Special Work Session Meeting Agenda
2 Park Drive South, Great Falls, MT
Virtual Meeting by Zoom
December 15, 2020
4:00 PM

Due to the COVID-19 health concerns, the format of the City Commission meeting will be held in a virtual
video-conferencing environment. City Commission members and City staff will attend the meeting via a
remote location, using a virtual meeting method.

In order to honor the Right of Participation and the Right to Know (Article 11, Sections 8 and 9 of the
Montana Constitution), modifications have also been made for public participation. Public participation
is welcome in the following ways:

e To register to attend the virtual meeting utilizing Zoom Webinar or to participate by phone.
Attendees must register in advance for the Commission Meeting:
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/\WN YEQTDYUkRoe H2D0ehJkzA

After registering, you will receive a confirmation email containing information about joining the
webinar by Zoom or phone.

e Attend in person. The City will be following the Current Governor’s Directives and the
Public Health Officer Orders regarding public meetings conducted by, staffed by or held in
the facilities of the city. Masks will be required, social distancing will be enforced, and the total
number of persons in the meeting room will be limited to a maximum of 25. Public following
these directives may view and participate in the meeting from the Gibson Room. Please refrain
from attending in person if you are not feeling well.

e Provide public comments via email. Comments may be sent via email before 12:00 PM on
Tuesday, December 15, 2020, to: commission@greatfallsmt.net. Include the agenda item or
agenda item number in the subject line, and include the name of the commenter and either an
address or whether a city resident. Due to tracking and dissemination requirements, written
communication must be received by that time in order to be shared with the City Commission
and appropriate City staff for consideration during the agenda item and will be so noted in the
official record of the meeting.

CALL TO ORDER

PUBLIC COMMENT
(Public comment on agenda items or any matter that is within the jurisdiction of the City Commission. Please keep your remarks

to a maximum of five (5) minutes. Speak into the microphone, and state your name and either your address or whether you are
a city resident for the record.)

WORK SESSION ITEMS

1. Animal Shelter Request for Proposal (RFP) Final Analysis and Recommendations -- Chuck
Anderson.



https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_YEQTDYUkRoe_H2D0ehJkzA
mailto:commission@greatfallsmt.net

2.  Waste Water Treatment Contract Review -- Paul Skubinna.
DISCUSSION POTENTIAL UPCOMING WORK SESSION TOPICS

ADJOURNMENT

City Commission Work Sessions are televised on cable channel 190 and streamed live at https://greatfallsmt.net. Work Session
meetings are re-aired on cable channel 190 the following Thursday morning at 10 a.m. and the following Tuesday evening at
5:30 p.m.
UPCOMING MEETING SCHEDULE
Work Session -- Tuesday January 5, 2021 5:30 p.m.

Commission Meeting -- Tuesday January 5, 2021 7:00 p.m.



https://greatfallsmt.net/




.

Evolution of Propose
- Resolving and Educating
- Recommendations
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City Staff & Ani
Commission provides direction and approve
Animal Foundation submits RFP response — 24 Feb 2020
City Staff provides limited analysis of initial response — 3 Mar 2020
Animal Foundation response to City Staff analysis — 12 Mar 2020
City Mgr. Recommends MCAAC/GFAS Partnership Proposal—5 J / 02(
Y2020
0

UJ Ul

\_

Animal Foundation presents summarization of RFP response — 1 P
Animal Foundation submits two new proposal alternatives — 24/
City forwards RFP Questions/Items for Clarification — 3 Aug
Clarifying meeting conducted for Financials and City questions= 12 Aug 2020
Animal Foundation provides responses to City questions — 22 Oct 2020

City Staff provides final analysis and RFP recommenidations — 15 Dec 2020

(
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project, as well as sa DIC
stakeholder to review the proposals to examine
bidder's experience, project approach, ability to do what is proposed, and assoc

- An RFP analysis includes the evaluation of demonstrated industry experiencg; //o
project approach/background/understanding of effort to be undertaken, preo >
to accomplish, identified scope of work, and fees and expenses.

sonnel experience,
gcedures and timelines

- The GFAS RFP required 3 community needs to be met;
* Provide at least the same quality of care as that currently provided By the/GFAS;
 Not create inefficiencies or gaps in service between the duties agSdmed by the proposing body and those
retained by GFAS; and
» Result in substantial savings to the City of Great Falls
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team listing w/resume
proposals lacked fee and expense detai
relevant program or service experience, project approach, procedures, ¢

7

- The bottom line is that while the proposals have drastically changed, the A¥ A2 ngt demonstrated meeting
the criteria in the RFP, or demonstrated inherent knowledge or understa ,,/ @ of all GFAS functions. If a
contract is awarded for $475,000, the GFAS will be closed, the qualif / cgfe the community currently
has will not continue, gaps in service will occur, and there will not z dbstantial savings to the
City.
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OSIE =3
proposal also included word
contract price could not be determined

The 1nitial response clarification memo asked the City to remove referenc osing GFAS,
and that a firm, fixed contract price couldn’t be determined until the Cip r d out how much
it costs to keep retained services

June presentation summarized original proposal w/two highlightgZ facjfty & cost savings to City

July presentation of entirely new proposal with two altern ¢s $or the City Commission;
a) if contract not provided the AF would reorganize topfirsue a different mission other than
providing adoption services to the community, OR
b) the AF take over all functions of the GFAS (net cremation/animal control), for the same
amount as the original proposal offered -- $475,000.
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out their own co

The final proposal stated two alternatives for Commission — complete ass
for the same amount; $475,000. Or, if no contract, the AF would pursue a ¢ A
than adoption services to the community.

cNF 1M1SS101 OtNne

The actual animal capacity at the MCAAC 1s unclear; initial responggZstatgs capacity at 171 animals,
the second proposal states 258, but these numbers are based on rw' g the animal intakes
populations at both GF and MCAAC. Again, just one GFAS u,/ tipA.
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forgot to includ
intakes.

- The AF March clarification memo states; “ a rejection of the RFP will no 1vply impa
MCAAC, GFAS, or the community.” Yet, the most recent proposal stz / a gOntract is not
provided the AF would reorganize to pursue a different mission ot ydoption services.

- In the most recent presentation the AF reps stated that they wo U takg‘over all GFAS duties
including intake of strays. Conversely, during the Aug 12, 2’/’0, pCeting between staffs, an AF rep
stated what we can’t handle, we will not take in.
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full revenu
substituted, the potential cost sa
also validated by the Finance Department.

- Several Montana city’s have successfully outsourced animal services to / -profits;
Location Cost City/County Popy#stions

- City of Helena - $62,000 per year 33, 000 0
- City of Bozeman - $132,000 per year 30,0001 14600
- City of Billings - $276,000 per year 110900/161,500

(proposed) - City of Great Falls - $475,000 per year 5,500/81,500



RECOMMENDATION PRO CON

1. Change GFAS Operating Model  Maintains community service levels Time to implement
Does not impact MCAAC operations
CM directed to establish cost recovery %

2. Reject RFP Concludes 22 month process Does not provide cost savings to City
Does not impact MCAAC operations

I

M Reduces GFAS budget $125K per year Current complimentary services will be reduced
‘ Risk as AF did not display ability to perform functions
_m.nsem«count for all GFAS services

Agenda #1.
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City Manager’s Office
Memorandum

To: City Commission

From: Chuck Anderson, Deputy City Manager
Re: Animal Shelter Request for Proposal (RFP) Final Analysis and Recommendations

Date: December 10, 2020

The City Commission began an initiative in Feb 2019 to determine if the services provided by
the Great Falls Animal Shelter (GFAS) could be merged with the adoption services provided by
the MacLean Cameron Animal Adoption Center (MCAAC). The intent of the initiative was to
find potential cost savings to the City. City Staff were directed to take the lead on the initiative
in Jul 2019 and issued an RFP for Services Complementary to GFAS in Nov 2019. One
submission was received from the Animal Foundation (AF) of Great Falls in Feb 2020, but due to
the impact of the COVID-19 global pandemic, a full and final review and analysis was not
provided.

BACKGROUND SUMMARY AND PROPOSAL INFORMATION:

1. The City Commission and Manager communicated that the requirement factors of this RFP
request was to validate any applicants’ ability to;

e Provide at least the same quality of care as that currently provided by the GFAS;

e Not create inefficiencies or gaps in service between the duties assumed by the proposing
body and those retained by GFAS; and

e Result in substantial savings to the City of Great Falls

2. City staff began a review of the initial RFP response, and provided a limited analysis in Mar
2020. The AF submitted a clarification memo in March, then represented and summarized the
original proposal in Jun 2020 (delayed due to COVID-19), and then submitted a completely new
proposal response containing two alternatives in Jul 2020.

The initial RFP response proposed the AF to use the MCAAC to assume responsibility for cat and
dog (only) adoptions and fostering, fundraising and community education via a services
contract for $475,000 per year with an annual CPIl increase. The City would retain all other
GFAS responsibilities/functions including the intake and release of strays, along with statutorily
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required animal control services. The response also included verbiage stating this proposal and
cost included the closing of the GFAS, and if it was not closed then the AF could not propose an
initial contract price.

Other items of relevance in the initial proposal were;

- an increase in MCAAC staff from 13 (current) to 19 if the proposal is approved

- a reference to current capacity at the MCAAC at 47 dogs, and 124 cats (171 total)

- a reference to other Montana cities that have contracted with 501c (3) organizations for
animal care and adoption

- an indication that the MCAAC would need to undergo remodeling to accommodate the
increased adoptable animals, and expansion of the outside areas including an addition of a dog
exercise area. A $100,000 cost was included in a later presentation document

- that the center would not serve any animals other than dogs or cats

- that the center would not take in stray animals and would not accommodate large animal
turn-ins or hoarding cases

3. The Mar 2020 AF clarification memo contained a number of items, and desired to make it
clear that the AF’s suggestion for the city to close the GFAS was addressed in only one
paragraph in AF proposal. Also, the AF stated that if that paragraph was removed, staffs
concerns contained City’s 3 March 2020 limited analysis would be eliminated.

The other items of relevance in the clarification memo were; a) the AF diligence and validation
behind the $475,000 cost to provide animal adoption and fostering, and community
education/outreach, and b) a statement that the city needs to determine its’ cost for retained
services before the AF could finalize a firm, fixed contract price.

4. InJun 2020, due to COVID-19, the AF summarized their original proposal, highlighting their
proposed advantages of a contract. First, the AF highlighted their facility and the city
acknowledges that the MCAAC is a facility designed and built to the most recent industry
standards. Second, the AF highlighted a significant cost savings by comparing the annual
number of animal intakes against the entire GFAS budget.

Unfortunately, the AF developed an entire budget based on animal intake, which is only one
service that GFAS provides. Furthermore, the AF incorrectly portrayed total 2018/2019 GFAS
budgets of approximately $700,000 per year only garnering $5,000-6,000 in revenue when
revenues were actually $150,000-156,000 annually. What this reflect again, is that the AF does
not understand the number and types of functions performed by GFAS, nor the costs associated
with operating a shelter. The AF expertise is in adoptions and fundraising.

5. InJul 2020, the AF presented an entirely new proposal that gave the commission two
options; a) if a contract is not provided, the AF would undergo a reorganization of their
mission and stop providing adoption services to the community, or b) the AF would take over
all functions of the GFAS (except cremation and animal control), for the same amount as the
original proposal offered -- $475,000. This second option for all functions of the GFAS did not
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list numerous essential functions performed by GFAS; Licensing Program Management,
Hoarding Case Management, Emergency Management Preparedness and Response, CCHD
Isolation and Quarantine duties, and Law Enforcement and Court Testimony functions. These
core services were absent from the presentation and not covered in any manner.

Additionally, in reviewing the presentation, the AF listed annual expenses, revenues, and
profit/loss calculations (slide 6-9) that were inaccurate and assessed against a single service the
GFAS provides, animal intake. This is a critically important component in the proposal, because
it highlights three items that needed immediate clarification by the City. First, the AF was
interchanging “projected”, “amended”, “proposed”, and “adopted” budgetary information in
their slides and calculations when “actual” budgets are the governmental and City standard.
Second, the AF was not appropriately calculating GFAS annual revenues, leaving licensing
income out of their calculations. This contributed to their entire statistics and cost for animal
care slides (slides 6-9) information to be inaccurate. (Ref Finance Director August 3, 2020
Memo). Finally, understanding that the GFAS provides many more services than just animal
intakes is a core requirement for any RFP response, and an industry norm.

Also, in this presentation, the AF cited (slide 14 & 18) a “just under a $300K immediate savings
to the City of Great Falls (FY21 Proposed Budget)”, if this option was selected. On the surface,
this seems accurate when using a $767,514 proposed budget amount minus a $475,000
contract with the AF. That computes to $292,514. However, what’s missing from this
calculation are two principal items; a) the inclusion of all GFAS annual revenues, and b) the
cost to perform the remaining essential functions (see above) of the GFAS. As these were
missing, the Finance Director analyzed the FY 2021 Budget from an line item expense and
revenue standpoint, and calculated the cost of providing these essential functions at $185,077,
and the additional excluded revenue at $45,661.

Factoring those numbers into the proposal does not denote a $300K savings. $767,514 budget
minus $153,210 in total revenue equals $614,304 cost to operate. Subtracting the cost to
perform the remaining essential functions (5185,077) leaves a $429,227 balance/cost to
operate. That’s before paying $475,000 or any amount to the AF to assume these services.

Furthermore, the presentation states (slide 15-16) that the $475,000 contract price could be
reduced, and offers that any reduction would occur after the city funding, additional
fundraising, and a capital campaign to start an endowment occurs. There aren’t any monetary
reductions listed in the presentation, but there is a reference this could occur in a 5-10 year
time period.

NOTE: Asthe 21 Jul 2020 AF presentation with new options was not forwarded to the
Commission or City for review, the City forwarded the AF several RFP questions and requests for
clarification on Aug 3, 2020. Those questions and the AF responses were received on 22 Oct
2020.
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6. Staff from the City and AF were able to meet on Aug 12, 2020 to see if there was any clarity
needed on the RFP questions, and for the Finance Department to explain the different budget
types used by the city. The Finance Director was able to explain the City’s government
accounting methodologies, and the AF understood and agreed to use the “actuals budget”
when making any representations on fiduciary matters.

As each City question was reviewed, there were concerns between the parties about the GFAS
functions not listed as items the AF would assume as part of the $475,000 proposal. As the
functions were further discussed, the AF representatives stated on four occasions that; “the AF
just needed to be taught how the GFAS does these functions, and they (the AF) would do them
this way also.” That was extremely concerning as it reinforced the City’s perception that the AF
did not understand, was not trained, or competent to assume all GFAS functions.

Before the meeting concluded, | had a conversation with the AF reps to relay that they should
not compute costs per animal and/or operational costs solely against the number of annual
intakes at the GFAS. |Initially, there wasn’t understanding as to why. | explained that intakes is
only one function performed by GFAS, they were calculating an entire expense budget against a
single line item, and that the entire GFAS budget needed to be calculated against the number of
animals serviced and the functions performed by GFAS. There was acknowledgement and
understanding.

7. On 22 Oct 2020, the City received the AF responses to the city’s questions, accompanying
exhibits, and an updated 21 Jul 2020 presentation. These items were distributed to the
appropriate city departments and the following comments were provided:

a. AF Budget 2015-2019; The AF averages $820,000 per year in donations with donations
declining in the most recent years. That is compared against program revenue from animal
services that averages $80,000 per year while expenses from animal services average $463,000
per year. Itis unknown if the figures presented are actuals or budgeted amounts.

Fundraising and donations are not a reliable revenue stream, but make up as much as 98% of
total revenue for the AF over the past 5-years. Salaries and benefits increased 240% and overall
expenses have risen 73% in this 5-year period. Cash reserves ended at $109,000, and an
annual $24,000 debt service (land purchase loan) remains until 2026. There is concern that
any partnership will reduce donations.

b. AF Proposed 5-Year Budget, and Summary of Assumptions/Methodology; The AF does not
reduce the City’s contract amount as previously stated, and instead increases the contract
amount in Year 5. Fundraising and donations remain critical revenue sources to support
expenses and must average $384,000 per year. Personnel costs increase 260%, from $309,000
to $806,059 in year 1, with staff increasing from 13-19 personnel. The AF notes that the
$190,400 personnel cost for Fundraising and Education will not be charged against the
$475,000 City contract, but with the mixing of staff percentage times and consolidation of
Animal Shelter services into one entity, it was recommended that total personnel costs are
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appropriate. The debt service line item increases to $37,700 per year to support a $100,000
loan to renovate the MCAAC to accommodate the increase in animals. Net change in cash flow
decreases annually from Year 1 to Year 4. It is not clear what cash reserves exists for
fundraising shortfalls and timing of cash flows.

c. City of Great Falls Actuals and Projections; The AF has two flaws in the computations
contained in this spreadsheet. The first is that all GFAS expenses are compared against a single
function the shelter performs, intake of animals. This is an inaccurate portrayal of expenses
and improperly inflates costs per animal. To explain, GFAS does more than intake animals,
they provide services and functions ranging from intake, outtake, microchipping, vaccinations,
licensing, spay/neuter, cremation, lost and found, fundraising, emergency management,
guarantine support to CCHD, hoarding, etc... The AF is only using animal intake numbers
against a total budget to reach a cost per animal.

The second flaw is that the future forecast of operational expenses is calculated at a flat rate
that does not factor in fixed costs, statewide property tax caps, and the city’s budgetary process
that would never allow budget growth from $607,716 in FY 2020 to more than $1,041,335 in
one year. These two flaws, completely undermine any portrayed dollar computation in
presentation slides 6-9, and any references to an immediate savings of $300,000.

City staff edited, then validated the AF spreadsheet to accurately display a cost per animal, and
it is attached. The years 2017-2020 were updated (highlighted in yellow) using the correct
methodology to capture costs, and not once do they reflect a $300,000 savings to the City, as
the AF states. The average dollar amount saved varies from $44,290 to $107,965.

d. AF Amended PowerPoint; Item 7c above covers the problems with slide 6-9, and slides 14 &
18 remain inaccurate. There is not an immediate savings of $300,000.

e. Response to City Questions/Items for Clarification; The City appreciates the AF codifying
the answers to the queries relayed by the City. This will provide clarity in the months ahead.

Question #3; Why is it not advantageous for the MCAAC to partner with GFAS to take animals
after the 72/96 hour hold period? The City disagrees with the AF statement that this pilot
project achieves “no savings for either the City or the AF.” In reviewing and understanding the
practices and functions at both the GFAS and MCAAC, and understanding each entities cost to
provide that service, there are cost savings and revenue to be realized. The city expends
approximately $125,000 per year on adoption services. If GFAS adoption services ceased, the
City would save $125,000. Furthermore, using the AF Assumptions for their future 5-yr
projections, if the MCAAC took in the animals provided by GFAS after the 72/96 hour period,
they would receive more than $230,000 in direct animal program revenue. Together that adds
up to more than $350,000 in cost savings and new revenue.

Question #4; What could have accounted for the decrease in animal intake numbers prior to
2015, when the MCAAC opened? This question was asked from an industry perspective, and
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understanding how animal welfare has matured within the City of Great Falls. The significant
decreases in intake numbers are directly attributed to spay/neuter programs, robust licensing
programs, increase in lost and found programming, and an increase in microchipping. With
continued emphasis on those programs, intake numbers should continue to decrease.

Question #6; How will the AF satisfy the services/functions the GFAS does, but that are not
listed in their presentation? The answers provided indicate the AF does not understand the
work needed to perform these programs, nor how they are accomplished. For example, GFAS
oversees a city wide licensing program. This entails the timely issuance, tracking, receipt, and
reimbursement of money to numerous entities that sell the licenses to the community. In their
response, the AF did not display that they understand the program, nor how they would
provide that service. This was one of the items that the AF representatives stated that GFAS
would need to teach them how they perform, and then the MCAAC would be able to assume
that role.

For hoarding/quarantine functions, the AF relayed that they had “conversations with the
Sheriff’s office and believe they are capable of handling all actions to address such issues.” City
staff are not confident that conversations with the Sheriff formulate into the resources and
staff experience needed to handle hoarding cases. This year, GFAS worked for months with the
Sheriff’s office, and used their years of hoarding experience to handle a case involving more
than 175 animals pulled from private property. Additionally, the Sheriff’s office does not
handle quarantine cases. Those are handled by the CCHD, and there is no reference to
understanding that, or how to perform that function.

For emergency management, the AF representatives stated that GFAS would need to teach
them how they perform those functions, the training they would need, and then the MCAAC
would be able to assume that role. Regarding how the AF would handle law enforcement/legal
support, the AF relayed that staff would have to be “trained and directed” to cooperate with
staff from the City’s Prosecutor’s office.

Question 7; Why did the AF compute all costs solely against intakes, and why weren’t revenues
added in? The MCAAC cites an immediate $300,000 savings to the City. This has been discussed
at length in this memo, and it is unknown why the AF computed an entire GFAS budget against

a single function. Moreover, nowhere can a $300,000 savings of be verified.

If you use the AF example, when you divide the GFAS cost to operate ($574,402) by the number
of GFAS animals serviced (4337) instead of the number of GFAS intakes (1322), you arrive at a
cost per animal of $132 (not $434). The MCAAC took in 682 animals that year. Multiplying a
cost per animal of $132 against 682 MCAAC intakes results in a possible savings of $90,024.

Question 9; In response to Commissioner Moe’s inquiry, pls list the actual amounts that a
contract will be reduced per year for years 1-5 of a contract. The AF response stated it was
impossible to do so, even though slide 15 of the original and updated 21 Jul presentations say
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the figure could be reduced. Of note is that in the 5 year projected future budget the contract
amount increases.

The bottom line business case after reviewing all provided memorandums and presentations
can be covered in three bullets; a) the AF hasn’t shown it can provide substantial savings to
the City b)the AF does not understand and is not trained to provide the GFAS services they
state to assume. The AF understands adoptions and fundraising. c) if the City doesn’t pay the
AF $475,000 per year, and the AF doesn’t fundraise $384,000 per year, there will be a loss in
animal service and quality of care to the community.

RESOLVIING AND EDUCATING

In the course of the RFP process, there have been some statements made that need
clarification, or education provided, so there is a record of the facts and mutual understanding;

- It has been inaccurately reported in the initial AF RFP response and other presentations that
the adoption rate of the GFAS is 50%. That’s not accurate, and troublesome as it lends
credence to the respondent not having an understanding how industry computes adoption
rates. For example, the AF uses intakes (733), and subtracts redemptions to owner (75), leaving
658 animals available for adoption, and 633 being successfully adopted. That computes to 96%.

The GFAS is an animal shelter, not just an adoption center, so the calculation is not that simple.
During the same timeframe the GFAS had 1406 intakes. You then subtract 61 rescued animals,
26 animals released after information (license/microchip) completed, 338 animals classified as
irremediable/court holds/feral/bites, and 385 redeemed. This leaves 596 animals available for
adoption, of which 506 were adopted for an 85% adoption rate. That is the GFAS adoption
rate.

- The City takes exception to the continual comments related to a donor divide and splitting of
volunteer resources within the community. What is phrased as donor divide, is actually donor
choice. The community has several entities that provide animal services to the community,
and it is an individual’s personal choice to donate to or volunteer at one, or more facilities.

This is exhibited by the fundraising efforts accomplished by the AF, and also by the community
with their contributions of almost $500,000 towards the construction of the GFAS Cattery
Addition. It is also exhibited by the more than 320 person volunteer force that have supported
GFAS since 2007, as well as the volunteer pool that supports the MCAAC.

- Finally, all of the AF presentations include comments or verbiage about the needless
duplication of expenses and efforts that occur at both facilities. To be clear, the MCAAC is an
animal adoption center and provides that service to the community. The GFAS provides not
only animal adoption, but other programs/services to the community that the MCAAC does not
provide. Both entities complement each other, and are successful in serving our community.
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Attachments;

RFP for Services and Operations Complementary to the GFAS, dated Nov 12, 2019

AF RFP response, dated Feb 24, 2020

City Limited Analysis Presentation, dated Mar 3, 2020

AF Response Clarification, dated Mar 12, 2020

AF Summarization of Initial Proposal presentation, dated Jun 1, 2020

AF 2" Proposal, dated Jul 21, 2020

City RFP Questions/Items for Clarification, dated Aug 3, 2020

Finance Director MCAAC Financial Modeling Memo, dated Aug 3, 2020

AF Response to RFP Questions, dated 22 Oct 2020

Exhibit A — Animal Foundation Budget 14-19

Exhibit B— AF 5 Year Future Budget w/Assumptions & Methodologies

Exhibit C — AF Final Computations spreadsheet Amended (COGF Actuals and Projections)
Exhibit D — AF Amended 2" Proposal, dated Jul 21, 2020

10. City Updated Exhibit C - AF Final Computations spreadsheet (COGF Actuals and Projections)
11. CM MCAAC/City Partnership Proposal, dated Jun 5, 2020

LN EWNE

Page 8 of 8

Agenda #1.

20




Request for Proposal for Services and Operations Complementary to the Great Falls
Animal Shelter

At a regularly scheduled meeting of the Great Falls City Commission, on February 5, 2019,
under “Commission Initiatives”, the Commissioners consented to the suggestion of
Commissioner Robinson to explore a potential partnership with the Maclean-Cameron
Animal Adoption Center (MCAAC). The initial exploration was conducted by Commissioner
Robinson and Commissioner Moe.

On July 2, 2019, at a regularly scheduled work session of the City Commission,
Commissioners Robinson and Moe reported that they had gone as far as they could go with
the initiative and, without objection from the rest of the Commission, directed staff to take
over exploration efforts.

Having conducted exploratory conversations with MCAAC representatives and having
gathered relevant information internally and externally, City staff has recommended and
the City Commission concurs that a request for proposals for services and operations
complementary to the Great Falls Animal Shelter (GFAS) should be issued.

The successful proposal must establish that the proposed complementary services and
operations will:

e Provide at least the same quality of care currently provided by the GFAS; and

e Not create inefficiencies or gaps in service between the duties assumed by the
proposing organization and those retained by GFAS; and

¢ Resultin substantial savings to the City of Great Falls.

Any proposal submitted is subject to the City’s insurance requirements pursuant to OCCGF
3.8.140 - Insurance requirements and limits. Specifically, the proposal shall contain a
description of the required insurance and limits as pertains to the type of service
contract.

Any proposal submitted to the City shall also require approval of the contractor’s
accounting system (OCCGF 3.8.100) unless the cost for services is fixed. Otherwise, the
proposed contractor's accounting system will permit timely development of all necessary
cost data in the form required by the specific contract type contemplated, and the
contractor's accounting system is adequate to allocate costs in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles.

Finally, the City Commission retains the authority to reject any proposal for any reason
(OCCGF 3.8.070). Request for proposals or other solicitation may be canceled or proposals
may be rejected in whole or in part, when it is in the best interest of the City. The option to
cancel or reject shall apply whether or not it is specified in the solicitation.

Agenda #1.
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Any information provided to the City of Great Falls is public information. Any proposal
considered by the City Commission will be publicly discussed. Questions will arise during
the course of that conversation that may require additional explanation, documentation, or
verification from the proponent.

In terms of process, once the proposal is received, there will likely be additional questions
or information needed to validate the proposal. If a majority of the City Commission are
interested in the proposal concept, they will then direct staff to finalize the proposal in a
formal agreement. The finalization process is envisioned to include meetings between the
parties, work sessions with the City Commission, and Final Agreement ratification at a City
Commission meeting.

The request outline is broad and flexible to allow for a variety of proposals. All proposals
are due January 8th at 3:00 PM.

Specific Instructions: Please include Original Proposal and additional 3 copies.

Proposals must be mailed or delivered to:
Office of the City Clerk
Room 204, Civic Center
P.0.Box 5021
Great Falls, MT 59403-5021
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City of Great Falls
Request for Proposals
Animal Welfare Services

Section 1 - Proponent Information

Please provide the following:
e Organization Name
e Brief history of the organization
o Incorporation date
o Governance structure
o Current services offered
e Organizational Chart
o Number and types of positions
e Organization Bylaws

Section 2 - Statement of Intent

Please respond to the following:

e Why is the organization interested in providing a proposal to the City of Great Falls?

e What are the organization’s long term goals as it relates to the animal welfare in the
city, county and region?

e What challenges and opportunities exist to partner with the City of Great Falls
Animal Shelter?

e Does the organization have any plans to expand its own services or facility in the
future?

e What experience and ability does the organization possess to provide proposed
services? Please explain in detail.

Section 3 - Animal Welfare Services proposed
e What specific service or services is the organization interested in providing to the
City of Great Falls Animal Shelter?
o What s the term of the agreement including the start date?
o What animals are to be served?
o Any limitations on the animal types or numbers or services that currently
exist?
e Describe the organization’s experience and capabilities.
o How is the organization prepared, organized and, staffed, to provide the
proposed services now and into the future?
o What expertise does the organization have to provide these services?
o What is the facility’s capacity to provide the proposed service?
= Are there any exceptions or limits on the amount of services
proposed?
= Please provide a timeline detailing the timeframe and steps needed to
provide the service.

Agenda #1.
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e Who would administer the service contract on behalf of the proponent?
o Explain the complaint resolution process related to service concerns.
e What is the area served for the proposed service?
o City, County, Statewide?
e Describe in detail, the proposed process for securing animals from the Great Falls
Animal Shelter (if part of proposal).
e Demonstrate the organization’s understanding of local, State, federal laws and
guidelines relating to animal care.
o What recognized (industry standard) guidelines does the organization
follow?

Section 4 - Service Cost and Financial Requirements

e Describe the methodology and detailed cost for the services proposed.
o Are the proposed costs fixed?
o Ifnot, what are the projected annual expenses to the City for the service?
o Ifthe service costs more than expected, how will organization address the
deficit?
e Describe and demonstrate the financial capability and stability of the organization
to provide the services proposed.
o Please provide detail about the organization’s budget for the past five years
including:
= Revenues (including donations)
= Expenditures
= Debt Service
= Endowments
e The proposed service proposal may be subject to the State of Montana Prevailing
Wage Rates. The proposer and any of their subcontractors doing work on this
proposal will be required to obtain registration with the Montana Department of
Labor and Industry (DLI). State of Montana Prevailing Wage Rates for Non-
Construction Services are in effect for this contract (see attachment A). The
CONTRACTOR must ensure that employees and applicants for employment are not
discriminated against because of their race, color, religion, sex or national origin and
the CONTRACTOR shall provide that at least 50% of the workers of each contractor
working on the project will be bona fide Montana residents in compliance with 18-
2-403 (1) and 18-2-409, MCA.

Section 5 - References

e Please provide references that the City may contact to discuss the qualifications of
the organization to provide the proposed services.
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UPDATE: |

Request for Proposal

Services and Operations
Complementary to the Great Falls
Animal Shelter

March 3, 2019



BACKGROUND;

February 2019; the City Commissioners consented to the suggestion of
Commissioner Robinson to explore a potential partnership with the Maclean-
Cameron Animal Adoption Center (MCAAC). The initial exploration was
conducted by Commissioner Robinson and Commissioner Moe.

July 2, 2019; Commissioners Robinson and Moe reported that they had gone as
far as they could go with the initiative and, without objection from the rest of
the Commission, directed staff to take over exploration efforts.

July - September 2019; City staff, as well as City Manager Doyon met with
MCAAC representatives and contacted numerous local and national agencies to
gather information on industry operations and best practices, to ascertain the
formation of a partnership.

October 2019; To facilitate the direction, with Commissioner input, the City
Manager crafted a Request for Proposal for Services and Operations
Complementary to the Great Falls Animal Shelter (GFAS).

Agenda #1.
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BACKGROUND:;

- The GFAS is an open-admission, municipal animal shelter operated by the
City of Great Falls, and requirements contained in Montana Code Annotated
(MCA), Title 7, Chapter 23, and local ordinances. The GFAS is required to
provide a location for all stray, abandoned, and owner surrendered animals,
and serves the residents of Great Falls, Cascade County and the surrounding
areas.

- GFAS provides a number of services; animal protection, animal adoptions,
education/outreach, cremation services for veterinarians and private citizens,
as well as spay/neuter, licensing and microchipping services. The Shelter also
has volunteer opportunities and currently has over 320 volunteers that assist
with the animals and other events and activities throughout the year.

- The MCAAC and the GFAS both offer similar services to the community, but
there are differences in the services they provide, and the requirements that
dictate the services they offer.
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BACKGROUND:;

- The RFP was not directed toward a sole entity, but was broadly advertised to
solicit the greatest input.

- The RFP was specific, and approved by the Commission at the November 5%,
2019 work session. The approval included three qualifications that were to be
met for successful consideration.

- Provide at least the same quality of care as currently provided by the GFAS;

- Not create inefficiencies or gaps in service between the duties assumed by
the proposing body and those retained by GFAS; and

- Result in substantial savings to the City of Great Falls

- The RFP was originally due on 8 January 2020, and the due date extended 45
days to 24 February 2020.

- One submission was received from the MacLean Cameron Animal Adoption
Center.

Agenda #1.
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INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS

Section 1 - Proponent Information -- Responsive

Section 2 - Statement of Intent -- Responsive, with comments

-- Applicant did not explain their challenges as requested in the RFP.

-- Applicant answered expansion of their services and facility caveated upon them being awarded
a service contract. The applicant did not explain if they had any other service/facility expansions
in their current long range plans.

Section 3 — Animal Welfare Services Proposed -- Response Concerns

-- The requirements of the RFP stated a successful proposal must establish that the proposed
complementary services would meet three standards (quality of care, not create
inefficiencies/gaps in service, and result in substantial savings to the City).

-- Section 3, para 2, proposes the “Center to assume all responsibility for animal adoption and
fostering services, fundraising, and education to the community. The City would retain
responsibility for the intake and timely release of strays along with statutory responsibility for
animal control services.” But in Section 4, para 1, the proposal “offers a service contract at an
initial flat fee of $475,000, and the City MUST close all operations of the GFAS.”

--RFP Requirement #1, #2, and #3 not met

Agenda #1.
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INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS:

Section 3 - Animal Welfare Services Proposed (continued)

-- Section 3, question 1 response; proposes the “Center would no longer accept strays.”
-- RFP Requirement #1 and #2 not met

-- Section 3, question 4 response; proposes that the animals to be served are dogs, puppies, cats,
and kittens as well as unclaimed strays turned over to the MCAAC from the GFAS.
-- RFP Requirement #1, #2, and #3 not met
-- Note: Incongruent statement. Animals cannot be turned to the MCAAC if the service contract
requirement proposed is to close the GFAS?

-- Section 3, question 8 response; proposes the “Center should not be required to accommodate
large turn-ins of animals seized from animal hoarders.”
-- RFP Requirement #1, #2, and #3 not met

-- Section 3, question 8 response; states the foundation “does not believe it should assume any
responsibility for cremation. The City has committed to building a new incinerator and there
are other options available in the private sector.”

-- RFP Requirement #1, #2, and #3 not met
-- Note: Incongruent statement. Cremation services cannot be obtained at the GFAS if the service
contract requirement proposed is to close the GFAS?

Agenda #1.
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« INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS:; /

Section 3 - Animal Welfare Services Proposed (continued)

-- Section 3, question 9 asks for a timeline detailing the timeframe and steps needed to provide the
service. The response states the foundation “would be prepared to begin a contractual
arrangement on July 1, 2020.” No steps to reach this were provided.

-- RFP Requirement #2 not met

-- Section 3, query 12 response; states that all “qualifying animals will be taken to the MCAAC at
which time the MCAAC will assume ownership.
-- RFP Requirement #1, #2, and #3 not met
-- Note: Incongruent statement. Qualifying animals cannot be taken to the MCAAC if the service
contract requirement proposed is to close the GFAS?
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INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS:

Section 4 — Service Cost and Financial Requirements -- Response Concerns

-- Section 4, query 2 response; states “the GFAS closes all operation the MCAAC proposed an initial

service contract price off $475,000 adjusted annually by the CPI“ and additionally stated if the

GFAS is not closed, the MCAAC cannot propose an initial contract price without knowing the

level of services that the City would maintain and the costs and income associated with such

services......absent a full understanding of the City’s cost for it’s retained services.”

-- RFP Requirement #1, #2, #3 not met

-- The RFP asked for submissions for complementary services and operations during the initial
54-day timeline. The commission then approved a MCAAC requested 45-day extension request.
The RFP Addendums #2 and #3 included “by line item” expense ledger detail, complete budget
information for 2008-2019, as well as detailed responses to specific questions about expenses.

-- Note: Incongruent statement. The MCAAC relays throughout the proposal that they are a viable
and well functioning alternative to the GFAS. They operate and provide some of the same
services that the GFAS does. The proposal states the MCAAC would assume all responsibility for
animal adoption and fostering services, fundraising, and education to the community. These are
services that they currently provide. How could they not determine their costs associated with
services they already provide?
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« INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS:; Q

Section 4 — Service Cost and Financial Requirements (continued)

-- Section 4, query 3 response; states “the Center will utilize the services of the GFAS for animal
cremation needs at a price discounted from retail.”
-- RFP Requirement #2 and #3 not met
--Note: Incongruent statement. Cremation services cannot be offered to the community if the
service contract requirement proposed is to close the GFAS.

-- Section 4, query 4; when asked to provide detail about the organizations budget for the past five
years, the MCAAC provided only basic information on revenue, expenses, and debt service; see
next slide. The MCAAC did relay that they do not have any endowment at this time, and upon
completion of all debt payments the foundation hopes to establish an endowment.
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Rovenue

Donation, grants, bequest and fund rulsing ovents
Program revenus (adoption conter/education)
Total Rovenue
Expenses
Animal Care and Boarding
Salaries and Benefits
Occupancy Costs (Ins., repalrs, laxes, utilities, eic)
Other Overhoad Costs
Total Expenses
Not Operating Income
Dobl Service
Construction and equipment costs
Endowent

Beginning Cash
Ending Cash

The Animal Foundation of Great Falls
Budget

Fisca! Year
11914 10 10-31-15

$06,997.00
14,000.00
920,697.00

24,000.00

128,000.00
76,000.00

86,997.00
314,997.00
606,000.00

1456,000.00

(2.800,000.00)

(738,000.C0)
826,000.00
£8.,000.00

_—

Fiscal Yoor
111150 10-31-16

295,000.00
85,000.00
380,000.00

40,000.00
254,000.00
78,000.00
65,000.00
437,000.00
(57.000.00)
42,000.00
(76,000,00)
(15,000.00)
88,000,00
73,000.00

Fiscal Year
11116 1o 10-31-17

1,317,000.00
91,000.00
1,408,000.00

45,000.00

288,000.00
89,000.00

78.000.00
500,000.00
§08,000,00

(694,000.00)

Fiscal Year

11-1-17 to 10-31-18

1,135,000.00
91.000.00
1,226,000.00

58,000.00

302,000.00
91,000.00

68,000.00
§19,000.00
707,000.00

(850,000.00)

(183,000.00)
287,000.00
104,000.00

Fiscal Year
11-1-18 to 10-31-16

10
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 INITIAL ANALYSIS/FINDINGS; 11

Section 5 - References -- Responsive

SUMMARY;

- The proposal received was difficult to interpret, and understand. The City
did not request any closure of the GFAS. The RFP asked for complementary
services and operations options. Instead, the City received 1 option (close and
pay an unsubstantiated fee) and a confusing request to continue negotiations
about information that should have been provided in the proposal.

- The proposal contradicts itself by listing a $475,000 dollar figure for the
MCAAC to provide their reduced services to the community. That is caveated
by the requirement to close the GFAS, but on numerous paragraphs the
MCAAC relays that they need the GFAS to provide services.

- This is only a preliminary analysis. The flaws, contradictory statements, and
lack of detail is only a sampling of the essence contained in the document. 131
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.  COMMISSION OPTIONS: 12

- Have staff provide a full report detailing the concerns about the proposal at a
future work session

-- This will allow staff time to fully analyze, research, and provide a detailed list of potential impacts
from a financial, operational, and legal perspective.

- Continue to negotiate with the MCAAC based on the proposal submitted

-- Due to the public interest and attention on this subject, it is recommended this effort be led by 2
commissioners at future public meetings

-- This will also allow staff to request the MCAAC provide the line item detail and specification
missing from the submission.

- Find that the proposal was non-responsive, due to the numerous conflicts and
lack of information, and reject the RFP

-- The submitted proposal reveals and validates that shutting down the GFAS is not a viable option.
A rejection of the RFP will not negatively impact the MCAAC or GFAS, or our community.

432



Agenda #1.

Maol(?an—(jzyn(fron
Animal Adoption Center

Enhancing compassion through education

March 12, 2020

Mayor and City Commissioners
City Manager

Deputy City Manager

Room 204, Civic Center

PO Box 5021

Great Falls, MT 59403-5021

SUBJECT: Response to City Staff Update, presented on March 3, 2020
Dear City Officials,

The Trustees of the Animal Foundation submit this Response to supplement its Proposal for a services contract, to clarify
some of the statements in its Proposal, and to address critical misinterpretations regarding the Proposal.

First and foremost, the Foundation wishes to make it clear that the premise of the Proposal that it submitted to the City on
February 24, 2020, was that the Foundation would assume all responsibility for the intake of owner surrenders, animal
adoption and fostering, and education/outreach to the community. Under the Proposal, the City would retain its
responsibility for animal control; intake of strays, to include 72 or 96 hour hold periods or owner redemption; and
operation of its crematorium. This is stated in Section 3, paragraph 2 of the Proposal. Please note that the suggestion that
the City might consider closing Great Falls Animal Shelter (GFAS) is addressed in only one paragraph (four lines) in the
14-page proposal, specifically at page 11 under the heading “Projected annual expenses to the City.” If that one
paragraph is removed from the document, all of staff’s concerns and comments about the Proposal containing
“incongruent statements” are eliminated. As was pointed out at the meeting and staff acknowledged, the Proposal did
not state that the City “must close” all GFAS operations.

Second, the Staff report states that the Foundation was given ample time and financial data to develop its projected annual
expenses under a contract with the City for complementary animal welfare services. The Foundation acknowledges that
the City was very responsive to the Foundation’s request for additional data and appreciates the information provided.
The Foundation currently believes that it can perform the services it has proposed for $475,000. This figure was
calculated by an experienced CPA based on data from both internal and external sources, projected number of animals
that would be in our care, and insight from a variety of professionals. However, until the Foundation submitted its
Proposal on February 24, 2020, the City could not have known, and did not have an opportunity to calculate, its costs for
its retained services under the Proposal. Until the City reviews the Proposal and determines an estimated budget for its
retained services, the Foundation is unable to finalize a contract price which will ensure that the City achieves substantial
savings. Upon receipt of these numbers, the Foundation will finalize a firm, fixed contract price. Addendum #3 to the
Request for Proposals clearly contemplated that such interaction and discussions would take place.

MacleanCameronAnimalAdoptionCenter.org | (406) 727-7387 | 900 25th Ave NE, Great Falls, MT 59404 | P.O. Box 3426, Great Falls, MT 59403

=

Fostering a caring community for animals by
providing shelter, advancing animal welfare and
promoting the bond between animals and humans

through innovative programs, education
and service.
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While the above two points are the most critical, the Foundation has several other observations regarding the following
staff comments and mistaken assertions that the Request for Proposal (RFP) criteria were not met:

The Great Falls Animal Shelter is described on slide #3 as an open admission animal shelter: This statement conflicts
with the GFAS Policy Manual, found on the City’s website, which states in part, “The GFAS does not accept any animals

that have potentially infectious disease or illness, or have extreme behavior issues, including but not limited, to biting or
signs of aggression. Animals that the owners believe to have aggressive behaviors will not be accepted...” The Policy
Manual is included as Exhibit D to the Foundation’s Proposal.

Section 2 - Other long range plans for the Center: The staff report states that the Foundation failed to explain if it had any
service/facility expansion plans. Please note that irrespective of whether it enters into a contract with the City, the
Foundation plans to expand its outside animal areas and protected ‘catios.” This was discussed in the last paragraph of the

Foundation’s response to Does the organization have any plans to expands its services or facilities in the future?

Section 3 - The Center would no longer accept strays: Under the Foundation’s proposal, it is assumed and clearly stated
that the City would retain responsibility for animal control and intake of strays. Upon expiration of the 72/96 hour hold
period, unredeemed strays would be transferred to the Center. There are several reasons for the City to manage the intake
of strays. First, this would streamline owner redemptions by providing one place to check for lost animals. Second, by
acting as the entity managing stray animals, the City is in a better position to track animal owners who repeatedly violate
laws relating to the care of animals and take appropriate enforcement actions. Finally, this will also mean that the City
can derive revenue associated with management of stray animals.

Animals to be served are dogs, puppies. cats and kittens: This is consistent with best practices at other privately run
animal shelters such as Heart of the Valley (HOV) in Bozeman. At the meeting, staff stated that the City “services all
animals” as defined under MCA Section 7-23-4101. This statutory section refers to the City’s authority to regulate and
impound “horses, cattle, swine, sheep, goats, and dogs or other animals.” It is our understanding that the City shelter does
not take in horses, cattle, swine, sheep or goats. However, the Foundation would be amenable to assisting citizens who
wish to surrender other species, such as birds, small mammals and reptiles, by working with appropriate rescue groups
having expertise in such species.

The Center would not accept large turn-ins of animals from hoarders: There have been hoarding situations in the past

where dozens of animals have been impounded at one time. In one case, the Montana ExpoPark was used as a staging
ground for initial hold and assessment of the animals. The contract between HOV and the City of Bozeman contains
language indicating that HOV will not accept large numbers of animals at one time that would overwhelm the capabilities
of its facilities and potentially infect other animals in its care without prior notification and additional payment. The
Foundation believes that this should be a subject of further discussion.

Timeframe and steps to implement a services contract: It is not clear what specific information the City seeks. The
Foundation has already stated that the close proximity of the two facilities should facilitate a smooth transfer of animals
and that it is prepared to remodel to accommodate a larger number of animals. Therefore, the Foundation disagrees that it
failed to meet RFP criterion #2 or that a contract between the City and Foundation would create a gap in services.

Section 4 — Staff asks “How could they (MCAAC) not determine their costs associated with services they already
provide?” The Foundation is very well aware of the costs associated with the services it currently provides. However, if
the Foundation’s proposal is implemented, it will have a much larger number of dogs, cats, puppies and kittens. This will
require additional staff, a remodeling of the facility, and other costs associated with an expansion of services.

Asserted deficiencies in provision of information about the Center’s budget for the past five years: As requested in the
RFP, the Foundation provided sufficient detail on revenue, expenditures, and debt service to demonstrate its financial
capability and stability. If the City requires further information, it should specify what additional information is required.
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Closing remark: “A rejection of the RFP will not negatively impact the MCAAC or GFAS or our community.” Rejection

of the Foundation’s Proposal will foreclose one option for the City to divert scarce taxpayer dollars to other critical needs
such as public safety. It will continue to divide the donor and volunteer base between the Center and GFAS. It will not
allow each entity to focus on its strengths; the City capably manages animal control and enforcement and the Center has
an unmatched success rate at adopting out homeless animals.

In sum, the Foundation disagrees that its Proposal does not satisfy the RFP criteria. Criterion #1 requires that the Proposal
ensure the same quality of care currently provided by GFAS. The Foundation submitted numerous exhibits documenting
its extensive measures to optimize animal well-being, taking into account facility design, shelter capacity and best
practices. Criterion #2 is addressed above. Criterion #3 requires substantial savings to the City. As stated earlier, upon
receipt of the City’s cost estimate for its retained services under the Proposal, the Foundation sincerely welcomes the
opportunity to pursue discussions which will lead to substantial savings for the City.

Sincerely,
Libbey Winderl John Huber
Board President Trustee
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Animal Adoption
BACKGROUND

* February 24, 2020 - the Animal Foundation of Great Falls submitted a proposal in response to the RFP.
« March 3, 2020 - City staff provided a presentation on the Foundation’s proposal referencing some confusion.

« March 11, 2020 - John Huber and Libbey Winderl submitted a letter to the Commission and staff clarifying the proposal and
addressing staff’'s concerns.

« March 17, 2020 - Had planned to be on the agenda, but Covid-19 led to major changes and delays.

 Today — Further a conversation about a potential agreement between the City and the Foundation for adoption and education
services.
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Animal Adoption

SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL

Agenda #1.

From page 8 of the Proposal:

The Animal Foundation of Great Falls proposes to utilize the Center to
assume all responsibility for animal adoption and fostering services,
fundraising, and education to the community.

The City of Great Falls would retain responsibility for the intake and
timely release to owners of stray animals, 72/96 hour hold periods for
impounded strays, operation of its crematorium, and its statutory
responsibility for animal control services.
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Animal Adoption

MAJOR ADVANTAGES OF A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY & FOUNDATION

First: Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center will provide a superior quality of care than currently provided at the City Shelter

\

—h

The Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center has taken massive steps in designing and building the Center to maximize quality of care: B
* Regular air exchange to minimize infection

* Sound barriers to minimize anxiety/stress

+ Lighting and daylight to minimize anxiety/stress

* Floor coverings to provide higher levels of cleanliness

« Configuration and size of suites to minimize anxiety/stress

* Odor control and sanitation

Example: Cats housed in shelters without adequate air exchanges are affected by respiratory infections at a significantly higher rate. The respiratory infections caused by
inadequate air exchanges result in increased veterinary costs, suffering for the animals, and negatively affect adoption rates. For that reason, the Foundation chose to invest in an
air exchange system with separate zones for animals with various needs, to include those in medical isolation, newly incoming, and those cleared for adoption. The Center’s air
exchange system in these areas provides up to 12 fresh air room exchanges per hour in order to reduce the spread of infection.

1. Having completed construction of a state-of-the-art facility in 2015, the Foundation turned to its primary mission: Meeting or exceeding standards with regard to the
care and treatment of its shelter animals (extensively documented in the proposal’s attached exhibits).

2. Astudy of the City Shelter, conducted in 2010, concluded that, “...the existing City shelter which was built in 1972 was outdated and in desperate need of replacement,
and that it was, “...not salvageable as an animal shelter.” -Kim Staton

3. Even though the City has made upgrades to the Shelter, to include constructing a cattery, it is evident that City Shelter does not provide the same quality of care as the
Center does.
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Animal Adoption

MAJOR ADVANTAGES OF A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY & FOUNDATION

Second: A contract with the Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center will result in cost savings to the City.

» It is our understanding that in addition to the cattery, the City is considering further improvements to the Shelter to improve conditions for dogs. While we
are unaware of what those costs would be, they can be wholly avoided if the City and Foundation enter into an agreement for the Center to house cats and
dogs after the initial 72/96 hour stray hold period. Even without a contract, the Foundation has helped the City avoid costs by handling one-third of the all
animal intakes during the most recent fiscal year. Despite the City’s reduction in the number of animal intake by almost 50% since 2008, the City’s
operational costs and associated annual budget have risen. This is illustrated in a chart on page 5 of our Proposal.

City of Great Falls Animal Shelter Intake and Associated Budget History

Fiscal Year Number of Annual Annual Budget- Fiscal Year Number of Annual Annual Amended Budget: Shows the adopted plus authorized budget amendments for the fiscal
year.
Intakes BUdget_ Actual Intakes BUdget_ BUdget_ Actual Budget: Shows the audited financial information for the fiscal year.
Amended Amended Actual
*Numbers pulled from Animal Shelter Update given by Jennifer Reichelt at 11/05/2013 work
2539 $422,000 $588,930 1488 $608,633 $585,803 S
**Changed from calendar year to July-June fiscal year. As of 02/03/20, the Great Falls Animal
Shelter website states, “Beginning in March 2015, the Shelter began providing statistical data
based on a fiscal year time frame (July —June), in order to be consistent with the City’s financial
2282 $570,43 1 5547,687 3 reporting methods. Previously (prior to Fiscal Year 2015), the Shelter reported data on a
1296 5647,856 $608:942 calendar year basis (January-December). Older Shelter annual reports are still available online
data dates back to calendar year 2008). Those reviewing the data should distinguish the
1995 $725,924 $592,630* { y 2002) g g

difference in reporting structure when making comparisons and reviewing the numbers,”
1406 5707,527 $662: 126 “Annual Reports,” City of Great Falls: Animal Shelter,

1720 $525, 864 548 3'760* https://greatfallsmt.net/animalshelter/annual-reports)

2295 $513,544 $714,227 1316 5629,330 $586,427

1322 5729,544 $6681023 As of 02//03/20, the Great Falls Animal Shelter website also states, “The GFAS is operated
under an annual budget of approximately 5529,000. Approximately 2166 animals are brought
into the shelter on a yearly basis.” (“About The City of Great Falls Animal Shelter.” City of Great
Falls: Animal Shelter, https://greatfallsmt.net/animalshelter/welcome-city-great-falls-animal-
shelter). We are unable to align this statement with any of the information we gathered from
the City of Great Falls website budget information as of 2.4.20.

1631 $515,305 $575,240

1622 $558,100 $537,240
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Animal Adoption Cente

MAJOR ADVANTAGES OF A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY & FOUNDATION

Second (continued): A contract with the Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center will result in cost
savings to the City.

« The data provided by the City indicates that adoption services are a major drain on the Shelter and on the
taxpayers. For example, in 2018 and 2019, the City budgeted approximately $700K to the Shelter while only
deriving between $5k and $6K in revenues from adoption. While the City’s adoption rate in FY 2019 was 50%,
the Center’s was 96%. How could it not make sense for the City to offload a service which costs a lot of money,
yields a small amount of revenue ,and where a great alternative is available, literally just down the street?

* Instead of budgeting $700K for the Shelter, it would be far more cost effective for the City to hold animals for an
appropriate hold period, collect redemption fees and fines when animals are redeemed within the 72/96 hour
hold periods and take advantage of revenues derived from its new state-of-the-art cremation incinerator. With
greatly reduced costs associated with this Proposal and increased revenue, it is clear that the City can reduce
its budgeted amount substantially. %\l i .
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Animél\AdOption | - L

MAJOR ADVANTAGES OF A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE CITY & FOUNDATION

Second (continued): A contract with the Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center will result in
cost savings to the City.

« As stated in the Proposal, we can’t project what the City’s budget will look like if its services are reduced as
proposed. Granted, the City has given the Foundation a ton of cost data, but the data would change

drastically once a contract is entered into with the Foundation. That is why the Foundation has assumed and

hoped, as stated in the RFP, that further discussions would be conducted to validate its proposal and to
ensure that cost savings are achieved.

 The Foundation has stated that a contract would effectively lead to a doubling in the number of animals
under its care. This will require additional staffing and facility adjustments. All of this was discussed in the
Proposal, and supports the Foundation’s current projection that it could handle all adoptions, education,
fostering, fundraising and volunteer activities in this community for $475K per year.
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Animal Adoption
CONCLUSION

ﬁ;f 4 J-.*‘S

Consolldatnon of efforts would fulfill the earlier vision shared by Foundation and City officials that one modern facnllty
providing high-quality animal care could best handle animal adoption services.

It appears to be a needless duplication of expense and effort to have two neighboring shelters in a City where both public
and private resources are relatively scarce.

Because the Center was constructed entirely with donated funds, this has resulted in great savings to the City’s

taxpayers. Now that the Center has been built and in operation for over four years, it makes sense for the City taxpayers to
benefit from this state-of-the-art facility.

Let’s give the public the benefit of each party’s strengths and end the competition for limited resources and improve
animal welfare in our community.
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Animal Adoption
CONTACT INFORMATION

Any questions may be directed to the Animal Foundation of Great Falls:

Libbey Winderl, Board President John Huber, Board Trustee
406.781.9993 406.788.9976
libbey.winderl@edwardjones.com jhuber@dadco.com

Pam Volk, Executive Director
406.727.7387
director@macleananimaladoptioncenter.com
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From the Animal Foundation of Great Falls

Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center
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Clarification:

"BAILOUT?"

» Asreflected in the budget
information included within our
Proposal submitted in February,
our non-profit organization has:

» Operated for five years

» Own and continue to operate a
13,600 square foot, state-of-the-art
building, designed with a value of
over $5 million

» Solely accomplished with
fundraising and service income

» Due to a dedicated donor base,
volunteer and staff efforts, MCAAC
is capable of continuing
independently

"FAIL?"

» Inresponse fo Commissioner Mary
Moe's biggest worry:

>

>

$1.5 million raised in just over a year
to "Get Out Of Debt"

Paid off the loans on building the
MCAAC

Ability to secure more service
revenue (MCAAC held a 96%
adoption rate in 2019) with the
absence of competition

Restructured & diverse occupations
of Board Trustees, including three
Financial Advisors & one Cerfified
Public Accountant

Highly successful banquet fundraiser
each year with 15 year tfrack record

Average of $820,199 in annual
donations since August 2015

Agenda #1.

Animal
Adoption
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Current & Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal Shelter

Fiscal

Year
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

(with MCAAC Neighboring Independently)

Number of

Intake

Intakes

2539
2295
2282
1995
1720
1631
1622
1488
1316
1296
1406
1322

Growth

-10%
-1%
-13%
-14%
-5%
-1%
-8%
-12%
-2%
8%
-6%

Operational

Expense

422,000.00
513,544.00
570,431.00
725,924.00
525,864.00
515,305.00
558,100.00
608,633.00
629,330.00
647,856.00
707,527.00
729,544.00

Expense

Growth

22%
11%
27%
-28%
-2%
8%
9%
3%
3%
9%
3%

Revenves

213,885.00
138,633.00
139,643.00
123,479.00
120,744.00
112,819.00
103,774.00

Revenve

Growth

Agenda #1.

Based off of
Fiscal Year

Annual
Profit/Loss

(422,000)
(513,544)
(570,431)
(725,924)
(525,864)
(301,420)
(419,467)
(468,990)
(505,851)
(527,112)
(594,708)
(625,770)

2020
2021
2022
2023

1269
1218
1170
1123

-4%
-4%
-4%
-4%

773,316.64 6%
819.715.64 6%
868,898.58 6%
921,032.49 6%

$ 113,210.00
$ 107,549.50
$ 102,172.03
S 97,063.42

(660,107)
(712,166)

S
3
3
S
3
S
S
3
S
S
3
S
S
3
S
S
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MNOR - Citw dieron
ZUUE - LITY CISCOr

animal services, incluging Animal Control

tinued contract with HSCC and retained

2012 - City moved responsibilizy of Animal €

another deparment. Moved out of shelzer budget.

’ Total Intake 2539| 2295 28| 1995 1720| 1631 1488 1296 1406 ; 1269 1218

’Total Budget | § 432,293.00 |$ 51433.00$ 547,6871!]‘5 592,630.00 | § 535,843.00 [ $ 575,150.00 | $ 537,240.00 | § 585803.00|$ 586427.00 $ 60894200 (S 662,128.00 $ 72460500 | $ 733355.00 | S 767,514.00 |




Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal Shelter
(without MCAAC help)

» Adding backin the dogs & cats that MCAAC would have taken in:

Number of Intake Operational Expense Revenues Revenue Annual
Intakes Growth Expense Growth Growth Profit/Loss

1322 6% S  729,544.00 3% $ 103,774.00 8% $  (625,770)
1269 A% S 773,316.64 6% S 113,210.00 9% S  (660,107)
1983  36%$ 1,334,411.57 42% $ 175,079.37 35%$  (1,159,332)

2032 2% S 1,509,814.34 12% $ 177,536.01 1% $  (1,332,278)

2079 2% $ 1,705,639.51 1% $ 179,749.59 1% $ (1,525,890
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Cost to Care for Animals

$870,724
$777,904

$618,032 $643,098

$547,529

2016 2017 2018 Source: Shelter

Animals Count
m GFAS Cost w/ MCAAC Projected GFAS Cost w/o MCAAC Calendar Year

Jan. - Dec.

In addition to the increased costs shown here, future expenditures, for staff to fundraise for the expansion -

and upgrade of the current City Shelter, will be incurred.
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MACLEAN-CAMERON ANIMAL ADOPTION CENTER TO ASSUME
INTAKE, MANAGEMENT, & ADOPTION OF ALL DOGS & CATS IN THE COMMUNITY §
V.




Agenda #1.

407-1 Offica Fumishings $3.00¢

404-1 OMMcs Fumishings $:

Elsctrical
£02-1 Office Fumishings $3.000 : ) 2500 /%20 : ‘ 2
. ¢ ‘ .

Kitten Cage

PRt Capacity based on Quality
of Care Standards

g Cat Cage
406.2-4 Education ——__| o #2-24 ae avatable. 74
Room Fumishings R usd Is not avaliable.
$10.000 3,000 each

H“ﬁ'— Cat lsotation Cages

#4-6 are avallable.
13.000 each

’ 304
i ¥15000

3,000

Cat Hold Cages
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—— o
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. 10900 1 E
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Picnic Table
423-2
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-—

Picnic Table
423-3

13,000

Additional Naming Right
Designations

302-1 Laundry Room Washer

302-2 Laundry Room Dryer 0 — e ~
304-1 Grooming Room Tabie 0 Dog Run y {
310.1-5 Food Prep Fumishings : P ® 0 thl l
1-10 Facily Computers s > ’
“Keep it Ciean” Stations : 7,500 75

21712 Adopiion OMice Fuigngs +1. Enhancing compassion through education
2Smart TV
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Proposed Services:

What MCAAC Proposes to

Services Who Currently Provides Provide
Adoption of Cats and Dogs BO AS and AL AL
Adoption of Small Domestic Animals O A AA .
and Birds outsource to the appropriate a a o © - N8 S
e e group/expe - =
City Licensing BO AS and AA AA .
Fundraisin BO AS and AA AA
g \;

Humane Education Opportunities BO AS and AA AA
Intake of Owner Surrenders BO AS and AA AA
Intake of Stray Animals from Public Bo AS and AA AA
Intake of Stray Animals from Animal O A AA
Control

" — . . ** Currently, the MCAAC outsources
Microchipping BO AS ANG AR AR cremations to 406 Cremation. In the

. . . A W A A Proposed Complimentary Services
Stray Redemption Services #e dine Scenario, the MCAAC will refer all
7 » A A A A A cremations tfo the GFAS who will
Population Control through Bo and e e b oy
Spay/Neuter aqua-incinerator, purchased with
taxpayer funds, which will reduce the
Vaccinations Bo AS and AA AA cost of cremation from $1.25-$1.50
per pound o $.10 (or a 94%

Volunteer Opportunities BO AS and AA AA reduction in cost) . GFAS will ret sl

. - earnings from cremation services.
Cremation Services** Bo AS anad AA A
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Independent Study for Proposal:

As mentioned by Commissioner Rick Tryon

39 party comparison for level of service

39 party comparison for quality of care

Alignment of terms such as stray & capacity
Alleviate issues/concerns of public perception of Pkg
Clarification of best Proposal option

Division of cost would be presented to the

Animal Foundation for consideration & potential apg




Proposed Figure:

* Denotes just under a $300k immediate
savings to the City of Great Falls (FY 21
Proposed Budget - $475,000)

** Support includes both volunteers &
monetary tax-deductible donations

** Mend relationship between both
organizations & remove the donor divide




Future Figure:

» Commissioner Mary Moe asked if the $475k figure could be reduced? =

» Why is this so much more than Heart of the Valley charges the City of Bozeman?

>
>
>

HOV was founded in 1973, 47 years ago
City of Bozeman & HOV do not have the donor divide

Our community can come together for the betterment of animal welfare, and donor
dollars/support will increase, just like they did for HOV

Increased support results in lower operating costs

Current City funding will assist with the offset of temporary operating costs, allowing
the Animal Foundation to focus further on fundraising in conjunction with a capital
campaign to start an endowment

The endowment will allow for savings to the City in the near future as the Animal
Foundation will then have investment income

This will in turn, lower the City's funding and eventually allow for it to be reduced closer
to the agreement between HOV and the City of Bozeman

Agenda #1.
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*$475k

e All-Inclusive
{minus} Animal
Control &
Cremation

*Improved Animal
Welfare

sImmediate Cost
Savings to the City

Community
Support

* Reduction of
Operating
Costs

* Endowment
Capital
Campaign
Focus

Endowment

¢ Investment
Income

* Reduction of
$475k to the
City of Great
Falls

5-10 Year
Plan

Agenda #1.

*Endowment
Grows
*Significant
Reduction/Cost
Savings to the
City
* Animal Lovers
United
*Taxpayers
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Neliilglek

» Commissioner Mary Moe asked, "What we heard at the work session
is that a primary job perk for staff is their involvement in adoption
services. Can you envision a model for partnership that would
preserve this motivational force for City shelter staffe”

» We believe in our mission and it supports the same job satisfaction
expressed by City staff

» With increased animal intake, we would welcome the opportunity for
current City staff and volunteers to join us in advancing our mission
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Conclusion:
IMPROVED ANIMAL WELFARE
Just under $300K IMMEDIATE SAVINGS

=K 4
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OOl v
Public Safety Upgrade Public Safety
Additional Equipment Additional

Police Officers Firefighters
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Contact Information: . Ca

Animal Adoption

Any questions may be Enhancing compassion through education
directed to the

Animal Foundation of
Great Falls.

Pam Volk - ——x JOhn Huber

0| Executive Director E Board Trustee
Bo™ 106707 7387 1 F2 406.788.9976

director@macleananimaladoptioncenter.com jhuber@dadco.com

%"*‘ Libbey Winderl

Board Premden’r

Le e 406.781.9993
- 5

Wil s |ibbey . winderl@edwardjones.com
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City Manager’s Office
Memorandum

To: Animal Foundation of Great Falls
From: Chuck Anderson, Deputy City Manager
Re: Request for Proposal (RFP) Questions/Requests for Clarification

Date: August 3, 2020

The City Commission requested that city staff review your recent service proposal dated July
21, 2020. Thank you for providing the data and background in a supplemental email. After
reviewing the information provided, we have additional questions for follow-up and
clarification. The questions are asked in the spirit of making sure that the Commission is well
informed before making a decision.

If any of the questions are confusing, please contact me directly at 455-8417.

1. The MCAAC needs to demonstrate to the Commission and community that it is financially
stable enough to provide the services at the level proposed. The reason for this is two-fold:
a) MCAAC was asked to provide a proposal that provided significant savings to the City

b) Transitioning services from the City to MCAAC would not be beneficial to the City if the
move resulted in minimal savings, or caused MCAAC to significantly adjust its contract rates
after closure of GFAS.

Based on this, the City has the following questions:

We're looking for a greater level of detail from the budget information originally submitted
with the RFP. Obviously, we’re looking for trends. There is a concern that once MCAAC takes
over services from the City, the donation base will shift because taxpayers will feel they are
already “paying” for services at the facility. What is being looked for is:

A. Iltemized expenses and revenues accounting for the last 5-years, including any in-kind
support (money, services, goods, other).

B. A detailed Operations Budget (total revenue and expenses (line item and cost)) for
the first 5-years, highlighting where the $475,000 amount you are requesting will be
spent.
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2. Currently, City Code identifies animals as; “any living vertebrate creature, other than
human beings, whether wild or domestic, including but not limited to all livestock and any
domestic pet.”

https://library.municode.com/mt/qreat falls /codes/code of ordinances?nodeld=TIT6AN CHIAN 6.1.010DE

MCAAC appears to only want to accept dogs and cats. Although, not a regular occurrence at
the GFAS, residents bring other animals to the shelter for safety, protection, or treatment.
Pursuant to City Code, the GFAS accepts ferrets, guinea pigs, rates, rabbits, reptiles, etc. On
occasion, the GFAS has had individuals surrender animals that they had previously tried to turn-
in to the MCAAC, but were told they could not be accepted.

If MCAAC becomes the primary service point for animal welfare, will MCAAC continue the level
of service to the community as currently offered, and take in all surrendered animals regardless
of medical condition or behavioral problems?

Additionally, is it your expectation that the City Commission will change the current City Code
so the contract with MCAAC is solely for cats/dogs?

3. What is MCAAC's specific concerns with a proposed pilot project to build a partnership
between the MCAAC and GFAS? Why would it not be advantageous to the MCAAC to take
animals from the GFAS after the 72/96-hour hold period, and then adopt them out? The
current approach appears to be all or nothing.

4. In MCAAC's July 215t presentation, it refers to the positive impact that the MCAAC has had
on reducing the intake numbers of the GFAS. Reviewing slide# 6, there are significant
decreases in intake numbers prior to the MCAAC starting operations in 2015. What factors
could have contributed to those reductions, and wouldn’t those same factors still be in
existence today?

5. The Finance Department had some questions pertaining to financial information used during
your presentation. Please see the Finance Department Memorandum dated Aug 3, 2020.
Specifically, there seems to be accounting differences related to revenue and expenses. In
order to facilitate mutual understanding, would the MCAAC be willing to meet with the finance
director to discuss these items, and if needed, revise accordingly.

6. Itis likely the City Manager would recommend closing the GFAS if the Commission
determined to contract with MCAAC for only dog and cat services. It would not make financial
sense to keep the facility open as a simple crematory.

How will MCAAC satisfy all the current services to the animal community (manage

permit/license program across city, hoarding/quarantine/bite/dangerous animal cases,
emergency management response, county and city law enforcement support, court
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representation, etc..) not mentioned on slide# 12? On another note, why has MCAAC not
used the City’s cremation services before?

7. After reviewing MCAAC's presentation and the Finance Department memorandum dated
August 3, 2020, it appears MCAAC did not consider GFAS revenues in its presentation. It also
appears that MCAAC computed all expenses for statistics solely against intakes. MCAAC cites
an immediate savings to the City of $300,000, when it is approximately $195,000 with revenue
factored in, and could be $5,000-$10,000, or lower when the other services are factored in.
Does MCAAC believe this amount to be significant enough savings to meet the intent of the
RFP? This can be discussed with the finance director at the meeting.

8. When a commissioner asked how your proposed $475,000 amount could be reduced, you
relayed that increased support results in lower operational costs. Can you clarify how
increasing tax-deductible donations lowers operational costs?

9. In reference to slide 16 (arrow progression slide), can you please list the actual amounts that
will be reduced per year for years 1-5. What if MCAAC finds itself needing more revenue to
offset expenses? Would the Foundations seek more funding from the City’s budget even
though its budget is adopted?

10. Slide# 16 portrays that at the end of a 10-year period, there is a significant reduction/cost
savings to the City. What safeguards are in place to guarantee, other than a contract clause,
MCAAC's service costs? Moreover, why couldn’t this be a 3 or 5-year maximum plan?

11. During the Commission presentation there was a discussion of endowment. Endowments
can be incredibly helpful when expenses over a budget period unexpectedly increase.
Endowments are also helpful in the event savings materialize over a fiscal year because they
can offset increases in ensuing years. It does not sounds like there are any MCAAC endowments
in place, is that correct?
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City of Great Falls

Finance Department

Memo

To: Greg Doyon, City Manager
From: Melissa Kinzler, Finance Director
Date: August 3, 2020

Re: Maclean Cameron Animal Adoption Center (MCAAC) Financial Modeling

Revenue Numbers used in the Current & Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal Shelter

MCAAC shows no data for the GFAS revenue for FY 2008 through FY 2012. However, there
are revenue numbers available. Total revenue through this period of time was $904,511.

The revenues that were included in the Financial Modeling did not include Animal Licenses. The
City has designated this revenue to be used as part of the offset to operations of the Animal
Shelter. The expenses of operating this program are included in the overall expenses of the
Animal Shelter budget and included in the financial model. So, revenues for Licenses should be
included to offset the expenses of this program. The total amount of revenue collected from FY
2008 through FY 2020 for Licenses is $505,375. The 13 year average is $38,875 each year.

The projections for revenue in FY 2021, FY 2022, and FY 2023 use a four year average of a
negative 5%. This average does not represent a clear projection of animal shelter revenue
because revenue has not shown a decrease year after year in a constant pattern. The City has
not received less than $103,000 in revenue in the last eight years. The projections show only
$97,000 in revenue by FY 2023. Furthermore, if Animal License revenue is included, the
average would not be negative 5%.

Operational Expenses used in the Current & Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal
Shelter

The operational expenses used in the Operation Expense column were not Actual Expense
numbers of the Great Falls Animal Shelter. The numbers used were the Amended Budgets
taken at a point in time for FY 2014, FY2015, FY 2016, FY 2017, FY 2018, and FY 2019 as
presented in the FY 2015, FY 2016, FY2017, FY 2018, FY 2019, and FY 2020 Adopted
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Budgets. By using the Amended Budget, this overstates the percent increase each year in the
Animal Shelter budget. The Amended Budget includes all the special projects that are carried
over each year such as the Guardian Angel Program, Microchipping, and Altering and
Education Project. Furthermore, this overstated expenses by $188,723 from FY 2015 through
FY 2020 compared to actuals. The six year average was an overstatement of $31,453 each
year. Using Actual Expenses would result in a six year average of less than 6% growth in
operating expenses, which was the factor used in the model.

The adopted expense budget for the Animal Shelter for FY 2021 was $767,514, not
$819,715.64 as presented in the model. This overstatement directly increases the projections
for FY 2022 and FY 2023 as well.

Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal Shelter Option 1 (without MCAAC help)

The City of Great Falls has very limited revenue growth in the General Fund. The assumption
that operational expenses would be allowed to increase from FY 2020 to FY 2021 by $561,095
is unrealistic. Operations of the Animal Shelter would have to change to accommodate the
increased intake without an increased expense budget.

When using the approach of “expense per animal”, there is an assumption that all costs, fixed
and variable, will increase with each new intake. However, there are fixed costs that will not
increase with the intake of more animals. More specifically, personnel is the greatest expense
in the Animal Shelter budget. The current staffing level would be able to accommodate more
intakes without having to increase this budget line. The assumption each animal adds an
additional expense assumes that there are no fixed costs that will remain flat for the intake of
more animals. The assumption is flawed when looking at the overall Animal Shelter budget.

Rate of Inflation

The City of Great Falls has a limited ability to increase property tax revenue because of a
statewide property tax cap. Under Section 15-10-420, MCA, the City is authorized to increase
property tax revenue by “one-half of the average rate of inflation for the prior 3 years.”

Long Term Feasibility of Contract with MCAAC at $475,000

A major concern | have with this proposal is the long term feasibility of supporting the total
Animal Shelter operations for $475,000 a year. The City was not provided with the financial
information needed to determine if this is a feasible proposal. What will be the total expenses
and revenues of the Animal Shelter if the MCAAC takes over operations? Ideally, the City would
need a detailed Operation Budget for the next five years, which include all expenses with
personal costs and total revenues. What happens if the MCAAC can’t run the Animal Shelter
with $475,000 a year like they believe? The proposal is incomplete to determine if this is a
feasible proposal for MCAAC to take over operations of the Animal Shelter for the City of Great
Falls.

Agenda #1.
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City Manager’s Office
Memorandum

To: Animal Foundation of Great Falls
From: Chuck Anderson, Deputy City Manager
Re: Request for Proposal (RFP) Questions/Requests for Clarification

Date: August 3, 2020

The City Commission requested that city staff review your recent service proposal dated July
21, 2020. Thank you for providing the data and background in a supplemental email. After
reviewing the information provided, we have additional questions for follow-up and
clarification. The questions are asked in the spirit of making sure that the Commission is well
informed before making a decision.

If any of the questions are confusing, please contact me directly at 455-8417.

1. The MCAAC needs to demonstrate to the Commission and community that it is financially
stable enough to provide the services at the level proposed. The reason for this is two-fold:
a) MCAAC was asked to provide a proposal that provided significant savings to the City

b) Transitioning services from the City to MCAAC would not be beneficial to the City if the
move resulted in minimal savings, or caused MCAAC to significantly adjust its contract rates
after closure of GFAS.

Based on this, the City has the following questions:

We're looking for a greater level of detail from the budget information originally submitted
with the RFP. Obviously, we’re looking for trends. There is a concern that once MCAAC takes
over services from the City, the donation base will shift because taxpayers will feel they are
already “paying” for services at the facility. What is being looked for is:

A. Iltemized expenses and revenues accounting for the last 5-years, including any in-kind
support (money, services, goods, other).

B. A detailed Operations Budget (total revenue and expenses (line item and cost)) for
the first 5-years, highlighting where the $475,000 amount you are requesting will be
spent.
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Initially, we disagree with the idea that the donation base will shift if MCAAC takes over animal
services from the City. Many of our donors have expressed frustration with the overlapping
services provided by the City and MCAAC, and have indicated that they would increase their
donations if they felt that their money was being used in the most efficient manner possible. It
has also been the experience in other urban counties in Montana that consolidation of services
generally has a positive impact on giving and long term donor retention.

In response to Item A, please see the attached budget information which expands on the
information previously provided with the Foundation’s initial response to the RFP (Exhibit A).

In response to Item B, the attached document (Exhibit B) includes both a detailed budget and a
summary of assumptions and methodologies used in developing this budget. You have also
asked how the proposed contract amount of $475,000 will be spent. This money will be spent on
operating costs which are affected by the increase in animal intakes. These costs include: food,
medical services and animal related supplies; the increase in staff with associated salaries,
payroll taxes, workers compensation insurance, training expenses, and benefits; increased
property and casualty insurance; additional cleaning supplies along with increased utility
consumption; and increased administrative costs.

2. Currently, City Code identifies animals as; “any living vertebrate creature, other than
human beings, whether wild or domestic, including but not limited to all livestock and any
domestic pet.”

https://library.municode.com/mt/qreat falls /codes/code of ordinances?nodeld=TIT6AN CHI1AN 6.1.010DE

While you have defined the term “animals” as set forth at Great Falls City Code Section 6.1.010,
please note that pursuant to paragraph L of that section, the City Animal Shelter provides “for
intaking and caring for domestic animals.” Under paragraph S of that section, the term
"domestic animal™ means any animal that may be legally possessed by a person and is commonly
kept in or around a residence, outbuildings or business.

MCAAC appears to only want to accept dogs and cats. Although, not a regular occurrence at
the GFAS, residents bring other animals to the shelter for safety, protection, or treatment.
Pursuant to City Code, the GFAS accepts ferrets, guinea pigs, rates, rabbits, reptiles, etc.

Current MCAAC policy states that we take in only cats and dogs; however, the Board of
Trustees have recognized that this is a policy which can be modified. In conjunction with
submission of our original Proposal, we stated that the Foundation would be amenable to
assisting citizens who wish to surrender domestic animals other than dogs or cats. Based on
numbers provided by the City, it now appears that the anticipated number of such surrenders
would account for approximately 1% of all animal intakes. As such, the Foundation believes it
has sufficient resources and connections to provide care for animals other than cats or dogs that
may be brought to MCAAC and agrees to include this in an agreement with the City.

On occasion, the GFAS has had individuals surrender animals that they had previously tried to
turn-in to the MCAAC, but were told they could not be accepted.
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That is correct. In our initial proposal, we extensively documented the industry standards that
the Center has followed in providing animal care since it opened its doors five years ago. Initial
Board direction was to provide only animal welfare services that the Center could perform within
the constraints of our initial medical, personnel, and financial resources. This is evidenced by
the fact that the Center has only euthanized 26 animals in five years of operation.

Going forward, however, the Foundation believes it can accept animals on the same basis that
the City Shelter does. A copy of Shelter guidelines was provided as an exhibit with our initial
Proposal in February, 2020. On page 8 of that Proposal, we stated that we would accept all
surrenders and all unclaimed strays after the 72/96 hour holding period. In our modified
Proposal to assume all animal shelter services, we would also accept strays from both the public
and animal control.

If MCAAC becomes the primary service point for animal welfare, will MCAAC continue the level
of service to the community as currently offered, and take in all surrendered animals regardless
of medical condition or behavioral problems?

The Foundation believes it will exceed the level of service currently provided to the community.
While you ask about accepting ““all surrendered animals regardless of medical condition or
behavioral problems,” we note that the City Shelter does not follow that practice. The Shelter
Policy Manual states that it “does not accept any animals that have potentially infectious disease
or illness, or have extreme behavior issues, including but not limited, to biting or signs of
aggression. Animals that the owners believe to have aggressive behaviors will not be accepted.
It is the owner’s responsibility to seek out training for the animal or a more suitable home. If the
owner believes euthanasia is the right decision, it is the owner’s responsibility to seek this
service from a veterinarian.”

Additionally, is it your expectation that the City Commission will change the current City Code
so the contract with MCAAC is solely for cats/dogs?

As referenced above, our modified Proposal is to accept all surrendered domestic animals,
including the minimal number which do not include dogs and cats.

3. What is MCAAC’s specific concerns with a proposed pilot project to build a partnership
between the MCAAC and GFAS? Why would it not be advantageous to the MCAAC to take
animals from the GFAS after the 72/96-hour hold period, and then adopt them out? The
current approach appears to be all or nothing.

As discussed at the City Commission meeting on July 23, the proposed pilot project would
achieve no savings for either the City or Animal Foundation. It would also not optimize animal
care since many animals would not have access to the Center, which is a state-of-the art facility.
Finally, we do not understand why the City has declined to send its excess or overflow animals
to the Center. The Foundation has offered several times in the last couple years to take the
City’s excess or overflow animals. However, it is our understanding that the City sends its
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excess animals which MCAAC could have accommodated, and therefore adoption and licensing
revenues, to other Montana communities.

4. In MCAAC's July 215t presentation, it refers to the positive impact that the MCAAC has had
on reducing the intake numbers of the GFAS. Reviewing slide #6, there are significant
decreases in intake numbers prior to the MCAAC starting operations in 2015. What factors
could have contributed to those reductions, and wouldn’t those same factors still be in
existence today?

Since the MCAAC was not in operation until August, 2015, the City is in a better position to
explain the reduction in animal intakes between 2008 and 2014. While we are not aware of what
those factors might be, we note that combined animal intakes of the City Shelter and the Center
have increased since the Center opened and has gone from 1,622 in 2014 to over 2,000 combined
intakes during each of the last two years.

5. The Finance Department had some questions pertaining to financial information used during
your presentation. Please see the Finance Department Memorandum dated Aug 3, 2020.
Specifically, there seems to be accounting differences related to revenue and expenses. In
order to facilitate mutual understanding, would the MCAAC be willing to meet with the finance
director to discuss these items, and if needed, revise accordingly.

The information being provided by the Foundation is based on data and methodology agreed
upon by the COGF and the Foundation.

6. Itis likely the City Manager would recommend closing the GFAS if the Commission
determined to contract with MCAAC for only dog and cat services. It would not make financial
sense to keep the facility open as a simple crematory.

How will MCAAC satisfy all the current services to the animal community (manage
permit/license program across city, hoarding/quarantine/bite/dangerous animal cases,
emergency management response, county and city law enforcement support, court
representation, etc..) not mentioned on slide# 12?

MCAAC believes it is fully capable of handling all the services addressed in the question.

The MCAAC currently issues licenses in addition to managing associated recordkeeping and
bookkeeping. A partnership would entail an increased number of licenses which can readily be
handled by our fulltime staff.

If you are referring to the permit programs referenced in Code section 6.1.090, we note the major
role played by the animal control officers in investigating the permit requests and in
recommending approval or disapproval of these permits. Center staff has the capability of
handling the functions currently handled by City Shelter staff.
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Regarding hoarding/quarantine issues, Foundation Board and staff have recently had
conversations with the Sheriff’s Office and believe that MCAAC is capable of handling all
actions needed to address such issues.

The Center staff thoroughly document all animal intakes and maintain twice-daily records of
care, feeding, litter use, and overall health and temperament of every animal in the Center.
While animal control officers generally would be expected to provide testimony pertaining to
observation or seizure of dangerous and/or nuisance domestic animals, the Foundation staff are
fully capable of providing any needed evidence pertaining to the care and condition of any
animals subsequent to them being placed in the Center, and for holding such animals for an
extended period. Staff will be trained and directed to cooperate with law enforcement and staff
from the City Prosecutor’s Office.

In order to further facilitate a partnership with the City, the Foundation would consider
designating a board liaison seat to be filled by a representative appointed by the City.

On another note, why has MCAAC not used the City’s cremation services before?

Initially we would note that the Center has only euthanized and cremated 26 animals since
opening in August, 2015.

As staff mentioned to you during a tour of the Center a couple years ago, prior to opening the
Center in 2015, one member of the Board Trustees was able to secure a freezer at no cost from a
Bozeman company in return for which the Foundation agreed to send all cremations to the
company. There was no additional cost to the Center because the company representatives came
to Great Falls two days per week to pick up deceased animals and drop off the cremains. This
company eventually went out of business.

With that arrangement no longer in effect, the Foundation has indicated since February that it
would send all cremations to the City if the City crematorium remains open. Additionally, the
Foundation would be willing to further discuss the options of crematory services for the
community.

7. After reviewing MCAAC’s presentation and the Finance Department memorandum dated
August 3, 2020, it appears MCAAC did not consider GFAS revenues in its presentation. It also
appears that MCAAC computed all expenses for statistics solely against intakes. MCAAC cites
an immediate savings to the City of $300,000, when it is approximately $195,000 with revenue
factored in, and could be $5,000-$10,000, or lower when the other services are factored in.
Does MCAAC believe this amount to be significant enough savings to meet the intent of the
RFP? This can be discussed with the finance director at the meeting.

The City has never specifically stated what it considers to be significant savings. However, in
response to the amount of immediate savings of $300,000, MCAAC did take into consideration
GFAS revenue. We refer you to slides #6 through #9 of the PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit C)
where we used the actual cost to operate (total operating expense/budget less revenue). This
number was then divided by GFAS animal intake for the year to find the cost per animal. The
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cost per animal was then multiplied by the combined community animal intake to find what the
required cost to operate would have been for the City if MCAAC had not been in business. For
example, in 2019 the City intake was 1,322 and its actual costs to operate was $574,402 for a
cost per animal of $434. In 2019, MCAAC took in 682 animals leaving a combined community
animal intake of 2,004. Considering this total intake, multiplied by cost per animal, the total
costs to the City, if MCAAC were not in business, would have been $870,724. Therefore the
amount MCAAC saved the City in 2019 was approximately $300,000. This slide illustrates how
MCAAC is currently saving the City money and, also how much MCAAC has saved the City
since 2015 when MCAAC opened its doors. The combined savings for 2015 through 2019
totaled $1,070,681.

8. When a commissioner asked how your proposed $475,000 amount could be reduced, you
relayed that increased support results in lower operational costs. Can you clarify how
increasing tax-deductible donations lowers operational costs?

Technically, you are correct. Increasing tax-deductible donations does not “lower” operational
costs, it pays for them.

9. In reference to slide 16 (arrow progression slide), can you please list the actual amounts that
will be reduced per year for years 1-5. What if MCAAC finds itself needing more revenue to
offset expenses? Would the Foundations seek more funding from the City’s budget even
though its budget is adopted?

It is impossible to list actual amounts that will be reduced, just as the City cannot guarantee its
budget or revenues for the next five years. However, we can make reasonable, even
conservative, projections based on our fundraising success over the last ten years and our income
generation since the Center opened.

10. Slide# 16 portrays that at the end of a 10-year period, there is a significant reduction/cost
savings to the City. What safeguards are in place to guarantee, other than a contract clause,
MCAAC's service costs? Moreover, why couldn’t this be a 3 or 5-year maximum plan?

To clarify, slide #16 (Exhibit C) demonstrates how an endowment can assist in covering costs by
the end of a ten-year period. Current economic conditions and the basic principles of financial
modeling restrict this from occurring within a three to five-year period. Most financial modeling
is predicated on longer range planning, and a shorter plan does not allow enough time for
fundraising efforts undertaken now to come to full fruition.

To date our fundraising efforts have been used to pay off construction, loans and fund
operations. Revenue from contributions, grants and fundraising campaigns will continue to grow
as our fundraising efforts continue to expand and competing efforts to raise private money
between the Foundation and the City Shelter are eliminated. These increased revenues from
fundraising coupled with a consistent source of funding from the City will help cover the
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increase in costs. We understand as City fiduciaries, it is your goal to be excellent stewards of
taxpayer dollars. It is also our goal to meet this community need.

All the financial data provided by the Foundation has been carefully prepared and thoroughly
reviewed by an experienced CPA, who is also a Board member. If a prospective partnership
does not yield anticipated or desired savings to the taxpayers, the City would retain the ability to
terminate the agreement, and the Foundation firmly commits to collaborating with the City to
ensure that the taxpayers would not be disadvantaged.

11. During the Commission presentation there was a discussion of endowment. Endowments
can be incredibly helpful when expenses over a budget period unexpectedly increase.
Endowments are also helpful in the event savings materialize over a fiscal year because they
can offset increases in ensuing years. It does not sound like there are any MCAAC endowments
in place, is that correct?

The question mistakenly assumes that endowments can be used to defray unexpected increases in
operating expenses. However, endowments are funds that have been permanently restricted by
donors. A nonprofit such as the Animal Foundation can use the investment income from such a
fund but unfortunately cannot invade the principal, even if the organization can no longer meet
its budget. With the historically low interest rates, an endowment would have even less utility
for the Animal Foundation at this stage.

Because of the restricted use of endowment funds, we do not currently have an endowment.
From inception until the doors opened in August of 2015, the Foundation fundraised to build the
Center. From there, the Foundation’s fundraising efforts were concentrated on paying off the
construction debt, which was accomplished in 2018. During this period, prudent business
practice suggested that it would have been unwise to restrict funds when unrestricted funds were
required to pay construction, loan and initial operating costs.

The Foundation’s fundraising efforts will now shift to building operating and capital reserves to
ensure the doors stay open. Once this is complete, fundraising efforts can shift to endowments.

To summarize, a partnership offers the opportunity to consolidate fundraising, benefit from
economies of scale and for the City and Animal Foundation to strategically plan, rather than
operate on a year-to-year basis. We have addressed your concerns and believe we have
demonstrated to the Commission and community that we are financially stable enough to provide
the services at the level proposed. We are hopeful that the Commission and staff will adopt this
strategic vision for the future of enhanced animal welfare in the Great Falls community.

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of this information.
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A.

Exhibits

Animal Foundation of Great Falls’ Five-year budget:
based on fiscal years 11/1/14 -10/31/15, 11/1/15-10/31/16, 11/1/2016 — 10/31/2017
and 11/1/18 -10/31/2019

Animal Foundation of Great Falls’ Five-year Projected Budget assuming a City Contract
and Associated Summary of Assumptions and Methodology

Power Point Presentation from July 22, 2020 amended 10.22.2020 (based on suggestions from
Melissa Kinzler) to reflect numbers agreed upon by the City of Great Falls and Animal
Foundation

-AND-

Spreadsheet with computations reflected in Power Point
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The Animal Foundation of Great Falls
Budget for Past Five Fiscal Years

Fiscal Year
11-1-14 to 10-31-15

Fiscal Year
11-1-15 to 10-31-16

Fiscal Year
11-1-16 to 10-31-17

Fiscal Year
11-1-17 to 10-31-18

Agenda #1.

Fiscal Year
11-1-18 to 10-31-19

Revenue
Donations - General 196,997.00 100,900.00 138,000.00 139,000.00 117,000.00
Donations - Fundraising campaigns 640,000.00 - 785,800.00 802,000.00 104,500.00
Bequests 109,000.00 297,000.00 97,000.00 121,700.00
Grants 1,900.00 4,000.00
Gifts in Kind 4,000.00 9,700.00 16,800.00 12,000.00 13,800.00
Fur Ball 66,000.00 73,500.00 75,400.00 85,000.00 90,000.00
Adoptions 12,000.00 73,800.00 71,030.00 68,070.00 93,000.00
Surrenders 1,700.00 5,000.00 3,120.00 4,600.00 8,000.00
Redemptions 140.00 600.00 900.00 780.00 3,000.00
Microchip 160.00 1,500.00 3,850.00 2,900.00 5,000.00
License 600.00 1,100.00 650.00 1,000.00
Kid Camps 3,500.00 11,000.00 14,000.00 16,000.00
Total Revenue 920,897.00 380,000.00 1,408,000.00 1,226,000.00 573,000.00
Expenses
Veterinary care and medical supplies 3,000.00 12,000.00 18,500.00 35,000.00 25,000.00
Animal Food 5,000.00 10,000.00 9,000.00 10,500.00 16,000.00
Other animal supplies 16,000.00 18,000.00 17,500.00 12,500.00 23,000.00
Salaries and Benefits 128,000.00 254,000.00 288,000.00 302,000.00 308,000.00
Insurance 1,600.00 1,700.00 9,600.00 9,300.00 9,300.00
Janitorial 5,000.00 5,600.00 4,300.00 3,000.00 §,800.00
Rent Expense 700.00 800.00 800.00 1,400.00 500.00
Repairs & maintenance 12,000.00 12,500.00 20,800.00 23,600.00 37,300.00
Taxes 700.00 700.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 2,900.00
Telephone, internet, website 9,000.00 9,100.00 7,000.00 9,700.00 10,000.00
Utilities 47,000.00 47,600.00 45,000.00 42,500.00 39,000.00
Advertising 11,600.00 5,100.00 8,300.00 3,000.00 500.00
Bank and credit card fees 2,700.00 3,300.00 6,600.00 6,500.00 9,200.00
Dues, licenses and subscriptions 2,500.00 8,000.00 6,700.00 7,700.00 9,800.00
Licenses and Permits 140.00 25.00 500.00 - 20.00
Office Supplies 16,557.00 7,775.00 8,800.00 11,000.00 17,680.00
Plaques, pavers, memorials, - 1,400.00 16,500.00 1,400.00 400.00
Postage and delivery 1,400.00 1,000.00 5,000.00 2,400.00 4,200.00
Printing, reproduction, mailings 3,000.00 4,000.00 7.000.00 10,500.00 6,300.00
Professional Fees 31,600.00 17,600.00 12,500.00 15,300.00 6,000.00
Supplies 16,000.00 16,500.00 5,500.00 9,000.00 10,000.00
Travel 800.00 300.00 600.00 1,000.00 1,100.00
Volunteer Expenses 700.00 - - 200.00 1,000.00
Total Expenses 314,997.00 437,000.00 500,000.00 519,000.00 544,000.00
Net Operating Income 606,000.00 (57,000.00) 908,000.00 707,000.00 29,000.00
Debt Service 1,456,000.00 42,000.00 (694,000.00) (890,000.00) (24,000.00)
Construction and equipment costs (2,800,000.00) (76,000.00)
Endowment - - - s -
(738,000.00) (15,000.00) 214,000.00 (183,000.00) 5,000.00
Beginning Cash 826,000.00 88,000.00 73,000.00 287,000.00 104,000.00
Ending Cash 88,000.00 73,000.00 287,000.00 104,000.00 109,000.00
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The Animal Foundation of Great Falls Budget for City Proposal

Income
Contributi grants and

Program revenue - Animals

- 8c

City Contract
Fur Ball and other special events

Total Income

Expenses
Veterinary care and medical supplies
Animal Food
Other animal supplies
Salaries and wages - Animal and admin
Staff development
Payroll taxes - Animal and admin
Pension/Reti N
Health Insurance - Animal and admin
Work Comp Insurance - Animal and admin

| and admin

insurance

Repairs & maintenance
Taxes
Teleph T hei
Utilities

Advertising

Bank and credit card fees

Dues, lii and pti
Office Supplies
Postage and delivery

Printing, reproduction, mailings
Professional Fees
Supplies
Travel
‘Volunteer Expenses
Salaries, taxes, and benefits - Fundraising & Ed
Advertising - Fundraising & Education

Agenda #1.

Dues, lice and sub d - Fi g

Office Supplies - Fundralsing & Education

P pavers, -F g

Postage and delivery - Fundraising & Education
Printing, reproduction, mailings - Fundrs & Educ

Supplies - Fundralsing & Education
Total Expenses
In-kind donations and related expenses

Donated goods

Donated services

Animal food

Other animal supplies

Repairs

Computer support

Accounting and legal services

Total Expenses

Net cash flows from operati and fi ising
Debt payments
Net cash increase (decrease)

9/23/20202:01 PM

Yearl Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year5
City Proposal City Proposal City Proposal City Proposal City Proposal

361,500.00 374,000.00 387,000.00 396,000.00 402,000.00
230,800.00 235,500.00 239,500.00 248,500.00 251,000.00
20,000.00 21,320.00 22,600.00 23,900.00 25,000.00
475,000.00 475,000.00 475,000.00 475,000.00 482,600.00
90,000.00 91,500.00 92,000.00 93,500.00 94,000.00
1,177,400.00 1,197,320.00 1,216,100.00 1,234,900.00 1,254,600.00
29,310.00 29,778.96 30,255.42 30,739.51 31,231.34
31,778.00 32,286.45 32,803.03 33,327.88 33,861.13
53,962.00 54,825.39 §5,702.60 56,593.84 57,499.34
480,294.00 498,138.70 506,108.92 514,206.67 522,433.97
1,805.00 1,833.88 1,863.22 1,893.03 1,923.32
45,417.00 46,143,867 46,881.97 47,632.08 48,394.19
14,500.00 14,732.00 14,967.71 15,207.20 15,450.61
§4,700.00 §5,575.20 56,464.40 57,367.83 58,285.72
8,841.00 9,084.05 9,229.40 9,377.07 9,627.10
17,150.00 17,424.40 17,703.19 17,986.44 18,274.22
26,394.00 26,816.30 27,245.36 27,681.29 28,124.18
2,912.00 2,958.59 3,005.93 3,054.02 3,102.88
12,773.00 12,977.37 13,185.01 13,395.97 13,610.30
51,490.00 52,313.84 53,150.86 54,001.28 54,865.30
2,890.00 2,936.24 2,983.22 3,030.95 3,079.45
14,265.00 14,483.08 14,714.81 14,950.25 15,189.45
5,286.00 5,370.58 5,456.51 5,543.81 5,632.51
13,586.00 13,803.38 14,024.23 14,248.62 14,476.60
1,177.00 1,195.83 1,214.97 1,234.40 1,254.16
3,718.00 3,777.49 3,837.93 3,899.33 3,961.72
17,841.00 18,126.46 18,416.48 18,711.14 19,010.52
15,837.00 16,090.39 16,347.84 16,609.40 16,875.15
1,008.00 1,024.13 1,040.51 1,057.16 1,074.08
952.00 967.23 982.71 998.43 1,014.41
190,402.00 193,448.43 196,543.60 199,688.30 202,883.32
4,452.00 7.500.00 8,000.00 8,500.00 9,000.00
5,079.00 5,160.26 5,242.83 5,326.71 5,411.94
712.00 72338 734.97 746.73 758.67
1,400.00 1,422.40 1,445.16 1,468.28 1,491.77
5,000.00 5,080.00 5,161.28 5,243.86 5,327.76
10,960.00 11,135.36 11,313.53 11,494.54 11,678.45
1,323.00 1,344.17 1,365.67 1,387.53 1,409.73
1,137,303.99 1,158,477.62 1,177,393.27 1,196,603.56 1,216,113.22
27,660.00 28,102.56 28,552.20 28,009.04 29,473.18
11,000.00 11,176.00 11,354.82 11,536.49 11,721.08
(9,570.00) {9,723.12) {9,878.69) (10,036.75) (10,197.34)
(18,090.00) (18,379.44) (18,673.51) (18,972.29) (19,275.84)
(1,000.00) (1,016.00) {1,032.26) (1,048.77) {1,065.55)
(4,000.00) (4,084.00) (4,129.02) (4,195.09) (4,262.21)
(6,000.00) (6,096.00) (6,193.54) (6,292.63) (6,393.31)

- - - - 0.00
1,137,303.99 1,158,477.62 1,177,393.27 1,196,603.56 1,216,113.22
40,096.01 38,842.38 38,706.73 38,296.44 38,486.78
(37,700.00) (37,700.00) (37,700.00) (37,700.00) (37,700.00)

2,396.01 1,142.38 1,006.73 596.44 786.78
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Animal Foundation of Great Falls
DBA Maclean-Cameron Animal Adoption Center
Summary of assumptions and methodology used for proposed budget with City Contract

INCOME

Contributions, grants, and campaigns: In addition to receiving general unsolicited donations, the
Center has various monthly and annual donation drives that have proven to be very successful. These
include calendar (special day) sponsor, summer and year-end mailers, utility inserts, social media
campaigns, corporate gift matching, memorials, naming rights, pavers, sponsor an animal, and
membership drives. The Center has also utilized large fundraising campaigns such as “Open the Doors”,
“GOOD” (Get out of Debt) and the “Grand 1000”. Budget numbers are derived by considering historical
data as well as the impact of consolidating donor funds that are currently split between the Center and
the City Shelter. The Center has been fortunate to receive bequests from estates in the past. The
Center continues to increase the number of commitments from estate gifts through our planned gift
program. However, these funds cannot be anticipated and are not included in the current budget.

Program revenue — animals: This includes adoptions, stray animal intake and care, vaccinations,
licenses, etc. for cats and dogs. To obtain the projected revenue, we first calculated the Center’s income
per animal rate (program revenue divided by the number of adoptions from the Center for the fiscal
year ended October 31, 2019). The City’s budget reflects their intake to be approximately 1400. Our
proposed budget made a conservative projection by assuming 70% of these animals would be adopted,
which was then added back to the number of animals the Center adopted out to provide a projected
total animal adoption. This total was then multiplied by the income per animal rate to equal the
budgeted program revenue.

Program revenue — education: The Center has been developing and expanding its kids camp program
over the last four years. Budget revenue begins with 2019 revenue, adjusted for anticipated growth
based on historical data and continual expansion of the program.

Fur Ball and other special events: The Fur Ball is the Center’s largest fundraising event and generated
almost $90,000 in 2019. The fundraiser has grown each year and is anticipated to continue to grow.

EXPENSES

Animal care and boarding: Animal care and boarding includes food, medical supplies, and other animal
supplies such as beds, bowls, litter, leashes, collars, toys, etc. Utilizing the number of animal intakes the
Center had for the fiscal year ending October 31, 2019 and the City’s animal intake (as stated on their
budget), we project a combined animal intake of approximately 2,300. Budget costs for the City
proposal was calculated by taking actual cost incurred during the fiscal year ending October 31, 2019
divided by the Center’s animal intake times 2,300. Although the Center currently utilizes an outside
veterinary service, as the number of animal intakes increase the cost for an in-house veterinarian will be
less an expense than utilizing an outside service. For the purpose of this budget, we assumed an in-
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house veterinarian and therefore, such costs are included in “Salaries and Benefits — Animals and

Administration”.

Salaries and Benefits — Animals and Administration (does not include fundraising and education):

Combined with the basic daily care, we have considered the number of hours it will take to process each

animal for intake through adoption as well as other procedures like spay/neuter. These job duties are
umbrellaed under the following positions: vet tech, animal care lead, and animal care specialist. To

determine the number of employees for each position we projected the number of labor hours needed
by considering daily care and enrichment and utilizing the basic animal care time required calculator (as

promulgated by UC Davis Koret Shelter Medicine Program).

In addition to the above positions, staffing will include one operational manager, one vet, one front
desk/customer service, and one maintenance technician. Administrative staffing includes 40% of the
Executive Director’s salary and benefits, 50% of the bookkeeper’s salary and benefits, and 50% of the

Volunteer/Education Coordinator’s salary and benefits.

Payroll taxes and worker’s compensation insurance are calculated using the Center’s current rates.

Occupancy Costs: Occupancy costs are those costs related to occupying the building and land and

include insurance, repairs, maintenance, taxes, and utilities. General liability insurance and commercial
property insurance will increase with the number of animals and/or payroll costs. Budget numbers were
provided by the Center’s insurance broker who utilized the projected animal intake and payroll budgets.

Historical data was used to generate the budget for repairs and maintenance as well as the category
titled “Telephone, internet, website”. The most recent real estate tax bill was used for taxes. The
budget for gas and electricity was based on average history expense. The budget for water, sewer and
garbage are anticipated to double from current costs due to the increase in animals.

Other Overhead Costs — Animal and Administration:

Advertising: Advertising for pet adoption, animal promotion and job openings are based on historical

costs.

Bank and credit card fees: The majority of this expense is merchant fees generated from revenue
payments made with credit cards. Budget numbers were calculated based off historical data and then

adjusted for the increase in revenue.

Dues, licenses, and subscriptions: This category includes annual safety inspections, dues for
membership in Great Falls Area Chamber of Commerce, Montana Nonprofit Association, Grant Station

and the Association for Animal Welfare Advancement, boiler inspection, Montana annual report, PO Box
rental, fees for shelter management related programs, software licenses, etc. Budget costs are based on

historical data.
Office supplies: Budget costs are based on historical data.

Postage and delivery: Budget costs are based on historical data.
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Printing, reproduction, mailings: Includes business cards, brochures, intake and adoption forms,
adoption folders and other adoption materials. Budget costs are based on historical data with an
adjustment for increase in animals.

Professional fees: Includes legal fees, independent audit, preparation of annual Form 990 and payroll
services. Budget costs are based on historical data.

Supplies: Includes cleaning/laundry supplies and PPE. Budget costs are based on historical data with an
adjustment for increase in animals.

Travel: Animal transfers and staff/volunteer mileage are based on historical data.
Volunteer Expense: Volunteer training, appreciation, and aprons are based on historical data.

Fundraising and Education: The Center will continue to rely on fundraising efforts as well as educating
the community on animal welfare. These are areas the Center excels at and will continue to advance.
Staffing will include 60% of the Executive Director’s time, 50% of the bookkeeper’s time, 50% of the
Volunteer/Education Coordinator’s time as well as marketing staff and teachers. Camp teachers are
seasonal/part-time employees and work approximately 35 hours per week for seven weeks during the
year. Currently, most camps run when school is not in session and the Center has been fortunate to
employ certified instructors. Other expenses include supplies, mailers, plaques, pavers, memorials,
advertising, and subscriptions to DonorPerfect and Constant Contact. These expenses are separated
from similar expenses for animal program and administration as they will not be affected by the City
proposal (i.e. the $475,000 proposed contract will not be used for expenses in this area). Budget
amounts are based on historical data.

In-kind Donations and Related Expenses: The Center has been fortunate to receive discounts on
professional services such as repairs, computer support, accounting, and legal fees. These represent
costs the Center would have paid for if not for these donations. The budget anticipates similar donations
in the future and associated costs have not been adjusted. The Center has also received donated food
and supplies for the animals. While utilized and greatly appreciated, most of these donations would not
otherwise be purchased by the Center. Therefore, these are not included as additional costs in the
budget.

Debt Payment: The Center currently has a loan for the purchase of its land with an annual payment of
$23,900. The final note payment will be January 2026.

The Center will remodel existing space to accommodate additional animals from the City Shelter.
Estimates from Sletten Construction Company for the labor and construction materials, and from Snyder
MEFG. Co for additional kennels and cages projects the cost for this remodel to be approximately
$100,000. The Center will borrow money for the expansion with an estimated monthly payment of
$1,150 or $13,800 annually for ten years.

Endowment: An endowment is a permanently restricted fund. A non-profit can use the investment
income generated from this fund but cannot invade the principal even if the organization can no longer
make budget. Therefore, it is imperative that a non-profit first have enough unrestricted funds to
manage its operations before focusing on building an endowment. The Center first focused fundraising
efforts to build the Center and then to pay off the debt for that building, which it accomplished in 2018.
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The next focus will be to establish a reserve to cover unexpected operating costs, 6 months of operating
expenses, major repairs, and debt payments. The payoff of the land debt in 2026 will help to build this
reserve more quickly. The Center will then shift its fundraising strategies to endowment building.

5 YEAR PROJECTION

All expenses are adjusted by the 2020 COLA (cost of living adjustment as measured by the Consumer
Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers, prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics) of
1.6 percent each year beginning in “Year 2”. Fundraising advertising was also adjusted to align with the
Foundation’s marketing strategy and would be adjusted as such with or without the City contract.

Utilizing our historical data, business trends, City data, fundraising history, and donor giving and
retention trends, we have analyzed all of our revenue sources and devised a strategy to increase income
in categories we know we can grow.

Revenue from contributions, grants, and fundraising campaigns will continue to grow as our fundraising
efforts continue to expand and competing efforts to raise private money between the Foundation and
the City Shelter are eliminated. In addition, many of our donors have expressed frustration with the
overlapping services provided by the City and the Center and have indicated that they would increase
their donations if they felt their money was being used in the most efficient manner.

Program revenue from animals will increase under the Center’s business model and the elimination of
competing services. Program revenue from education will continue as the Center expands its education
model to include after-school workshops and animal care and behavior courses.

Net revenue generated from our biggest fundraising event, the Fur Ball, for years 2 through 5 are
budgeted to increase based on historical trends. The Center also will continue to hold other smaller
fundraising events such as the Tails and Ales.
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A |s] C | D | E | ¢ | G | H | ] ) | K | L N 0
L] .o L]
: City of Great Falls Actuals and Projections
2
. Intake City's Actual Expense ) Revenue . .
Fiscal Number of X Expense per City Actual Revenue per | City's Actual Profit/Loss per
Growth/ Operational Growth/ ) Growth/ . .
Year Intakes ) ) Animal Revenue ) Animal Cost to Operate Animal
3 Decline Expenses Decline Decline
4 | 2008 2539 $432,293 S 170 | $ 156,637 $ 62| S (275,656)| $ (109)
5] 2009 2295 -9.6% $514,323 19.0%| S 224 | S 199,904 27.6%| $ 87 |S (314,419)| $ (137)
6 2010 2282 -0.6% $547,687 6.5%| $ 240 | S 181,334 -9.3%| $ 79 | S (366,353)| S (161)
7 2011 1995 -12.6% $660,262 20.6%| $ 331 $ 175,833 -3.0%| $ 88 | S (484,429)| S (243)
8 2012 1720 -13.8% $535,843 -18.8%| S 312 | S 190,803 8.5%| $ 111 | $ (345,040)| $ (201) MCAAC G rOWth
9 2013 1631 -5.2% $599,387 11.9%| $ 367 253,334 32.8%| $ 155 (346,053)| $ (212)
Intake
Number of
Fiscal Year Lljr:a:erso Growth/
10| 2014 1622 -0.6% $578,962 -3.4%| S 357 | S 174,510 -31.1%| $ 108 | $ (404,452)| S (249) Decline
11 2015 1488 -8.3% $585,802 1.2%| $ 394 | S 168,164 -3.6%| $ 113 | $ (417,638)| $ (281) 2015 463 -
12| 2016 1316 -11.6% $586,427 0.1%| $ 446 | S 157,943 -6.1%| $ 120 | $ (428,484)| S (326) 2016 582 25.7%
13| 2017 1296 -1.5% $608,942 3.8%| $ 470 | S 148,739 -5.8%| $ 115 | $ (460,203)| $ (355) 2017 515 -11.5%
14| 2018 1406 8.5% $662,126 8.7%| S 471 | $ 156,279 5.1%| $ 111 $ (505,847)| S (360) 2018 756 46.8%
15| 2019 1322 -6.0% $724,604 9.4%| $ 548 | S 150,204 -3.9%| $ 114 | S (574,400)| $ (434) 2019 682 -9.8%
16| 2020 1269 -4.0% $739,581 2.1%| S 583 | S 131,865 -12.2%| S 104 | S (607,716)| S (479) 2020 755 10.7%
17| 2021 1221 -3.8% $767,514 3.8%| $ 629 | S 153,210 16.2%| S 126 | S (614,304)| $ (503) 2021 849 12.4%
18| 2022 1174 -3.8% $799,750 42%| S 681 | S 151,065 -1.4%| S 129 | S (648,685)| S (552) 2022 954 12.4%
19| 2023 1130 -3.8% $833,339 42%| S 738 | S 148,950 -1.4%| S 132 | S (684,389)| S (606) 2023 1072 12.4%
20 Of note: MCAAC opened its doors in 2015.
. . . . *
21| Estimated projections for City of Great Falls w/o Maclean help.* (2021-2023)
22 *Adding in animals that the MCAAC would have taken.
Intak E R
Fiscal Number of ntake Operational xpense Expense per evenue Revenue per | City's Cost to Profit/Loss per
Growth/ Growth/ . Revenues Growth/ ) )
Year Intakes 3 Expense ) Animal ) Animal Operate Animal
23 Decline Decline Decline
241 2019 1322 -6.0% $724,604 9.4% | $ 548 | $ 150,204 -3.9%| $ 114 | $ (574,400)| $ (434)
25| 2020 1269 -4.0% $739,581 21%| $ 583 | $ 131,865 -12.2%| $ 104 | S (607,716)| $ (479)
26| 2021 |* 2069 63.1% $1,301,048.95 75.9%| $ 629 | S 259,713 97.0%| $ 126 | S (1,041,335)| S (503)
27| 2022 |* 2128 2.8% | $1,449,313.42 11.4%| S 681 | S 273,761 5.4%| $ 129 | $  (1,175,552)| S (552)
28| 2023 |* 2202 3.5% $1,624,164.80 12.1%| S 738 | S 290,302 6.0%| S 132 | S (1,333,863)| S (606)
29
This projected annual increase in cost to operate assumes the same quality of care that currently exists at the GFAS. The projections utilize a multiplier that is
an average expense or revenue per animal. MCAAC understands that some costs would be fixed and some costs would be variable. By utilizing an average
30 cost per animal both fixed and variable costs are taken into consideration.
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Clarification:

"BAILOUT?"

» Asreflected in the budget
information included within our
Proposal submitted in February,
our non-profit organization has:

» Operated for five years

» Own and confinue to operate a
13,600 square foot, state-of-the-art
building, designed with a value of
over $5 million

» Solely accomplished with
fundraising and service income

» Due to a dedicated donor base,
volunteer and staff efforts, MCAAC
is capable of continuing
independently

"FAIL?"

» Inresponse fo Commissioner Mary
Moe's biggest worry:

>

>

$1.5 million raised in just over a year
to "Get Out Of Debt”

Paid off the loans on building the
MCAAC

Ability to secure more service
revenue (MCAAC held a 96%
adoption rate in 2019) with the
absence of competition

Restructured & diverse occupations
of Board Trustees, including three
Financial Advisors & one Certified
Public Accountant

Highly successful banquet fundraiser
each year with 15 year tfrack record

Average of $820,199 in annual
donations since August 2015
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OPTION #1

REORGANIZATION OF ANIMAL
FOUNDATION'S MISSION
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Number of

Intakes

2539

Intake

Increase/

Decrease

City Operational

Operational

Expense

Current & Projected Stats of the Great Falls Animal Shelter
(with MCAAC Neighboring Independently)

Operating

Total Operating Revenue

Agenda #1.

City's Cost to

Expense

$432,293

Increase/

Decrease

Revenue

$156,637

Increase/

Decrease

Operate

$(275,656)

27.6%
-9.3%
-3.0%
8.5%
32.8%
-31.1%
-3.6%
-6.1%
-5.8%
5.1%
-3.9%
-12.2%
16.2%

19.0%
6.5%
20.6%
-18.8%
11.9%
-3.4%
1.2%
0.1%
3.8%
8.7%
9.4%
2.1%
3.8%
4.2%,
4.2%,

$199,904
$181,334
$175,833
$190,803
$253,334
$174,510
$168,164
$157,943
$148,739
$156,279
$150,204
$131,865
$153,210
$151,065
$148,950

$(314,419)
$(366,353)
$(484,429)
$(345,040)
$(346,053)
$(404,452)
$(417,638)
$(428,484)
$(460,203)
$(505,847)
$(574,400)
$(607,716)
$(614,304)
$(648,685)
$(684,389)

2295
2282
1995
1720
1631
1622
1488
1316
1296
1406
1322
1269
1221

-9.6%
-0.6%
-12.6%
-13.8%
-5.2%
-0.6%
-8.3%
-11.6%
-1.5%
8.5%
-6.0%
-4.0%
-3.8%

$514,323
$547,687
$660,262
$535,843
$599,387
$578,962
$585,802
$586,427
$608,942
$662,126
$724,604
$739,581
$767,514
1174 -3.87% $799.750 -1.4%
1130 -3.87% $833,339 -1.4%

The figures in the blue cells in the above table contain projections calculated by MCAAC utilizihg annual averages from the years the City provided actual or budgeted
data. The years considered begin in 2015 (the year MCAAC became operational *). Average Intake Increase/Decrease Percentage: average of 2015-2020. Opero’ri'
Expense Increase/Decrease Percentage: average of 2015-2021. Operating Revenue Increase/Decrease Percentage: average of 2015-2021. Please note: The City hc
budgeted arevenue increase of 16.2% for 2021, a substantial difference compared to the seven year average of -1.4%.




Agenda #1.

GFAS Intfake Vs. Actuals*

$900,000

2008- City discontinued contract with

HSCC and retained animal services,
$800,000 —

$700,000 2012- City moved responsibility of
Animal Control to another department.
/ Moved out of shelter budget.

$600,000
$500,000

$400,000

$300,000
$200,000

$100,000

-

2021: The dollar amounts are from the City's budget* and the intake is a projection based on the City's
average intake during the six years in which MCAAC was operational (2015-2020)**.




GFAS Projection of City Operational Costs Without
Future Assistance from MCAAC

Current Numbers With MCAAC Assistance

Intake City's Actual Operational

Growth/ Operational Expense Cost to
Decline Expenses Growth Operate

2019 1322  -6.0% $724,605 9.4% $150,202 -3.9% $(574,400)
2020 1269 -4.0% $735,581 2.1% $131,865 -12.2% $(607,716)

Cily's Aclual Revenue ShYSActual

Revenue Growih

Fiscal Number of
Year Intakes

Projected Numbers Without MCAAC Assistance

. . . . Projected .
o ° °
Fiscal Projected Projected Projected City Oberational Proiected Projected

Number of Intake Operational Revenue
Intakes Growth Expenses E—éﬁ Revenues Growth

Projected Annual

Year Cost to Operate

2021 2069 63.1% $1,300,801 76% $259,660 97%  $(1,041,141)
2022 2128  2.8% $1,449,147 11.0% $273,725 50%  $(1,175,422)
2023 2202  3.5% $1,624,239 12.0% $290,312 6.0%  $(1,333,927)

For the years 2015-2020 (years during which both GFAS and MCAAC were operational), MCAAC utilized GFAS's Actual Operational Expenses divided by their Actual Number of
Intakes to find a Cost per Animal. In 2021, the GFAS provided budgeted figures for Operational Expenses, Revenue and Cost to Operate but no intake numbers. MCAAC
calculated intake numbers for 2021-2023 based on an average annual decrease of -3.8% (average annual intake from 2015-2020). For 2022 and 2023, MCAAC projected an
expense growth average of 4.2% (average from 2015-2021) and revenue decrease of -1.4% (average from 2015-2021).

This projected annual increase in cost to operate assumes the same quality of care that currently exists at GFAS. The projections utilize a multiplier that is an average expensiiEs
revenue per animal. MCAAC understands that some costs would be fixed but that personnel, supply and medical costs would increase and that further facility improvements
would be required. By utilizihng an average cost per animal both fixed and variable costs are taken into consideration.



Cost to Care for Animals

$969.496

$869,736
$778,320

$618,748 $642,905

$548,231

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
m GFAS Cost w/ MCAAC Projected GFAS Cost w/o MCAAC

$1,025,136

In addition to the increased costs shown here, future expenditures, for staff to fundraise for the expansion

and upgrade of the current City Shelter, will be incurred.

Figures above are based off of the City’'s Cost to Operate.

Agenda #1.

493



Agenda #1.

Ado fi(_)n

MACLEAN-CAMERON ANIMAL ADOPTION CENTER TO ASSUME
INTAKE, MANAGEMENT, & ADOPTION OF ALL DOGS & CATS IN THE COMMUNITY
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A07-1 OMca Fumishings $3.,000

404-1 OMce Fumishings $3,000

Electrical
402-1 OfMca Fumishings $3.,000 .3 2,500 2 ! 8

Kitten

et Capacity based on Quality
of Care Standards

Incoming Cat Cage

el )

# Is nat avallabie.
*-—— EastEntry 301 3,000 8ach

T 10,000

303.1-4 Madical Room

Equipmsnt
—'—-—-_._,___‘LE____ Cat lsolation Cages
= #4-G ane avallable.
3,000 gach

Cat Hold Capges
2 are avallabie o -
*3.000 sach 3 Employes &

untser Entry 313
10,000

470 |
Cat Condos -

#5-6, B-M & 1948 |

are avallable. 2,

13,000 sach

Picnic Table

Picnic Table
423-3

— - - [} 13,000
Additional Naming Right |
tons i
302-1 Laundry Room Washer 5,000 - -
302-2 Laundry Room Dryer 45,000
304-1 Grooming Room Tabée 5,000
i Lo - : optu)n
1-10 Faciity Compuiers: %2500
“Keep it Clean” Stations 1,500 o I . . .
307 120k soom Fumitings 11500 he Enhancing compassion through education

2 Smart TV 1,500

Dog Dog
2207 20-10 22011 22012
Ganenous donors have sponsorsd [designated) the arsas that ars shaded.

Many naming opportunities ars still avallable for prices shown. 10,000 #10.000 10,000 10,000 0,000 10,000




Proposed Services:

What MCAAC Proposes to

Services Who Currently Provides Provide
Adoption of Cats and Dogs BO AS and AL AL
Adoption of Small Domestic Animals O A AA
and Birds OUTSO e 1o the appropriate a ® o - %-‘-‘h
c e group/expe - “,
City Licensing BO AS and AL AL :
Fundraising BO AS and AA AA
- — i

Humane Education Opportunities Bo AS and AA AA
Intake of Owner Surrenders BO AS and AA AA
Intake of Stray Animals from Public BO AS and AA AA
Intake of Stray Animals from Animal O A AA
Control

- o - ** Currently, the MCAAC outsources
Microchipping 26 A9 ANG 2 2 cremations to 406 Cremation. In the

. - 3 A A A L Proposed Complimentary Services
Stray Redemption Services 20 Anoe Scenario, the MCAAC will refer all
i . A A A A A cremations to the GFAS who will
Population Control through BO and o e
Spay/Neuter aqua-incinerator, purchased with
taxpayer funds, which will reduce the
Vaccinations BO AS and AA AA cost of cremation from $1.25-$1.50
per pound to $.10 (or a 94%

Volunteer Opportunities BO AS and AA AA reduction in cost) . GFAS will ret(EEEE

5 . earnings from cremation services.
Cremation Services** BO AS and AA A
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Independent Study for Proposal:

As mentioned by Commissioner Rick Tryon

39 party comparison for level of service

39 party comparison for quality of care

Alignment of terms such as stray & capacity
Alleviate issues/concerns of public perception of Pk
Clarification of best Proposal option

Division of cost would be presented to the

Animal Foundation for consideration & potential apg




Proposed Figure:
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* Denotes just underhcﬁ $300k immediate
savings to the City of Great Falls: FY 21
Proposed Budget ($767,514) less $475,000

** Support includes both volunteers &
monetary tax-deductible donations

** Mend relationship between both
organizations & remove the donor divide




Future Figure:

» Commissioner Mary Moe asked if the $475k figure could be reduced?

» Why is this so much more than Heart of the Valley charges the City of Bozeman@

>
>
>

HOV was founded in 1973, 47 years ago
City of Bozeman & HOV do not have the donor divide

Our community can come together for the betterment of animal welfare, and donor
dollars/support will increase, just like they did for HOV

Increased support results in lower operating costs

Current City funding will assist with the offset of temporary operating costs, allowing
the Animal Foundation to focus further on fundraising in conjunction with a capital
campaign to start an endowment

The endowment will allow for savings to the City in the near future as the Animal
Foundation will then have investment income

This will in turn, lower the City's funding and eventually allow for it to be reduced closer
to the agreement between HOV and the City of Bozeman

Agenda #1.
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*$475k

e All-Inclusive
{minus} Animal
Control &
Cremation

*Improved Animal
Welfare

sImmediate Cost
Savings to the City

Community
Support

* Reduction of
Operating
Costs

* Endowment
Capital
Campaign
Focus

Endowment

¢ Investment
Income

* Reduction of
$475k to the
City of Great
Falls

5-10 Year
Plan

Agenda #1.

*Endowment
Grows
*Significant
Reduction/Cost
Savings to the
City
* Animal Lovers
United
*Taxpayers




Neliilglek

» Commissioner Mary Moe asked, "What we heard at the work session
is that a primary job perk for staff is their involvement in adoption
services. Can you envision a model for partnership that would
preserve this motivational force for City shelter staffe”

» We believe in our mission and it supports the same job satisfaction
expressed by City staff

» With increased animal intake, we would welcome the opportunity for
current City staff and volunteers to join us in advancing our mission
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Conclusion:
IMPROVED ANIMAL WELFARE
Just under $300K IMMEDIATE SAVINGS

=K

= v~ oo —— N

OO s
Public Safety Upgrade Public Safety
Additional Equipment Additional

Police Officers Firefighters
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Contact Information:
AnlmalAdoptlon

Any questions may be
directed to the

Animal Foundation of
Great Falls.

_Pam Volk

" Executive Director

John Huber

- & 2™ poard Trustee

=wm Libbey Winderl

=" Board President
4 7’;5 2 406.781.9993

Yrivem ibbey.winderl@edwardjones.com

| 406.727.7387 ' 406.788.9976

director@macleananimaladoptioncenter.com
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A |s] C D | E | f ] & | H | K L M N 0 P Q R
. . .
: City of Great Falls Actuals and Projections
Intake City's Actual Expense Revenue | Revenue | City's Actual Actual Actual Actual

Fiscal Number of . Expense City Actual Profit/Loss per . ) Portrayed

Year Intakes Grow.th/ Operational Grow'th/ per Animal Revenue Grovo{th/ p.er Cost to Animal Anlr?als Proflt/.Loss Savings to
3 Decline Expenses Decline Decline Animal Operate Serviced | Per Animal City
4 2008 2539 $432,293 S 170 | $ 156,637 S 62|S (275,656)| S (109)
5 2009 2295 -9.6% $514,323 19.0%| $ 224 | $ 199,904 27.6%| $ 87|S (314,419)| S (137)
6 2010 2282 -0.6% $547,687 6.5%| $ 240 | $ 181,334 -9.3%| $ 79| S (366,353)| S (161)
7 2011 1995 -12.6% $660,262 20.6%| $ 331 |$ 175,833 -3.0%| $ 88| S (484,429)| S (243)
8 2012 1720 -13.8% $535,843 -18.8%| $ 312 | $ 190,803 8.5%| $ 111 | $ (345,040)| $ (201) M CAAC G rOWt h
9 2013 1631 -5.2% $599,387 11.9%| $ 367 253,334 32.8%| $ 155 (346,053)| S (212)

. Number of Intake
Fiscal Year Intakes Growth/

10| 2014 1622 -0.6% $578,962 -3.4%| $ 357 | $ 174,510 -31.1%| $ 108 | S (404,452)| $ (249) Decline
11| 2015 1488 -8.3% $585,802 1.2%| $ 394 | $ 168,164 -3.6%| $ 113 | $ (417,638)| S (281) 2015 463 -—--
12| 2016 1316 -11.6% $586,427 0.1%| $ 446 | S 157,943 -6.1%| $ 120 | $ (428,484)| S (326) 2016 582 25.7%
13| 2017 1296 -1.5% $608,942 3.8%| $ 470 | S 148,739 -5.8%| $ 115 | $ (460,203)| S (355) 5367 (586) S 44,290 2017 515 -11.5%)
14| 2018 1406 8.5% $662,126 8.7%| $ 471 | S 156,279 5.1%| $ 111 | S (505,847)| S (360) 4846 ($104) S 78,624 2018 756 46.8%
15| 2019 1322 -6.0% $724,604 9.4%| $ 548 | $ 150,204 -3.9%| $ 114 | $ (574,400)| S (434) 4337 ($132) S 90,024 2019 682 -9.8%
16| 2020 1269 -4.0% $739,581 2.1%| S 583 | S 131,865 -12.2%| $ 104 | $ (607,716)| S (479) 4242 ($143) $ 107,965 2020 755 10.7%
17| 2021 1221 -3.8% $767,514 3.8%| $ 629 | S 153,210 16.2%| $ 126 | $ (614,304)| S (503) 2021 849 12.4%
18| 2022 1174 -3.8% $799,750 4.2%| $ 681 | S 151,065 -1.4%| S 129 | $ (648,685)| S (552) 2022 954 12.4%
19| 2023 1130 -3.8% $833,339 4.2%| $ 738 | S 148,950 -1.4%| $ 132 | $ (684,389)| S (606) 2023 1072 12.4%
20 Of note: MCAAC opened its doors in 2015.
21 Estimated projections for City of Great Falls w/o Maclean help.* (2021-2023)
22 *Adding in animals that the MCAAC would have taken.

Fiscal Number of Intake Operational Expense Expense Revenue | Revenue City's Cost to Profit/Loss per

Year Intakes Grou{th/ Expense Gro“{th/ per Animal Revenues Grow-th/ p.er Operate Animal
23 Decline Decline Decline | Animal
241 2019 1322 -6.0% $724,604 9.4%| $ 548 | $ 150,204 -3.9%| $ 114 | $  (574,400)| $ (434)
25| 2020 1269 -4.0% $739,581 2.1%| $ 583 | $ 131,865 -12.2%)| $ 104 | $ (607,716)| $ (479)
26| 2021 |* 2069 63.1%| $1,301,048.95 75.9%| S 629 | $ 259,713 97.0%| $ 126 | $ (1,041,335)| S (503)
27| 2022 2128 2.8% $1,449,313.42 11.4%| $ 681 | $ 273,761 5.4%| S 129 | $ (1,175,552)| S (552)
28| 2023 2202 3.5% $1,624,164.80 12.1%| $ 738 | $ 290,302 6.0%| S 132 | $ (1,333,863)| S (606)
29

This projected annual increase in cost to operate assumes the same quality of care that currently exists at the GFAS. The projections utilize a
multiplier that is an average expense or revenue per animal. MCAAC understands that some costs would be fixed and some costs would be variable.

30 By utilizing an average cost per animal both fixed and variable costs are taken into consideration.
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City Manager’s Office

Memorandum

To: Mayor Kelly and City Commissioners
From: Gregory T. Doyon — City Manager
CC: Deputy City Manager Chuck Anderson
Finance Director Melisa Kinzler
Sara Sexe — City Attorney
Great Falls Animal Shelter Director Lynne Formell

Re: MCAAC City Partnership Proposal

Date: June5, 2020

Agenda #1.

As | suspect, many of you have probably been ruminating on this week’s work session with the Maclean-
Cameron Animal Adoption Center (MCAAC). | know | have been. After some reflection, and thinking
about prior attempts to develop a partnership, | think | have a solid idea on how to move discussions
positively forward.

Some of the most important elements of effective animal control and welfare services is ensuring that
the community has necessary facilities and programs. Between MCAAC and GFAS, Great Falls has a
robust system that provides great service to residents and care for animals. To add to that good news,
both organizations have a deep desire to provide top notch, quality care. Currently, residents have a
choice of where to bring or adopt an animal, and both choices are good.

With regard to animal control and welfare, | believe the Commission is primarily interested in cost
savings, efficiencies, and preventing the duplication of services. | think there was some good
information presented during the work session. The discussion may have shed light on the City’s animal
welfare obligations and costs. The City has some unique requirements including hold times,
guarantining, court order holds, etc.

| believe the heart of both organizations (MCAAC and GFAS) is to help animals in need and when
possible, find life-long homes through adoption. | also believe that because prior efforts between the
two organizations have not worked out (discussions of direct funding for either a new facility or general
support), a competition for donors and volunteers intensified. MCAAC is quite clear about this concern
in their correspondence. What is missing in the discussion between the community, Commissioners,
MCAAC representatives and staff is agreement on what is actually needed for effective animal control
and welfare in Great Falls.

Page 1 of 3
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Both entities can easily generate numbers regarding animals served and adopted. | think what is still
lacking in these discussions is a basic outline of need, using current and projected animal population
demands.

So, how do we get there? How do both well intentioned organizations provide clarity to decision
makers so we can all work toward an acceptable model for the community and its animals? Below I've

outlined a proposal for consideration. The concept is a way to move forward and focus stakeholders.

MCAAC and GFAS Adoption Partnership Model Proposal

e Under the proposal, GFAS will allocate a yet to be determined number of cats and dogs to MCAAC
for adoption. Initially, it may be excess cats and/or dogs, which exceed a certain number of days or

capacity at the GFAS.
o Under an agreement, GFES will determine and transfer animals until MCAAC reaches its
capacity.

e The City will not pay MCAAC directly. Instead, the cost of holding (72-96 hour requirements) and
preparing a cat or dog for adoption will be considered as an in-kind donation for adoption services
rendered by MCAAC.

e The benefit to MCAAC is that the organization will be able to accept and adopt more animals. The
benefit to the GFAS is the savings. By reducing animal retention times, there should be savings to
the City.

e The City and MCAAC will operate a Pet Adoption Pilot Program for two years. This period of time
allows for several things to occur:

o MCAAC and GFES will determine a process to move cats/dogs efficiently between the
two facilities, reducing stay times for animals.

o Prior to the two year pilot period, both organizations will establish a common set of
metrics that are accurate, easy to understand, and annually given to the City
Commission and MCAAC Board.

= Rationale: The data will be helpful in ultimately determining if the community
needs to further evaluate its animal welfare needs. Data established will better
educate the public, better inform the Commission, and guide future
conversations in healthier manner.

o The City maintains its ability to meet basic statutory requirements.

= Rationale: A direct $475,000 payment to MCAAC will reduce staff and operating
hours significantly. A reduction of up $300,000 (a number mentioned) will
impact staff less, but both allocations will have operational impact and will
hamper the City’s ability to address its animal control obligations under the
current State and City Code.

o The Adoption Program Partnership program meets the core values of both
organizations.

o These services are needed and wanted by the community.

The program serves the animal population more effectively and efficiently.

o The public and stakeholders should be able to agree with the program without much
disagreement.

o

Page 2 of 3 506
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e Potential concerns about the pilot program
o GFES reduces its animal adoption program and revenues.
= Perspective: | don’t believe MCAAC currently has the capacity to take all the
adoptable animals from the City without expanding their facility.
= There will be a loss of adoption revenue, but | agree that the potential for
savings (by reducing animal residence time) is achievable. The agreed upon
data should demonstrate this during the trial period.
o MCAAC is not “paid” for the animals they accept and adopt.
= The taxpayer is paying for the requisite hold times for cat or dogs prior to
adoption. While these costs can vary for each animal, it makes more sense to
consider the cost absorbed by the City as payment, rather than simply paying
MCAAC a flat, substantial sum.
= Under the current proposal, MCAAC is paid directly for services. The benefit or
cost savings to the City is not immediately clear.
o The proposal does not resolve “the divide” between the two organizations with
donations and volunteers.
= Perspective: The presumption that GFAS volunteers and community donors
would simply move their resources to MCAAC is not realistic.
e Concerns about donors and volunteers is not legitimate reason to
change the current animal control and welfare model.
= | also believe that residents and facility users appreciate having a choice
because each organization has its own unique set of services.
o You’re kicking the can down the road.
= Perspective: Not really. The pilot will hopefully demonstrate to both
organizations, their employees, and the public that two can effectively work
together for the community. Both will need to make adjustments to their
operations and programming to make this work. The governing bodies of both
will have agreed upon data to monitor, review, and evaluate.

| know this is a rough draft and more details will need to work out. | am hoping the concept allows the
community to move forward. Please review and feel free to call. I'll await further direction from the

Commission during upcoming meetings.

Gtd
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WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT
O&M CONTRACT RENEWAL
(PART 2)

COMMISSION WORK SESSION
DECEMBER 15, 2020

9

> PART 2 - INTRODUCTION

. CONTRACT REFRESHER
. COMPENSATION HISTORY
. PROPOSED CHANGES
. STAFF RECOMMENDATION




FINCENTIVE TARGET
PRICE” MODEL

INCENTIVE TARGET PRICE (ITP) = ACTUAL COST + INFLATION

* ACTUAL COST ARE DOCUMENTED EXPENDITURES + OVERHEAD AND
PROFIT MARK-UP

INFLATION IS BASED ON CONSUMER PRICE INDEX FOR ALL URBAN
CONSUMERS (CPI-U) OR 5% CAP

CITY PAYS VEOLIA A SET MONTHLY INVOICED AMOUNT EQUAL TO
ITP DIVIDED BY 12

ANNUAL RECONCILIATION
ACTUAL COSTS ARE TABULATED
COSTS ARE COMPARED TO ITP

COST SAVINGS ARE SHARED 50:50

COST OVER-RUNS ARE SHARED 50:50 WITH A $50,000 MAX
LIABILITY TO THE CITY

12/9/20

Agenda #2.

FOUR BASIC FEE >
SERVICE CATEGORIES

1. OPERATIONS AND
MAINTENANCE (O&M)

2. ROUTINE REPAIR AND
MAINTENANCE (R&M)

3. SMALL CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENTS (SMALL
CAP)

4. CONTINGENCY REPAIR
AND MAINTENANCE

gONTINGENCY)
O \ J ) 7

P

VEOLIA WATER NORTH AMERICA
GREAT FALLS WWTP
2019 ITP RECONCILIATION

ACTUAL
2019 A BETTER/(WORSE
cosTs OSTS THAN TARGET
PERSONNEL
SALARIES & WAGES $821,176 $858,965
OVERTIME $12,03 $16,043
BENEFITS 209,026 $317,758
SUBTOTAL PERSONNEL $1,132,29: $60,466
OUTSIDE SERVICES 358 $57.464 (81.200)
CHEMICALS 134,224 $144,671 $10,447
ANDFILL $294.9 $294,293 (3685)
REPAIR & MAINTENANCE $147,212 (4,768)
OTHER $131,004 $134,936 5384
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $1.903,328 $1,971,339 $72,7
INDIRECT SUPPORT PROGRAM COSTS
(19.0% OF TOTAL DIRECT COSTS) $361,632 $374,554 $12,922
TOTAL COSTS $2,264,960 $2,345,893 $80,933
PROFIT FEE
(15.75% OF TOTAL COSTS) $356,731 $369,478 $12,747
SUBTOTAL ALL DIRECT & INDIRECT COSTS ABO\ 52,621,691 82,715,371
$0 $0 $0
$0 L $0
50 S $0
SUBTOTAL UTILITIES $0 L]
TOTAL ITP RECONCILIATION $2,621,6¢ $93,080
(52388
(515,207
(86,650
The total reconciliation results in an additional fee to the City of - $19,744.29
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Great Falls, Montana, turned to the private sector for
sewage treatment, but questions of public good vs. profit remain. §
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HISTORIC COST PROFILE
\/ Total Annual Compensation Profile vs. Inflation Profile

$4,500,000 X
$4,000,080

$3,suo,DBU)
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
52,000,000
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
S0

Veolia City Costs

ACTUAL 2019

ESTIMATED COST
v
; S
SUBTOTAL PERSONN $1,132,295 1,605,406
o COMPARISON
OUTSIDE SERVICES $58,756 58,756

DOES NOT INCLUDE ONE-TIME CHEMICALS $134,224 154,358

LANDFILL $294,979 339,226
TRANSITION COSTS REPAIR & MAINTENANCE $151,980 174,777
OTHER $131,094 131,094

ESTIMATED CITY PERSONNEL COSTS

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $1,903,328 $2,463,616
BASED ON CITY ACTUAL 2019 COSTS | |
AT WATER PLANT INDIRECT SUPPORT PROGRAM COSTS

(19.0% OF TOTAL DIRECT COSTS) $361,632

ASSUMED THAT NOT ALL NEGOTIATED

TOTAL COSTS $2,264,960 2,463,616
PRICES FROM VENDORS WOULD BE  [promrres
AVA”.ABLE To ClTY (15.75% OF TOTAL CCI)STS) $356,731

ACCOUNTS FOR 2020 ADJUSTMENT SUBTOTAL UTILITIES $262,972 $262,972

TO PROFIT AND OVERHEAD RATES TOTAL $2,884,663 2,726,588
Negotiated Adjustment 220,757.00
Estimated 2021 $2,663,906.45 2,726,588
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THE PUBLIC GOOD O
COST CONDITION  COMPLIANCE

* INCENTIVE TARGET PRICE  « QORIGINAL EQUIPMENT IS + NO REGULATORY
MODEL REWARDS STILL OPERATIONAL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

KEEPING COSTS LOW
AcTUAL S * NEW EQUIPMENT IS STILL AWARD WINNING SAFETY
OPERATIONAL ROy
B A AT O PRETREATMENT PROGRAM
LESS THAN INFLATION * ASSET MANAGEMENT e NCE

RATE AND CAPITAL SEAMLESS 4

THE CITY IS UNABLE TO IMPROVEMENT IMPLEMENTATION OF
DO IT FOR LESS PLANNING PROCESS UPGRADES J

;)/

BETTER IDENTIFY HOW ITP IS DEFINED % % "=
AND CALCULATED

10 YEAR CONTRACT
RESTRUCTURED R&M COST SHARING

ELIMINATES ELECTRICITY REDUCTION
INCENTIVE PROGRAM

FORMALIZED ASSET MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM

UPDATES TO LIABILITY LIMITATION AND & g N
INSURANCE COVERAGES Rt
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PROPOSED P
Cost Marked-yj Margin
o
$1,872,158 $2,578,757 $706,599
o CHANGES —
F I S L $1,872,158 $2,415,084 $542,926

ADJUSTMENT IN AGGREGATE MARKUP FOR
O&M FROM 37.7% TO 29%

$163,673

$251,000 $345734  $94,734
$251,000 $288,650 $37,650 Only Profit MU
$57,084

ADJUSTMENT IN AGGREGATE MARKUP FOR
R&M FROM 37.7% TO 15%

ADJUSTMENT IN AGGREGATE MARKUP FOR $118,577 $150,000 $31,423

SMALL CAPITAL FROM 26.5% TO 15% $130,435 $150,000 $19,565 Only Profit MU
$11,858

NEGOTIATED MARK-UP FOR CONTINGENCY
R&M

$60,000 $82,646 $22,646 Variable MU - example only
INCREASES ROUTINE\CONTINGENCY R&M

THRESHOLD FROM $5,000 TO $25,000 W\
ONE-TIME ADJUSTMENT $60,000 $77,400 0 Total Difference /yr

$237,860

> THE
OVERHEAD?

O

SOLIDS MANAGEMENT STUDY

NUTRIENT OPTIMIZATION
INSTRUMENTATION

ARSENIC DIAGNOSIS

503 COMPLIANCE OPTIONS
ANALYSIS

BIOGAS TREATMENT
ENHANCEMENTS

PLANT HEATING OPTIMIZATION
DIGESTER CLEANING

513




020

QO
Agenda #2.

VEOLIA PERSPECTIVE

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT AND RESTATED
CONTRACT
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