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GRANT AUDITS 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As the state’s recycling and waste reduction authority, the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) implemented programs to reduce waste generation, divert 
materials from landfills, recover resources, remediate illegal sites, and ensure compliance with 
applicable state standards.  The Board’s used oil recycling grant program provided funding for 
efforts to reduce the amount of illegally disposed used oil and establish sustainable used oil 
recycling programs.  On January 1, 2010, the Board was abolished and its duties were 
transferred to the new Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).   
 
The City of Glendale (City) received two Used Oil Block Grants to fund programs that keep used 
motor oil out of the waste stream, storm drains, and groundwater by raising awareness and 
making legal disposal of used oil convenient.  The City’s Fire Department is responsible for the 
administration of the grants. 
 
SCOPE  
 
In accordance with an interagency agreement, the Department of Finance, Office of State Audits 
and Evaluations, conducted compliance audits of the City’s Used Oil Block Grants listed below. 
 

Grant Agreement          Audit Period   
UBG9-03-122  July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006   $61,711 

Awarded 

UBG10-04-53    July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2007     $54,151 
 
The audit objective was to determine whether the City’s grant revenues and expenditures were 
in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and grant requirements.  In order to design 
adequate procedures to evaluate fiscal compliance, we obtained an understanding of the 
relevant internal controls.  As requested by CalRecycle for this audit, we did not determine 
whether grant expenditures were double billed under other CalRecycle grants.  We did not 
assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. 
 
The City is responsible for ensuring accurate financial reporting and compliance with applicable 
laws, regulations, and grant requirements.  CalRecycle is responsible for evaluating the 
efficiency and effectiveness of program operations.
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METHODOLOGY  
 
To determine whether grant revenues and expenditures were in compliance with applicable 
laws, regulations and the grant requirements, we performed the following procedures: 
 

• Interviewed key personnel. 
• Obtained an understanding of the relevant grant related internal controls. 
• Examined the grant files. 
• Reviewed the City’s accounting records. 
• Determined whether a sample of expenditures were: 

o Allowable 
o Grant related 
o Incurred within the grant period 
o Supported by accounting records 
o Properly recorded   

• Determine whether interest earned on grant funds was reported and expended on 
eligible grant activities. 

 
The results of our audit are based on our review of documentation, other information made 
available to us, and interviews with City staff.  The audit was conducted from April 2009 through 
February 2010.  
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform 
the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings 
and recommendations based on our audit objectives.  We believe the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and recommendations.
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RESULTS 
 
Some of the City’s expenditures were not in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and 
the grant requirements.  The claimed, audited, and questioned amounts are presented in  
Table 1.  Two findings were identified as reported below.  
    

Table 1:  Schedules of Claimed, Audited, and Questioned Amounts 
 

Grant Agreement UBG9-03-122 
For the Period July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006 

Categories Claimed1 Audited Questioned 
Permanent Collection $    11,464 $           8,714 $          2,750 
Residential Collection         4,725         4,725          0 
Publicity/Education       24,484       21,844         2,640 
Personnel/Other      24,460      20,060      4,400 
Indirect Costs               0              5,534           (5,534) 
Total $    65,133 $         60,877 $          4,256 

 
 

Grant Agreement UBG10-04-53 
For the Period July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2007 

Categories Claimed2 Audited Questioned 
Permanent Collection $    11,160 $           8,410 $          2,750 
Residential Collection        6,925        6,925          0 
Publicity/Education      17,754      15,354          2,400 
Personnel/Other      23,487      18,647          4,840 
Indirect Costs               0              4,934              (4,934) 
Total $    59,326 $        54,270 $          5,056 

 
 
FINDING 1:    Personnel Costs of $9,312 Were Not Supported  
   

The personnel costs claimed for the Storm Water Mitigation Inspector, 
Household Hazardous Coordinator, and Environmental Management Coordinator 
were not supported by adequate timekeeping records.  After adjusting for 
allowable indirect costs that were not claimed, $4,256 and $5,056 is questioned 
for UBG9-03-122 and UBG10-04-53, respectively.

                                                
1 The $3,422 difference between the awarded and claimed amounts represents interest earned 
  on advanced funds, which is available for grant expenditures. 
2 The $ 5,175 difference between the awarded and claimed amounts represents interest earned  
on advanced funds, which is available for grant expenditures. 
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For the Environmental Services Representative position, the actual hours were 
documented on a daily basis.  As a result, we did not question any expenditures 
related to this position.  However, the supporting documentation did not include 
the specific employee’s name and was not certified by the supervisor.     
 
The grant agreement, Exhibit B, Procedures and Requirements, states that 
documentation and a clear audit trail are essential to grant management.  Further, 
personnel expenditures must be directly applicable to the grant, itemized to reflect 
hourly charges and tasks, and supported by timesheets or the Personnel 
Expenditure Summary Form.  The Personnel Expenditure Summary Form requires 
the following information: 
 

• Grant Number 
• Reporting and Expenditure Category 
• Grant Task Number 
• Employee Name/Classification 
• Date Worked 
• Hours Worked 
• Hourly Rate 
• Total Cost 
• Explanation of Activity 
• Supervisor Signature 

 
Recommendation:  Develop procedures to ensure personnel expenditures are 
supported by timesheets or the Personnel Expenditure Summary Form, and include 
the required information and certifications.  CalRecycle will make the final 
determination regarding disposition of the questioned costs. 
 

FINDING 2:    The City Did Not Maintain a Separate Account for Each Grant  
 

The City did not establish separate accounts in its accounting system to track 
each grant’s revenues and expenditures.  Separate grant accounts provide a 
clear audit trail, facilitate reconciliations, and enhance the accuracy of financial 
reporting.  The grants’ Terms and Conditions state that each grant must be 
tracked and accounted for separately.   

 
Recommendation:  Establish project numbers or accounts in the accounting 
system to separately track the grant revenues and expenditures for each grant.
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EVALUATION OF RESPONSE 
 
The Department of Finance, Office of State Audits and Evaluations, reviewed the  
City of Glendale, Environmental Management Center’s (City) response to the draft report.  Our 
evaluation of the response follows:   
 
FINDING 1:    Personnel Costs of $19,780 Were Not Supported  
 
The City asserts the Storm Water Mitigation Inspector, Household Hazardous Coordinator, and 
Environmental Management Coordinator performed the tasks to meet the goals of the grant.  
However, the City concurs that the grants’ record-keeping guidelines were not followed.   
 
To mitigate the questioned amounts, the City provided documentation supporting eligible 
indirect costs that were not claimed.  The grant agreements allow indirect costs up to 10 percent 
of eligible grant expenditures.  Therefore, we reduced the questioned amount by $5,534 and 
$4,934 for UBG9-03-122 and UBG10-04-53, respectively.   
 
FINDING 2:    The City Did Not Maintain a Separate Account for Each Grant  
 
The City concurs with this finding and established separate accounts in its accounting system to 
track Used Oil Block Grants.  We appreciate the City’s willingness to implement corrective 
actions. 




