California Integrated Waste Management Board

Board Meeting
April 27-28-29, 1999
AGENDA ITEM 34
 ITEM:

Consideration Of Award Of The Fiscal Year 1998/99 Household Hazardous Waste Grant(s)


I.
SUMMARY 
In accordance with the Board’s grant award process, staff makes recommendations for funding based on the criteria and scoring process established by the Board.  Staff has applied these criteria in evaluating the 48 applications for the 1998/99 Household Hazardous Waste Grant – Seventh Cycle (HHW Grants).  This item presents staff recommendations to award HHW Grants for a total of $2,985,431.00. 

II. PREVIOUS BOARD ACTION 

On September 10, 1998, the Board approved the criteria and scoring process for the 1998/99 HHW grant program.  The approved criteria are included as Attachment #1 of this item.

III.
OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
Board members may:

1. Adopt staff recommendations and make awards for the 1998/99 Household Hazardous Waste Grant – Seventh Cycle as presented in Attachment #2.

2. Direct staff to reconsider the proposed HHW Grant awards.

IV.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends Option 1.

V.
ANALYSIS 
Background: 

Assembly Bill (AB) 2448 (Eastin), Chapter 1319, Statutes of 1987, established the HHW grant  program and authorized the Board to award grants to cities, counties, and local agencies for programs that reduce the amount of HHW disposed of at solid waste landfills
Assembly Bill (AB) 3348 (Eastin), Chapter 1218, Statutes of 1992, (PRC 47200) amended the HHW Grant to focus funding priorities toward:
· New programs for rural areas, underserved areas, and for small cities;

· Expansion of existing programs to provide for collection of additional waste types, innovative or more cost-effective collection methods, or expanded public education services; and

· Regional household hazardous waste programs.

Application Review Process 
The Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) was mailed October 26, 1998 to approximately 1,300 contacts.  The application period extended from October 26, 1998 to January 22, 1999.  Staff received 48 applications totaling $7,420,513.10 in requested funding.
The applications were sorted and distributed to three review panels for evaluation.  These review panels consisted of three people: a chairperson from the Grants/HHW Section, and two members from either the Grants/HHW Section or the Grants Administration Unit.  All panel members met to discuss how to use the criteria to rank each application consistently within the scoring structure.

Panel members reviewed and scored each application individually according to the evaluation criteria approved by the Board on September 10, 1998 (Attachment 1).  A passing score of 70 points was required for an application to be considered for funding.  Preference points were given only after the applicant attained a score of 70 points in the General Criteria.  Review panels then met as a group to reach consensus on a single score for each criterion and a final cumulative score.  Finally, the chairpersons met to ensure that the criteria had been applied equitably amongst the panels.

To further insure an equitable scoring environment, staff used the MS Excel random number generator to select six applications (about 13% of the applications submitted) for review by two separate panels.  The panel members reviewing these six applications did not know which ones were being reviewed by another panel.  The panel chairs then examined the scores from the blind reviewed applications.  The point differentials for these six applications were: one at 2 points, one at 3 points, one at 4 points, two at 5 points, and one at 7 points.  The application that varied by 7 points was further discussed by the review panels to determine the difference in scoring.  Scoring panel members concluded the reason for the 7 point variance was very specific and related more to the purpose of the project rather than the criteria.  Scores for these six applications were then averaged, and used to decide the final ranking.  In all cases, the point differentials did not affect the recommendations to fund or not fund these projects.
Funding Recommendations

1998/99 Grant Awards
After all review panels completed their evaluation, scores were merged and applications were listed in rank order (Attachment 2).  All applicants were notified of the results of the review and staff’s recommendation regarding their application prior to the Board meeting.

During a reconciliation process, the Grants Administration Unit discovered a discrepancy for the counties of Calaveras and El Dorado for the FY 93/94 HHW grants.  The Used Oil and HHW Branch determined the counties had incurred eligible expenditures of $9,066 and $5,503 respectively under their 1994 HHW grant for which they were not reimbursed.  Because the funding authority for FY 93/94 has expired, the combined expenditure of $14,569 was paid out of current year monies (FY 98/99).  Therefore,  $14,569 was deducted from the $3,000,000 that would otherwise have been available for award this fiscal year leaving $2,985,431 to be awarded to new 1998/99 HHW Grant applicants.  

Fiscal Impacts: 

Thirty-seven (37) applications received passing scores with funding requests totaling $6,015,861.  The top 17 applications can be funded with the $2,985,431 that is available.

VI.
FUNDING INFORMATION
Amount Proposed to Fund Item: 

Grant awards 

$2,985,431

Fund Source:

Used Oil Recycling Fund


Tire Recycling Management Fund


Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Account  

X
Integrated Waste Management Account


Other (Specify)

Proposed From Line Item:

Consulting & Professional Services


Training


Data processing

X
Other (Specify) Local Assistance

VII.
ATTACHMENTS

1. CIWMB Grant Scoring Criteria

2. Staff Funding Recommendations 1998/99 Household Hazardous Waste Grant

3. Board Resolution Number 99-177, Award of 1998/99 Household Hazardous Waste Grants

VIII.
CONTACTS

Janet Page



255-4576

Alan White



255-2316
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