museum.

10,000
3,000
1,871
129
15,000 (open)

10. Grateful
Gatherings

Support staffing to increase the number of
homes that can be furnished with gently
used furniture and household goods.

5,000
5,000
10,000

10,000

11. MedShare
International

Support expansion of the medical supply
recovery program.

15,000
5,000
20,000

20,000
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Exhibit F-2
Non Profit Grant Recipient Summary
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Fiscal
Year

Grant Recipient

Grant Purpose(s)

Page 2 of 3
Validated Recycling
Board Disbursements
to Grant Recipient

Total
Award
Amount

Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles (continued)

12. St. Vincent de Paul

Support the relocation and startup costs for
St. Vincent de Paul who lost their lease and
required to relocate. St. Vincent de Paul is a
non-profit that recycles mattresses as part of
their core operations.

13. Urban University

Support staffing and supplies for the
Urban University store, which sells
gently used items from donations.

14. Berkeley Ecology
Center

Support the Berkeley Reusable Foodware
Pilot project that promotes reduction of
disposable foodware.

15,000
15,000
15,000
45,000

45,000

15. Hively

Support staffing to manage the Hively
donation center.

10,000 (open)

15,000

16. Reuse Alliance

Support the improvement and updating of
the reuse, repair, and redistribution
resources database.

7,500
6,000
6,500
20,000

20,000

17. Habitat for
Humanity

To raise awareness for the ReStore in
Oakland through outreach and advertising.

18. Upstream Policy
Institute

To support facilitation of regional
Reusable Cup and Container Steering
Committee meetings

2018/19

51,466
6,034
57,500

5,000 (open)

10,000

5,000 (open)

10,000

17,500 (open)

20,000

Subtotal Grants Awarded Through Open Procurement Cycles
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Exhibit F-2
Non Profit Grant Recipient Summary
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19) (continued)
Fiscal
Year

Grant Recipient

Grant Purpose(s)

Page 3 of 3
Validated Recycling
Board Disbursements
to Grant Recipient

Total
Award
Amount

Grants Awarded for Needed StopWaste Program Services

Development of StopWaste’s Five Year
Programmatic Review and Evaluation
report dated December 2017.

$7,654
2,369
6,136
6,530
9,161
11,061
10,810
5,429
8,227
11,134
6,054
3,565
88,128

$88,330

20. SCS Engineers

Development of StopWaste’s FY 2017/18
Waste Characterization Study.

8,350
23,430
41,412
13,838
87,030

87,030

21. Build it Green

Development of the beta version of the
GreenPoint Rated (GPR) manual, as well
as drafting a marketing plan to promote
green buildings.

20,000

20,000

22. Stealth Marketing

Provide inspection services related to the
compliance of the Mandatory Recycling
Ordinance (MRO) and Reusable Bag
Ordinance (RBO), as well as gather
related metrics.

17,000
17,000
10,450
6,550
51,000

51,000

23. Clean Water Fund

Implementation of the ReThink
Disposable campaign in Alameda County
to engage food service establishments to
reduce disposable food service packaging
and transition to reusable alternatives.

4,074
5,388
10,538
20,000

20,000

24. Fairbank, Maslin,
Maullin, Metz, &
Associates

Conduct a countywide benchmark survey
of 400 Alameda County residents as well
as provide analysis of historical food
waste reduction.

32,000

33,000

19. HF&H
Consultants, LLC

2016/17

2017/18

Subtotal Grants Awarded for Needed StopWaste Program Services

$299,360

Total

$641,860
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2. The Art of Living Foundation is a volunteer-based, humanitarian and educational non-governmental
organization that offers stress-elimination and self-development programs on breathing techniques,
mediation and yoga. The $5,000 grant awarded in 2017 is to support implementation of recycling
outreach efforts in the Fremont area. Funded activities included hosting an interactive presentation
by the StopWaste Community Outreach Associate (COA), have the StopWaste COA talk about a
recycling initiative at an Art of Living Foundation board meeting, electronically distribute informational
videos through the Art of Living Bay Area mailing list, collect pledges for community members
interested in recycling and distribute compost pails to community members, as well as making social
media posts on the City of Fremont Facebook page.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, email communications, storyboards that were developed, sign-in sheets of a
hosted recycling workshop, Art of Living Foundation board meeting summaries, distribution of
informational videos that included distribution dates, audience number, and the number of views,
pledge drive documentation, and social media posts that included pictures of community members
pledging to use their green bin, sorting tips, pictures/posts connecting compost to gardening, links to
resources on ReadySetRecycle.org, promotion for the community workshop, pictures of the
community workshop, and sharing StopWaste posts that pertain to composting. There was an
exception made for the less than expected attendees at the recycling workshop. We determined that
the Art of Living Foundation complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with
Measure D requirements.
3. San Pablo Avenue Golden Gate Improvement Association (SPAGGIA) implemented outreach efforts
to the low-income and underserved communities as a result of the $5,000 grant with activities
spanning between 2017 and 2018. The grant activities included hosting an interactive presentation
for the StopWaste Community Outreach Coordinator (COA) to speak at, inviting the StopWaste COA
to discuss a recycling initiative at a SPAGGIA board meeting, electronically distribute informational
videos using the SPAGGIA mailing list, add the videos to the SPAGGIA website and track the
number of views, and work with the Charles Porter Recreation Center to set up an organics service
and establish a sufficient three stream indoor infrastructure to recover organics and recyclables.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, support for the grant deliverable report that included the number of people at the
meeting as well as a description of the meeting, number of people at the March 21, 2018 SPAGGIA
board meeting along with a description of the recycling discussions conducted, the viewing metrics for
the distributed videos such as the number of people distributed to and the number of views, list of
signatures as a result of the six-month pledge drive, and social media posts made in early 2018. We
determined that the SPAGGIA complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied
with Measure D requirements.
4. Waterside Workshops was awarded a $15,000 grant in 2017 to continue Street Levels Cycles
services. Street Level Cycles provides a full-service bike shop that operates on 100 percent
discarded bicycles and provides bicycle repair training. The grant funds were used to expand their
bicycle repair and reuse program to increase the number of low-income level at-risk youth in the
City of Berkeley participating in their program. Specifically, funds were used for salaries for staff
positions for shop operations and supplies related to promotions, outreach and education
programs, and collection improvements for reuse projects.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, and the final report that included 8 months of data consisting of the number of
bicycles, organizations where bicycle parts were sourced from, number of repairs made and
redistributed to the community, number of visitors at their shop, which included lessons learned
and next steps. We determined that Waterside Workshops complied with the terms and conditions
of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
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5. MedShare is a national non-profit organization that recovers surplus medical supplies and equipment
from hospitals and manufacturers, and redistributes them for reuse. In Alameda County, MedShare
sources essential, surplus medical supplies and equipment from County hospitals, and delivers them
directly to underserved populations worldwide, which support medical waste diversion. The $50,000
grant awarded in 2017 provided funding for a new forklift which enabled MedShare to expand their
footprint for equipment and supply storage, and ultimately to increase operational efficiency.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, two cost estimates for fork lifts, listing of Alameda County facilities that MedShare
collected medical supplies from, one year of baseline data that included collected volumes, forklift lien
documentation, photographs of the purchased forklifts, diversion data for six months after the purchase
of the forklift. We determined that MedShare complied with the terms and conditions of the grant
and complied with Measure D requirements.
6. The Plant Exchange encourages source sharing, reuse, recycling, and organic living. Their
mission is to encourage green practices and support Oakland’s designation as one of the greenest
cities in the country. They support other non-profits and community groups by re-distributing
excess plants and trees. The $15,000 grant awarded in 2017 funded the purchase of a delivery
van that enabled regular, year-round collection of donations.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, W-9, completed vehicle lien documentation, proof of vehicle insurance, vehicle
certificate of title, one year of baseline data that included the number of donation pick-ups, number of
plants donated, and total plant sales, and one year of similar data after the purchase of the van
summarized in a final report. We determined that The Plant Exchange complied with the terms and
conditions of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
7. Loved Twice offers clothes to newborns in need, providing quality recycled baby clothing for the
first year of life. Loved twice collects baby wear, sorts these garments into one-year wardrobes-ina-box, and distributes them through licensed social workers in hospitals, shelters, and clinics in
underserved neighborhoods. The Recycling Board awarded Loved Twice a grant of $15,000 in 2017
to partially fund salaries, volunteer coordination activities, and coordinate community needs with
Alameda County social service agencies.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, certificate of liability insurance, W-9, completed final report that included lessons
learned and next steps, submissions of public information responses (articles, TV interviews), metrics
to include the total amount of materials donated for reused (in tons) for the 10 month period, a listing of
hospitals and facilities that received reused clothes and number of boxes distributed to each facility
(during a 10-month period). We determined that Loved Twice complied with the terms and conditions
of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.

Fiscal Year 2017/18
8. Kid Scoop News (KSN) is an education non-profit based that serves low-income children lead healthy
and productive lives. KSN helps reduce waste in Alameda County through providing effective recycling
and reuse education directly into classrooms and homes. KSN was awarded $5,000 in 2018 to provide
classroom recycling and source reduction education material to elementary school children.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, proof of insurance that covered the grant service period, W-9, list of Alameda
County schools and number of classrooms receiving Kid Scoop News, outreach plan to reach three
additional schools in Hayward, Newark, and Union City students, draft outline for monthly Kid Scoop
News Earth Tips, April 2018 status report to include new classrooms receiving Kid Scoop News, list of
schools, including the number of classrooms and schools who received Kid Scoop News in 2018, as
well as lessons learned that included outreach barriers. We determined that Kids Scoop News
complied with the terms and conditions of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.
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9. Habitot Children’s Museum operates a hands-on discovery museum in Berkeley for infants,
toddlers, and preschoolers. Habitot Children’s Museum is the only Bay Area community institution
exclusive for ages up to 6 years old. The $15,000 grant in 2018 was to fund refurbishing and
expansion of Habitot’s Recycling Center exhibit, combined with a public awareness campaign
covering waste reduction, best practices in reducing food waste, creative reuse ideas and new
information relating to recycling and composting.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, signed contract between Habitot and the selected exhibit fabricator, installation
dates, final draft exhibit drawings submitted for review by StopWaste, photos of the completed exhibit,
designs and verbiage of educational signage, documentation of a site tour by StopWaste grant
manager, status reports that included articles and informational handouts, schedule for parent-child
workshops, and schedule of social media content, metrics for the duration of the exhibit display,
summary of workshops, summary of additional program elements, and lessons learned. We
determined that Habitot Children’s Museum complied with the terms and conditions of the grant, and
complied with Measure D requirements.
10. Grateful Gatherings’ mission is to improve lives by providing gently used furniture and household
goods to furnish living spaces occupied by low-income families transitioning out of homelessness,
crisis and poverty. The $10,000 grant funding awarded in 2018 partially funded the expansion of staff
to increase the number of furnished homes.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, methodology to estimate amounts of reused items distributed per household, six
months of data during grant funding period that included the total number of homes, by city, in Alameda
County that received services, estimated amount of materials donated for reuse, and documentation of
furnished homes. We determined that Grateful Gatherings complied with the terms and conditions of
the grant and complied with Measure D requirements for the first payment.
11. MedShare is a national non-profit organization that recovers surplus medical supplies and
equipment from hospitals and manufacturers, and redistributes them for reuse. MedShare sources
essential, surplus medical supplies and equipment from Alameda County hospitals, and delivers
them directly to underserved populations worldwide, which support medical waste diversion. The
$20,000 grant awarded in 2018 provided funding to support MedShare’s expansion of their
medical supply recovery program.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, certificate of liability
insurance, approved invoices, invoice payments, list of Alameda County-based health care facilities,
hospitals, and clinics MedShare collected medical supplies for reuse, baseline data for a one-year
period prior to the grant, to include the volume of materials collected in Alameda County, updated list of
all Alameda County-based health care facilities, hospitals, and clinics (name, contact, address), and
diversion data reflecting the grant period. We determined that MedShare complied with the terms
and conditions of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
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Fiscal Year 2018/19
12. The St. Vincent de Paul (SVdP) is a non-profit organization that provides emergency and
homeless services, and affordable housing in Alameda County. As part of this effort, they operate
a recycling program. Mattress recycling is a key aspect of their program, and has a mattress
company, DR3, that collect and disassembles mattresses and box springs for recycling. Proceeds
with mattress recycling go towards services for the homeless. The Recycling Board awarded
SVdP a grant of $57,500 in 2018 (with an end date extension, Jan 2019 to Jan 2020) to partially
reimburse the relocation and re-startup costs for SVdP who lost their long-term lease and was
required to relocate. The new facility has increased capacity for recycling, but required building
inspections, structural and electrical work, and equipment transportation and installation.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, contract extension, project timeline, project budget,
certificate of liability insurance, approved invoices, invoice payments, W-9, signed lease agreement at
7041 Los Positas Road (Livermore), supporting receipts, City of Livermore final building inspection
documents for approval to operate, completed architectural and electrical plans for upgrades,
documentation of transportation of recycling and other equipment from Oakland to Livermore,
new/updated business license, documentation for electrical upgrades for equipment operation and
code, and photographs of installed equipment and the facility. We determined that St. Vincent de Paul
complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
13. Urban University is a non-profit organization that provides workforce development training,
coaching and employment opportunities with a focus on single moms. Urban University provides
on the job training at their reuse social enterprise store in Oakland where lightly used items
(furniture and boutique) are donated for resale. The $10,000 grant awarded in 2019 was to fund a
portion of the salaries for staff operating the Oakland reuse shop, promotional supplies, education
and outreach programs, and to improve donation collection.
The grant remains open and $5,000 has been invoiced and paid at the time of this review. We
reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, certificate of liability
insurance, approved invoices, invoice payments, a report showing a 12-month period prior reflecting
sales and volumes of donated items. We determined that Urban University complied with the terms
and conditions of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
14. Berkeley Ecology Center (Ecology Center) is a non-profit organization located in Berkeley that
focuses on improving the health and the environmental impacts of urban residents. The Ecology
Center services include supporting farmers’ markets, residential curbside recycling, classes and
workshops, Youth Environmental Academy, book and DVD library, a seed library, store for
sustainable living, and a demonstration house and garden. The Ecology Center also coordinates
the Berkeley Food Policy Council, the Berkeley Climate Action Coalition, and the California
Alliance of Farmers’ Markets. Additionally, the Ecology Center leads Market Match, an innovative
nutrition incentive program that doubles the value of “food stamps” at farmers’ markets across
California. The Ecology Center was awarded $45,000 in 2019 to fund a portion of the Berkeley
Reusable Food Ware Pilot project that includes Ecology Center staff and contractor expenses.
The pilot expands on the recently passed Berkeley’s Single Use Disposable and Litter Reduction
Ordinance through the development of a reusable foodware pilot to further reduce single-use
disposable foodware and create a model for city-wide and regional adoption.
At the time of this review, the entire $45,000 in grant expenses has been invoiced, but only $30,000
was approved and paid. We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project
budget, certificate of liability insurance, approved invoices, invoice payments, and costs between the
Ecology Center and Vessel Works (selected reusable cup vendor), a map showing the required
minimum of 10 pilot participants, outreach and marketing materials for pilot project, and a detailed
Ecology Center budget showing grant funds as part of their total budget. We determined that
Berkeley Ecology Center complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with
Measure D requirements.
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15. Hively provides social services to low-income children and families in Pleasanton and Oakland.
Hively provides assistance to find and pay for childcare, educates parents and supports early
education for their children, and provides guidance and training for starting childcare businesses.
As part of these efforts, Hively operates a donation store. The $15,000 grant awarded in 2019 is to
pay for a portion of the salary of a part-time staff to receive, organize, and store goods/donations,
operate the store, to secure a storage unit, metal shelving, and storage bins for overflow
donations. The Hively store is a facility where donations are available for families in need.
The grant remains open and $10,000 has been invoiced and paid at the time of this review. We
reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, certificate of liability
insurance, approved invoices, invoice payments, a signed month-to-month storage lease in Dublin,
resume of partially funded staff person to verify qualifications. The report required after six months of
the close of grant activities was not submitted as the grant is still open at the time of this review. When
submitted, the report should include a summary of donations from corporations and the community, the
number of families/individuals that utilized the Hively donation store since the start of grant activities.
We determined that Hively complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with
Measure D requirements.
16. Reuse Alliance, Inc. provides data collection and community building services to promote the
reuse community. Reuse Alliance was awarded $20,000 in 2019 to improve and update
StopWaste’s reuse, repair, and redistribution resources (RecycleWhere) database through
performing the following tasks: (1) Review all fields and attributes with StopWaste personnel to
provide guidance and recommendations relating to data structure and inputs, (2) create Reuse
and Repair Category objectives, (3) scrub and cleanse data, (4) integrate and de-duplicate data,
(5) verify data using online resources, (6) and document best practices.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline, project budget, approved invoices,
invoice payments, communication involving meetings with StopWaste, a final report that summarized
activities such as nearly doubling the number of recycling and disposal vendors through a data
collection effort, updated the reuse item list. Recommendations included improving data categorization,
refining waste/reuse hierarchy, using accepted databasing standards, and data maintenance
suggestions. We determined that Reuse Alliance, Inc. complied with the terms and conditions of
the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
17. Habitat for Humanity East Bay/Silicon Valley (Habitat for Humanity) operates a home improvement
reuse store in Oakland called the ReStore Oakland that accepts used and manufacturer discards
such as appliances, furniture, hardware, and other building materials. These donated items are
sold at discounted rates to the general public. The sales from the store raise funds for Habitat for
Humanity to build affordable housing in the Bay Area. The Recycling Board awarded Habitat for
Humanity a $10,000 grant to fund an awareness campaign for the ReStore in Oakland through
outreach and advertising through social media (a Facebook campaign).
The grant remains open and $5,000 has been invoiced and paid at the time of this review. We
reviewed the application, executed contract, certificate of liability insurance, W-9, project timeline and
delivery dates, project budget, approved invoices, invoice payments, draft advertisements for reuse,
mattresses, and paint, and reviewed an excel document showing daily tonnages for a 12-month period
from February 2019 through January 2020. Support for the last task is pending submission as the
grant remains open, which requires eight (8) months of data after the start of grant activities to include
sales data, tonnages at the ReStore in Oakland, and a final report to summarize grant activities,
outcomes, and lessons learned. We determined that Habitat for Humanity East Bay/Silicon Valley
complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
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18. Upstream helps businesses to eliminate single-use and to promote reuse for customers, support
community leaders to pass reuse ordinances that focus on disposable-free sit-down dining and to
promote innovation on reusable to-go containers, and conducts reuse outreach and education
campaigns. Upstream was awarded $20,000 in grant funding in 2019 to facilitate a regional
reusable cup and container steering committee.
The grant remains open and $17,500 has been invoiced and paid at the time of this review. We
reviewed the application, executed contract, project timeline and delivery dates, project budget,
approved invoices, and invoice payments. We also reviewed two progress reports, the first one
summarized the first two (2) steering committee meetings that included agendas, participants, minutes,
a matrix of policies that have been implemented, the second report summarized the subsequent seven
(7) meetings that included progress towards creation of a regional cup and container sharing system in
the Bay Area. As the grant remains open, the final report has not been submitted. The final report
should include a summary of the meetings, actions, and decisions of the facilitated meetings. We
determined that Upstream complied with the terms and conditions of the grant and complied with
Measure D requirements.

B. Recipient of Grants Awarded for Needed StopWaste
Program Services
Below, we describe our findings for the six (6) program services grants we reviewed, organized by the
fiscal year that the Recycling Board awarded the grant funds.

Fiscal Year 2016/17
1. Hilton, Farnkopf, & Hobson, LLC (HF&H) provides consulting services related to solid waste,
water, sewer, and stormwater programs. Recycling and solid waste services areas include
procurement and contract services, cost-of-service and rate studies, compliance reviews and
audits, strategic and diversion planning services. Water, sewer, and stormwater services include
rate and connection fee studies, financial plans and cost-of-service analysis, cost allocation
studies, and litigation support. HF&H was awarded a $88,330 grant in 2016 to develop
StopWaste’s Five Year Programmatic Review and Evaluation (Review). The Review is to provide
information and analysis to support StopWaste’s current and future strategic planning efforts,
including to measure progress towards StopWaste’s “Good Stuff in Garbage” (GSIG) goal and to
support strategic planning past 2020.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, planned activities, project timeline and delivery dates,
project budget, approved invoices, proof of insurance, and invoice payments. We compared proposed
billing rates to actual billing rates. We also reviewed the Five Year Programmatic Review and
Evaluation dated December 2017 that included the following sections: (1) Introduction, (2)
Challenges and Opportunities, (3) Metrics for Measuring Success, (4) Understanding the
Remaining Disposal Stream, and (5) Ultimate Disposition of Discards. The data and content
provided in the report aligned with StopWaste’s recycling and source reduction efforts. We
determined that Hilton, Farnkopf, & Hobson, LLC complied with the terms and conditions of the
grant and complied with Measure D requirements.
2. SCS Engineers is an environmental consulting and contracting firm that provide services related to
solid and hazardous waste management, renewable energy, remediation, and environmental
compliance. The Recycling Board awarded a $87,030 grant to SCS Engineers in 2016 to provide
a waste characterization service through (1) gathering total disposed waste flow information on a
countywide level, (2) estimating waste composition through sampling waste composition for
various waste streams, (3) leverage results from existing ACWMA Benchmark Study to the
estimated waste composition, (4) compare 2017 material categorization to the studies performed
in 1990, 1995, 2000, and 2008, (5) compare to the latest Waste Characterization Study, and (6)
measure progress to the <10% by 2020 goal.
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We reviewed the application, executed contract, contract extension, planned activities, project timeline
and delivery dates, project budget, approved invoices, proof of insurance, and invoice payments. We
compared proposed billing rates to actual billing rates. We also reviewed the 2017-18 Alameda County
Waste Characterization Study for coherence with expected tasks, the study included the following
sections: (1) Executive Summary, (2) Introduction, (3) Study Design, (4) Field Methods, and (5)
Results. We reviewed supporting documentation for the study that included various Excel
spreadsheets and we focused on the structure, data, and spot-checked calculations across the
following: sampling plan, sampling schedule, a standardized material data collection form, collected
raw data, jurisdiction to transfer station to landfill flow, and material sorting data including both manual
and visual sorting methods. We determined that SCS Engineers complied with the terms and
conditions of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.
3. Build It Green (BIG) promotes healthy, energy and resource-efficient homes in California through
local government support, professional training, collaboration forums, consumer education, and
green product marketing. The Recycling Board awarded Build It Green a grant of $20,000 to add
to a multi-year effort to redesigning the GreenPoint Rated Existing Home (GPR EH) Certification
Program. The GPR program assesses home efficiency in several categories such as energy
efficiency and water conservation. For this $20,000, BIG is to develop the beta version of the GPR
Elements manual and to develop a draft training and marketing process.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, contract extension, planned activities, project timeline
and delivery dates, project budget, approved invoices, proof of insurance, and invoice payments. We
also received the deliverables report, reviewed the revised GPR manual, marketing plan, GPR existing
home checklists that included points under various categories grouped by outside, inside, kitchen,
bath, renewables, and an overall score. Additionally, we reviewed the plumbing integrity survey
template, marketing statistics, presentations, and flow charts. We determined that Build It Green
complied with the terms and conditions of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.

Fiscal Year 2017/18
4. Stealth Marketing Services, which is part of ContainerPros, provides waste management services
including multiple cart programs, consulting, marketing and sales, and customer management.
They also offer expert experience in route mapping and logistics, and billing and rate confirmations
for residential and commercial operations. Stealth Marketing Services was awarded a $51,000
grant in 2017 (1) to provide inspection services of commercial and multi-family accounts for the
compliance of the Alameda County Waste Management Authority (ACWMA) Mandatory Recycling
Ordinance (MRO), (2) as well as provide inspection services of retail and public eating
establishments for the compliance of the Reusable Bag Ordinance (RBO). Additionally, (3) to
perform metrics gathering through physical data gathering from residential and/or commercial
accounts to measure presence and type of recyclables, compostables, and garbage in the waste
and/or diversion streams, and assess progress towards Agency goals.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, contract amendment, planned activities, project
timeline and delivery dates, project budget, approved invoices, W-9, and invoice payments. We also
reviewed support for the deliverables, which were collected data summarized in Excel spreadsheets.
Some examples of the collected data are as follows: inspection number, inspector name and date,
business name and address, store type, reusable bag material, sampling ID, cubic yards of garbage
generated per week. Lastly, we reviewed the store list and categorizations. We determined that
Stealth Marketing Services complied with the terms and conditions of the grant, and complied with
Measure D requirements.
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5. Clean Water Fund (CWF) is a non-profit based in Washington, DC who operates locally staffed
environmental and health protection programs serving communities in more than 15 states including
California. Clean Water Fund supports the Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act. CWF was
awarded a $20,000 grant in 2017 to implement the ReThink Disposable campaign in Alameda County
to target and engage food service establishments (FSEs) in diverse communities throughout the
county to reduce disposable food service packaging and transition to reusable alternatives.
Additionally, CWF is to provide technical assistance to reduce disposable packaging for 10 to 15 food
businesses over the 2017/18 Fiscal Year.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, planned activities, project timeline and delivery dates,
project budget, approved invoices, W-9, and invoice payments. We also reviewed the ReThink
Disposable Alameda County 2017-2019 Final Report that summarized grant activities, which included:
a list of targeted businesses, certification of 11 Alameda County businesses, six (6) businesses with full
audit data, number of businesses revisited, new businesses recruited, case studies, and best
management practices for each business. We determined that Clean Water Fund complied with the
terms and conditions of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.
6. Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin, Metz & Associates (FM3), specializes in public policy-oriented opinion
research. FM3 offers a wide range of opinion research, communications strategy and consulting
services to assist government agencies. FM3 opinion research services include consumer market
research, public-sector community relates and outreach program development and
implementation and a number of other services. FM3 was awarded a $33,000 grant in 2018 to
perform a countywide benchmark survey and track key comparisons over time, as well as develop and
conduct a physical survey of 400 Alameda County residents to determine food waste reduction
behavior over time and raise awareness of the Stop Food Waste campaign.
We reviewed the application, executed contract, contract extension, planned activities, project timeline
and delivery dates, project budget, approved invoices, and invoice payments. We also reviewed a 43page summary titled Food Waste Issues Among Alameda County Residents that includes key findings
of the survey conducted between September 15 to 24, 2018 that included the following: methodologies
and designs for the questionnaire survey, sampling, data entry, and analysis, collected survey data,
food waste trends, key demographic characteristics, and responses to open-ended survey questions.
We determined that Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin, Metz & Associates complied with the terms and
conditions of the grant, and complied with Measure D requirements.
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Appendix G

Member Agency Expenditures
Member agencies received Measure D monies through (1) Measure D “per capita” allocation, and
(2) “leftover” Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) program distributions. Resolution Number
RB 2006-12 requires member agencies to account for these Measure D monies, including reporting
expenditures during each fiscal year.
Subsection 64.060(B) of Measure D requires the 50 percent per capita distribution go to member agencies to
continue and expand municipal recycling programs. This “municipal recycling programs” definition includes:
•

Recycling

•

Composting

•

Source reduction

•

Market development

•

Recycled product procurement

•

Public education.

Member agencies use Measure D funds for a range of expenses, including:
•

Administrative overhead

•

Capital assets

•

Consultants and contractors

•

Recycling coordinators

•

Direct labor

•

Events

•

Promotional and educational materials

•

Supplies

•

Other costs legitimately connected to waste reduction programs.

We reviewed member agency expenses for the Phase I fiscal years of 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19.
We organized expenses into six (6) categories. Exhibit G-1 lists example expenses for each of these
six (6) categories.
Measure D “per capita” expenses are presented in Exhibit G-2 for Phase I. Individual expenses ranged
from an under $1 supply cost, to $245,000 for an organics hauling service, during Phase I.
RPPP expenses ranged from outdoor physical assets, to office product purchases. As member agencies
did not receive any additional RPPP funds during this Phase I, overall purchases were based on member
agency balances from prior years. Exhibit G-3 presents categorized expenses for the RPPP program,
for Phase I.
RPPP program expenditures totaled $26,612 during Phase I. Member agencies spent 100 percent of
RPPP monies during Phase I on physical assets, including recycled plastic recycle bins and a wall mount.
Eleven (11) of the sixteen (16) member agencies did not have any RPPP fund balances at the beginning
of FY 2016/17.
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Exhibit G-1
Member Agencies
Measure D Expense Examples
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Expense Category

1. Administration

Expense Examples

• Employee salaries

• Liability insurance

• Employee benefits

• Overhead expenses

• Employee mileage reimbursement
2. Franchised
Recycling
Program

• Commercial route curbside
recycling collection

• Residential route curbside
recycling collection

• School recycling and organics collection

• Food scrap and green waste collection

3. Outreach and
Education

• Promotional items

• Neighborhood cleanup program

• America Recycles Day events

• Reusable bag campaigns
(i.e., BYOB)

• Earth Day events
• Contests/achievement awards
• Internal recycling programs
• Food scrap campaigns
• Mandatory commercial recycling program

4. Physical Assets

• Recycling education
• Recycling drives
• Workshops
• Go Green Initiative outreach

• Flyers, brochures, calendars, mailers,
videos, etc.

• Green business program contributions

• Curbside and indoor recycling carts

• Recycled content signage

• Hand dryers

• Recycled outdoor park furniture

• Recycled content playground structures

• Reusable kitchenware

• Recycled content golf course equipment
5. Professional
Services

6. Other
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• Rate review services
• Collection hauler contract services

• City Recycling Program Oversight
(Measure D Funded Program Management)

• Commercial recycling technical assistance

• High Diversion Strategic Plan

• Conferences

• Subscriptions

• Memberships

• Training and education

• Postage

• Travel expense
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Exhibit G-2
Member Agencies
Measure D “Per Capita” Expenses, by Category
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

Administration

Franchised
Recycling
Program

Outreach
and
Education

Physical
Assets

Professional
Services

Other
Expenses

$373,890

$0

$53,771

$5,309

$118,336

$37,142

2. City of Albany

–

–

3,210

144,506

53,777

4,371

3. City of Berkeley

–

479,143

–

41,523

452,839

–

4. City of Dublin

33,495

–

124,323

71,148

86,922

10,995

5. City of Emeryville

75,000

–

–

44,365

–

–

6. City of Fremont

1,868,921

313,644

–

–

6,192

18,576

7. City of Hayward

1,238,014

–

83,580

–

34,000

25,388

591,244

–

321,203

–

159,311

18,802

78,428

–

6,221

6,977

154,782

–

4,027,846

–

-

–

–

–

75,171

–

6,931

17,157

–

4,429

–

–

118,286

36,485

304,491

162,301

13. City of San Leandro

364,508

–

59,293

–

4,001

44,490

14. City of Union City

661,622

–

22,043

14,696

36,259

25,851

15. Castro Valley
Sanitary District

295,627

–

117,381

66,281

4,688

35,981

16. Oro Loma
Sanitary District

890,577

11,201

200,148

–

36,311

–

$10,574,343

$803,988

$1,116,389

$448,449

$1,451,909

$388,326

71.53%

5.44%

7.55%

3.03%

9.82%

2.63%

8. City of Livermore
9. City of Newark
10. City of Oakland
11. City of Piedmont
12. City of Pleasanton

Total
Percentage
1

Totals reflect expense amounts covered by Measure D monies, though member agencies may report additional expenses that
could be covered by Measure D.

2

As part of the agreement for Refuse, Green Waste and Recycling Services in the L3 Area, Oro Loma Sanitary District recorded
payment to the City of San Leandro for a portion of the District’s “per capita” monies. Oro Loma Sanitary District reported payments
of $38,098 (fiscal year 2016/17), $42,433 (fiscal year 2017/18), and $44,675 (fiscal year 2018/19), totaling $125,206, in Phase I.
We categorized these expenses as “Other” expenses. As requested by the Recycling Board, the City of San Leandro maintains
separate funds for the revenues and expenditures related to this agreement, excluding these revenues and expenditures from its
Measure D “per capita” reports.
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Exhibit G-3
Member Agencies
Recycled Product Purchase Preference (RPPP) Program Expenses, by Category
(Phase I: Fiscal Years 2016/17, 2017/18, and 2018/19)
Member Agency

1. City of Alameda

Outreach and
Education

Physical
Assets

Other
(e.g., paper)

Total

$0

$0

$0

$0

-

$25,731

-

$25,731

7. City of Hayward

-

-

-

-

8. City of Livermore

-

-

-

-

10. City of Oakland

-

-

-

-

11. City of Piedmont

-

-

-

-

12. City of Pleasanton

-

-

-

-

15. Castro Valley Sanitary District

-

881

-

881

16. Oro Loma Sanitary District

-

-

-

-

$0

$26,612

$0

0.00%

100.00%

0.00%

2. City of Albany
3. City of Berkeley
4. City of Dublin
5. City of Emeryville
6. City of Fremont

9. City of Newark

13. City of San Leandro
14. City of Union City

Total
Percentage

$26,612

* Diagonal lined cells indicate no RPPP funds available during Phase I (i.e., $0 fund balance at the beginning of FY2016/17).
1

Totals reflect expense amounts covered by RPPP monies, though member agencies may report additional expenses
that could be covered by RPPP funds.
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