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As Jennifer and Bob are already aware, library commissioners often submit questions in
writing to the chair and myself prior to the meeting. I had told Kady this was likely last week.
They do not expect written responses. They expect that their written questions become part
of the record of the meeting and also that their questions are verbally addressed [if possible]
in the course of the meeting.  I suspect I will get written questions from at least 1 more before
the meeting.
Juana Gomez's questions are below.
David

From: juana@lawrenceandgomez.com <juana@lawrenceandgomez.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 10, 2018 6:25 AM
To: Farnan, David; Joni Teter
Subject: questions, notes Re: 11.14.18 Special Meeting Packet
Hi, David and Joni,
Regarding GKB's Executive Summary:
1) It would help with clarity if on the tables the heading Service Level would read (or be
noted on a footnote) Tax, Mill Level, or % of Sales Tax needed to attain Service Level.
2) I am confused by Table 5. Does it pertain to Scenario #5 only?
3) Is there a way to quantify or at least note the relief to the General Fund and City
allocated tax on Scenarios and Tables 6, 7, and 8? Such as: Note- The City's budget would
be relieved of $6 million in 2020, $6.5 in 2021, etc.
4)For ease of reference, could those last three scenarios be labeled 6, 7, 8?
5) Not part of this study, but do we know how the increases in property taxes impact low
income housing? Do they get any breaks? Or will those rents increase by $10 or $20 a
month?
6) On pg. 14 of our packet under IGA 2) a) "Any conveyance by donation or sale and
personal property used to provide library services."
Shouldn't that sentence also include "lease"? I know the document refers to leasing later,
but this sentence could be a show-stopper for some council members.
7) In "Establishing the District by Petition..." I would like to know where in the laws we can

find that one hundred electors can trigger an election.
I'm so sorry to have a conflict on Wednesday night.
Juana

On Friday, November 9, 2018, 5:00:12 PM MST, Seaton, Celia <SeatonC@boulderlibrary.org> wrote:

Good Afternoon, Commissioners –
Please find attached the packet (with memo enclosed) attached,
See you next Wednesday (Motomaki planned for dinner!)
Celia
Celia Seaton
Administrative Specialist II                                                     

O: 303.441.3106
seatonc@boulderlibrary.org
                       
Boulder Public Library – Administration Office
1001 Arapahoe Ave. | Boulder, CO 80302
www.boulderlibrary.org
www.bouldercolorado.gov
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Thanks for your thoughtful comments, Juana - very helpful.
Below are the library law provisions relevant to creating a district by petition. Note that the numbering within the
statute is somewhat inconsistent (the result of amendments, I assume).
-J
24-90-107. Method of establishment.
(1) A municipal or county library may be established for a governmental unit either by the legislative body of said
governmental unit on its own initiative, by adoption of a resolution or ordinance to that effect, or upon petition of
one hundred registered electors residing in the proposed library's legal service area. A joint library may be
established by the legislative bodies of two or more governmental units, and a library district by the legislative
bodies of one or more governmental units, each proceeding to adopt a resolution or an ordinance to that effect. A
library district may also be formed by petition of one hundred registered electors residing within the proposed
library district addressed to the boards of county commissioners in each county in the proposed library district....
[Section (2) addresses creation by resolution or ordinance)]
(3) If establishment of a county or municipal library or a library district is by petition of registered electors, the
following procedures shall be followed:
(a) The petition shall set forth:
(I) A request for the establishment of the library;
(II) The name or names of the governmental unit or units establishing the library; (III) The name of
the proposed library, and for a library district, the chosen name preceding the words "library district";
(IV) A general description of the legal service area of the proposed public library with such certainty
as to enable a property owner to determine whether or not such property owner's property is within
the proposed library's legal service area; and
(V) Specification of the mill levy to be imposed or other type and amount of funding and that the
electors must approve any amount of tax levy not previously established by resolution or ordinance
nor previously approved by the electors before the county or municipal library or library district can
be established.
(b) Petitions shall be addressed to the legislative body of the county or municipality, or, in the case of a
library district, to the boards of county commissioners of each county having territory within the legal
service area of the proposed district.
(c)
(I) Except as otherwise provided in subparagraphs (II) and (III) of this paragraph (c), at the time of
filing the petition for the establishment of a library district, a bond shall be filed with the county or
counties sufficient to pay all expenses connected with the organization of the library district if such
organization is not affected.
(II) Except as otherwise provided in subparagraph (III) of this paragraph (c), the board of county
commissioners of each county having territory within the legal service area of the proposed library
district may:

(A) Waive the bonding requirement; and
(B) With the consent of the board of trustees of an existing library, pay for the costs of the
election for the proposed library district. If the legal service area of a proposed library district
includes two or more counties, the costs of election for such library district to be paid by any
county pursuant to this sub-subparagraph (B) shall not exceed a percentage of said costs
equal to the percentage that the population of the county within the boundaries of the legal
service area bears to the total population within the boundaries of such service area.
(III)
(A) Subject to the provisions of sub-subparagraphs (B) and (C) of this subparagraph (III), the
board of county commissioners of each county having territory within the legal service area
of the proposed library district shall pay no less than fifty percent of the costs of the election
for such library district if the petition submitted pursuant to subsection (1) of this section
contains signatures by registered electors residing in the proposed library district in an
amount equal to at least five percent of the total number of votes cast in every precinct in the
proposed library district for all candidates for the office of secretary of state at the previous
general election.
(B) Payment of election costs for any library district shall not be required of any county
under this subparagraph (III) more than once every four years.
(C) In the case where the legal service area of a proposed library district includes two or
more counties, the costs of the election for the library district shall be paid on a prorated basis
with each county within the boundaries of the proposed library's legal service area paying a
percentage of said costs equal to the percentage that the population of the county within the
boundaries of the library's legal service area bears to the total population of such service area.
(c.5) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the costs of the election of a proposed library
district may be assumed by an existing library where the assumption of the costs has been approved by the
board of trustees of said library.
(d) Upon receipt of such petition, the legislative body or bodies shall either establish the library by resolution
or ordinance, in accordance with subsection (2) of this section, or shall submit the question of the
establishment of a public library to a vote of the registered electors residing in the proposed library's legal
service area in accordance with the following provisions:
(I) In the case of a municipal library, such election shall be held in accordance with article 10 of title
31, C.R.S., and section 20 of article X of the state constitution, and shall be held on the date of the
state biennial general election, the first Tuesday in November in odd-numbered years, or the
municipal regular election, whichever is earliest; except that such petition shall be filed at least
ninety days before such election.
(II) In the case of a library district or county library, such election shall be held in accordance with
articles 1 to 13 of title 1, C.R.S., and section 20 of article X of the state constitution, and shall be
held on the date of the state biennial general election or the first Tuesday in November in oddnumbered years, whichever is earliest; except that such petition shall be filed at least ninety days
before such election.
(III) Public hearings shall be conducted by such legislative body or bodies prior to an election and
shall include a discussion of the purposes of the library to be formed and, where more than one
governmental unit is involved, the powers, rights, obligations, and responsibilities, financial and
otherwise, of each governmental unit.
(e) and (f) (Deleted by amendment, L. 97, p. 411, § 1, effective April 24, 1997.)
(g) If a majority of the electors voting on the question vote in favor of the establishment of a library, the
legislative body of each establishing governmental unit shall forthwith establish such library and provide for

its financial support beginning on or before January 1 of the year following the election.
(h) Upon establishment of a library district, and after appointment of the library board of trustees, a written
agreement between the legislative body of each participating governmental unit and the library board of
trustees shall be effected within ninety days, which time frame may be extended by mutual agreement of the
parties, and shall set forth fully the rights, obligations, and responsibilities, financial and otherwise, of all
parties to the agreement, including provisions concerning:
(I) The transition from the library to a library district, such as ownership of the library's real and
personal property, personnel, and the provision of administrative services during the transition;
(II) The method of trustee selection; and
(III) Such other necessary terms and conditions as may be determined by the parties. Microsoft Word
- Colorado Library Law 8-5-09
(i) If organization of a library district is effected, the district shall reimburse the legislative bodies holding
the election for expenses incurred in holding the election.

On Sat, Nov 10, 2018 at 6:25 AM <juana@lawrenceandgomez.com> wrote:
Hi, David and Joni,

Regarding GKB's Executive Summary:
1) It would help with clarity if on the tables the heading Service Level would read (or be
noted on a footnote) Tax, Mill Level, or % of Sales Tax needed to attain Service Level.
2) I am confused by Table 5. Does it pertain to Scenario #5 only?
3) Is there a way to quantify or at least note the relief to the General Fund and City
allocated tax on Scenarios and Tables 6, 7, and 8? Such as: Note- The City's budget
would be relieved of $6 million in 2020, $6.5 in 2021, etc.
4)For ease of reference, could those last three scenarios be labeled 6, 7, 8?
5) Not part of this study, but do we know how the increases in property taxes impact low
income housing? Do they get any breaks? Or will those rents increase by $10 or $20 a
month?
6) On pg. 14 of our packet under IGA 2) a) "Any conveyance by donation or sale and
personal property used to provide library services."
Shouldn't that sentence also include "lease"? I know the document refers to leasing later,
but this sentence could be a show-stopper for some council members.
7) In "Establishing the District by Petition..." I would like to know where in the laws we
can find that one hundred electors can trigger an election.
I'm so sorry to have a conflict on Wednesday night.
I'll see you this afternoon.
Juana

On Friday, November 9, 2018, 5:00:12 PM MST, Seaton, Celia <SeatonC@boulderlibrary.org> wrote:

Good Afternoon, Commissioners –

Please find attached the packet (with memo enclosed) attached,

See you next Wednesday (Motomaki planned for dinner!)

Celia

Celia Seaton
Administrative Specialist II                                                     
https://bouldercolorado.gov/links/fetch/32010

O: 303.441.3106
seatonc@boulderlibrary.org
                       
Boulder Public Library – Administration Office
1001 Arapahoe Ave. | Boulder, CO 80302
www.boulderlibrary.org
www.bouldercolorado.gov

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
Farnan, David
BPL-COM
Background assumptions in the memo
Saturday, November 10, 2018 1:47:24 PM

David, can we get access to the financial analyses underlying this memo? I am having great difficulty
making sense of this analysis. Tables 3-8 don't appear to reflect an apples-to-apples analysis of costs. I
really can’t make sense of this financial analysis without understanding the underlying
assumptions made in these tables, and there is (disappointingly) nothing provided in the memo.
Here’s a summary of my major issues:
Table 2 establishes the base case: an analysis of library funding needs based on the 3 service
levels outlined in the master plan. However, the analysis omits ~ $3.4 million per year in “cost
allocation" (see Table 1). The City's cost allocation system reflects costs for ongoing administrative overhead,
including "finance, HR, IT, communications, building repair and renovation costs, etc." (bottom of page 5).

Table 3, footnote 3 (“GAP includes both operating and capital outlay expenses”) is
misleading. The service levels outlined in the 2018 Master Plan do NOT include the large
backlog of deferred maintenance costs present for library facilities, so capital funding needs are
understated in Table 3. As you know, resources were not availability to update the library’s 2009
facilities plan during the master planning process, and an update to the library’s facilities’
master plan appears as a future work plan item. Since Table 3 is based on Master Plan definitions, I
suspect that “the base” in Table 2-3 does not include costs associated with the library’s
substantial backlog of deferred maintenance on facilities. If my understanding is correct, then the true cost
of operating the library system is not reflected in the costs show for any of the options analyzed under the municipal
governance model.
I believe that the consultants calculated an updated cost for deferred maintenance in library facilities - can you
please share that number?

As an aside, the City has been struggling to find a way to address its backlog of deferred
maintenance going back at least 30 years (to my tenure ion Planning Board). When the cost
allocation system was instituted some 25 years ago, Facilities and Assets Maintenance was
created to address both ongoing maintenance and the already substantial backlog of deferred
maintenance in City facilities. Revenues generated through cost allocation have been adequate
to fund basic ongoing maintenance, but insufficient to address the backlog. In 2011, the City
adopted a "Capital Investment Strategy" to address long-standing capital needs for facilities funded through the
general fund. While that strategy has managed to address some high priority needs, the backlog of deferred
maintenance is still substantial - and growing. Library facilities are all more than 25 years old (Reynolds just turned
50) and every facility has a backlog of needs ranging from small repairs to small-mid sized capital projects. By
failing to include the deferred maintenance backlog in the base, this analysis assumes that the status quo continues.
Without new sources of funding, the library's deferred maintenance needs will continue to be unaddressed (along
with the rest of the deferred maintenance needs in the city's portfolio.)
None of the Municipal library scenarios include the current .333 mills dedicated to the library. (See Table 3,
footnote 2). This means that Tables 4 and 5 do not reflect the full property tax paid by owners under the municipal
scenarios, understating property tax impacts relative to the district scenarios.
Scenarios 4 & 5 mill levy
2.62 mills 3.150 mills 3.330
+ .333 mills
2.953 mills 3.483 mills 3.663 mills

My head really starts to spin when I get to Table 6, which reflects the "property tax impacts for City of Boulder
Boundary" in the district governance model. This section of the memo does not discuss the "base" used to analyze
the district scenarios (Tables 6-8). Based on the difference in mill levies shown in Table 5 vs. Table 6, I can only
include that a different scenario for base costs is used in the district scenarios.
Table 5 presumably reflects costs to taxpayers under municipal scenario 4 ("property tax only to fund total library
costs"). [See Juana's question about to which scenario Table 5 applies.]
Table 6 reflects costs under a district governance model using City of Boulder boundaries. Since both scenarios are
based on the same taxing boundary and funding method (using property taxes to fully fund the library), the mill levy
should be identical (or nearly so) - if we are using the same base. Yet Table 6 identifies a markedly higher mill levy,
even with the existing .333 mills factored in.
Table 6 mill levy
3.850 mills 4.380 mills 4.560 mills
Since the mill levy projection in Table 6 is markedly higher than the mill levy identified in the municipal scenarios,
I can only assume that the district scenarios are using a different base case - without disclosing the differences in the
base case.
What accounts for the difference in base between these scenarios?
Do the district scenarios include administrative overhead costs? What is the cost estimate for administrative
overhead under the district scenarios? How does it compare to the "cost allocation" costs described in the municipal
scenarios?
Do the district scenarios include costs to address the backlog in deferred maintenance?
I believe that the financial analysis identifies a number for the full cost of operating the library system over 15 years
- can you please share that information?
That takes me through Page 11.   I'll let you know if I have other questions.
- Joni

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
Farnan, David
BPL-COM
Re: Background assumptions in the memo
Sunday, November 11, 2018 1:24:12 PM

David, I asked Matt to take a look at the memo, and he hasn't been able to get past Table 1.
1. Where does the $3.38 million "cost allocation" number come from?
The 2019 budget sheet for library and arts reflects a $475, 221 charge for "interdepartmental" charges, and a $240,
074 charge for FAM, for a total of $715, 295. What additional charges does the $3.38 million include?
We took a look at Open Space's budget for comparison. As a dedicated fund, OSMP pays full cost allocation and it's
cost allocation charge for 2019 is $2,090, 102 - substantially less than the $3.38 million attributed to the library.
I would expect that budget size and number of staff would have some effect on the cost allocation model.
Note that OSMP's 2019 budget is $29,640,763 with 128.4 FTE.
The Library & Arts 2019 budget is $10, 634, 281 with 77.50 FTE.
2. Do the capital outlay numbers in table 1 reflect the library's maintenance backlog? If so, I assume that the annual
costs reflect some assumptions about the order in which facility backlog needs would be addressed? It would be
helpful to see those assumptions, and (as noted above) to see the total estimated cost to address the library's
deferred maintenance backlog.
Thanks - J

On Sat, Nov 10, 2018 at 1:47 PM joni teter <joniteter@gmail.com> wrote:
David, can we get access to the financial analyses underlying this memo? I am having great
difficulty making sense of this analysis. Tables 3-8 don't appear to reflect an apples-to-apples analysis
of costs. I really can’t make sense of this financial analysis without understanding the
underlying assumptions made in these tables, and there is (disappointingly) nothing provided in
the memo.
Here’s a summary of my major issues:
Table 2 establishes the base case: an analysis of library funding needs based on the 3 service
levels outlined in the master plan. However, the analysis omits ~ $3.4 million per year in
“cost allocation" (see Table 1). The City's cost allocation system reflects costs for ongoing administrative
overhead, including "finance, HR, IT, communications, building repair and renovation costs, etc." (bottom of
page 5).

Table 3, footnote 3 (“GAP includes both operating and capital outlay expenses”) is
misleading. The service levels outlined in the 2018 Master Plan do NOT include the large
backlog of deferred maintenance costs present for library facilities, so capital funding needs are
understated in Table 3. As you know, resources were not availability to update the library’s
2009 facilities plan during the master planning process, and an update to the library’s
facilities’ master plan appears as a future work plan item. Since Table 3 is based on Master Plan
definitions, I suspect that “the base” in Table 2-3 does not include costs associated with the
library’s substantial backlog of deferred maintenance on facilities. If my understanding is correct,
then the true cost of operating the library system is not reflected in the costs show for any of the options analyzed
under the municipal governance model.
I believe that the consultants calculated an updated cost for deferred maintenance in library facilities - can you
please share that number?

As an aside, the City has been struggling to find a way to address its backlog of deferred
maintenance going back at least 30 years (to my tenure ion Planning Board). When the cost
allocation system was instituted some 25 years ago, Facilities and Assets Maintenance was
created to address both ongoing maintenance and the already substantial backlog of deferred
maintenance in City facilities. Revenues generated through cost allocation have been
adequate to fund basic ongoing maintenance, but insufficient to address the backlog. In 2011,
the City adopted a "Capital Investment Strategy" to address long-standing capital needs for facilities funded
through the general fund. While that strategy has managed to address some high priority needs, the backlog of
deferred maintenance is still substantial - and growing. Library facilities are all more than 25 years old (Reynolds
just turned 50) and every facility has a backlog of needs ranging from small repairs to small-mid sized capital
projects. By failing to include the deferred maintenance backlog in the base, this analysis assumes that the status
quo continues. Without new sources of funding, the library's deferred maintenance needs will continue to be
unaddressed (along with the rest of the deferred maintenance needs in the city's portfolio.)
None of the Municipal library scenarios include the current .333 mills dedicated to the library. (See Table 3,
footnote 2). This means that Tables 4 and 5 do not reflect the full property tax paid by owners under the
municipal scenarios, understating property tax impacts relative to the district scenarios.
Scenarios 4 & 5 mill levy
2.62 mills 3.150 mills 3.330
+ .333 mills
2.953 mills 3.483 mills 3.663 mills
My head really starts to spin when I get to Table 6, which reflects the "property tax impacts for City of Boulder
Boundary" in the district governance model. This section of the memo does not discuss the "base" used to
analyze the district scenarios (Tables 6-8). Based on the difference in mill levies shown in Table 5 vs. Table 6, I
can only include that a different scenario for base costs is used in the district scenarios.
Table 5 presumably reflects costs to taxpayers under municipal scenario 4 ("property tax only to fund total library
costs"). [See Juana's question about to which scenario Table 5 applies.]
Table 6 reflects costs under a district governance model using City of Boulder boundaries. Since both scenarios
are based on the same taxing boundary and funding method (using property taxes to fully fund the library), the
mill levy should be identical (or nearly so) - if we are using the same base. Yet Table 6 identifies a markedly
higher mill levy, even with the existing .333 mills factored in.
Table 6 mill levy
3.850 mills 4.380 mills 4.560 mills
Since the mill levy projection in Table 6 is markedly higher than the mill levy identified in the municipal
scenarios, I can only assume that the district scenarios are using a different base case - without disclosing the
differences in the base case.
What accounts for the difference in base between these scenarios?
Do the district scenarios include administrative overhead costs? What is the cost estimate for administrative
overhead under the district scenarios? How does it compare to the "cost allocation" costs described in the
municipal scenarios?
Do the district scenarios include costs to address the backlog in deferred maintenance?
I believe that the financial analysis identifies a number for the full cost of operating the library system over 15
years - can you please share that information?
That takes me through Page 11.   I'll let you know if I have other questions.

- Joni

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
Farnan, David
BPL-COM
Re: Draft presentation for Wednesday
Tuesday, November 13, 2018 1:09:52 PM

David, I noticed that the assessed values for properties within the various service areas used by Baum (slide 23) are
different than the values on the map created by the GIS folks (slide 22). It would be helpful to clarify the
discrepancies (and check to see if there are other differences on any maps we are using.)
Thanks - J

On Tue, Nov 13, 2018 at 11:52 AM Farnan, David <FarnanD@boulderlibrary.org> wrote:
Dear Commissioners –

Please find attached a draft of this Wednesday’s presentation. It is still subject to change .
Our consultants GKBaum and the Finance department will be working on it today and
tomorrow morning, but it does outline the basic assumptions used in the financial model and
provide $$ amounts.   Please let me know if you have any questions.

David

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
BPL-COM
Calculation for tonight’s meeting
Wednesday, November 14, 2018 5:55:13 AM

David, can you ask the consultants to do a couple of other calculations for tonight‘s meeting?
It would be helpful to know how much Boulder city taxpayers are paying for library services
today on a per household basis. I realize that may not be possible to calculate because it’s a
mix of sales and property taxes. But if there’s anyway to provide an approximation, that would
be helpful.
Can we calculate the cost per household of the .333 mills? Tables 6-8 show us what Boulder
city residents would be paying for library services today, if the costs were entirely paid
through property taxes. It would be helpful to know how much property taxes would be
increased for Boulder city tax payers: calculations in Tables 6-8, minus the value of .333 mills
on a per household/commercial value basis.
Thanks - J

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
BPL-COM
total cost to operate the library
Thursday, November 15, 2018 7:07:21 AM

I am sorry to raise this, but I have two more head-hurting questions from the financial analysis:
How much does it cost to operate the library at the service expansion level?
Is this the number was used to calculate the impacts to taxpayers?
As an aside: please make sure that all of the slides in the presentation are numbered, so there is an easy way to
reference them.
Here's my problem.
Last night, we determined that the cost to operate the library at the service expansion level was just over $15
million. This number was derived by looking at Table 1/ Slide "Sustainable Municipal Funding Scenarios: Total
Cost 2020-2024." The Service Expansion level for 2020 is calculated at $21.3 million, including capital outlay ($5
million for NoBo construction, plus some something else since the "maintain" level of capital expenditure is lower
than the other two levels). Subtracting capital costs from total costs yields a little over $15 million for operating
costs, we were told.
However, the pie chart slide states that the current cost to operate the library is $13.4 million (based on 2019 budget,
maintain service levels). Table 2/Slide 18 ("Sustainable Municipal Funding Scenarios: Funding the Gap in 2020")
shows the gap for service expansion to be $4,477,233.
$13,400,000
+
$04,777, 233
$18,177, 233
You see my confusion.
I apologize for not bringing this up last night - something was niggling at me about these numbers but I couldn't put
my finger on it. Processing numbers and technical analyses do not come naturally to me - it is a learned skill. In
addition, I am a naturally a crockpot when it comes to mental "cooking:" I do best when things have a chance to
percolate in my brain overnight (in contrast my husband the "microwave"). This is one of the reasons I keep
stressing how important it is to have full disclosure of all the numbers for Council in the packet - I suspect most of
them are more like me than Matt.
Thanks - Joni

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

joni teter
Farnan, David
Phares, Jennifer; Timothy O"Shea
Re: total cost to operate the library
Thursday, November 15, 2018 8:42:54 AM

Thanks. One more thing - not something that needs to be addressed for the Council study session.
You mentioned that Baum has also calculated tax impact based on the median residential value (in addition to the
$850K and $1million values). Down the road, I think we will want to be able to show the median number - and
possibly even a number based on below median value - to avoid the impression that the analysis is only focusing on
wealthy households.
Talk soon - Joni

On Thu, Nov 15, 2018 at 7:50 AM Farnan, David <FarnanD@boulderlibrary.org> wrote:
Thank you Joni. I will get this question off to Baum this morning.  

David
-------- Original message -------From: joni teter <joniteter@gmail.com>
Date: 11/15/18 7:07 AM (GMT-07:00)
To: BPL-COM <BPL-COM@boulderlibrary.org>
Subject: total cost to operate the library
I am sorry to raise this, but I have two more head-hurting questions from the financial analysis:
How much does it cost to operate the library at the service expansion level?
Is this the number was used to calculate the impacts to taxpayers?
As an aside: please make sure that all of the slides in the presentation are numbered, so there is an easy way to
reference them.
Here's my problem.
Last night, we determined that the cost to operate the library at the service expansion level was just over $15
million. This number was derived by looking at Table 1/ Slide "Sustainable Municipal Funding Scenarios: Total
Cost 2020-2024." The Service Expansion level for 2020 is calculated at $21.3 million, including capital outlay
($5 million for NoBo construction, plus some something else since the "maintain" level of capital expenditure is
lower than the other two levels). Subtracting capital costs from total costs yields a little over $15 million for
operating costs, we were told.
However, the pie chart slide states that the current cost to operate the library is $13.4 million (based on 2019
budget, maintain service levels). Table 2/Slide 18 ("Sustainable Municipal Funding Scenarios: Funding the Gap
in 2020") shows the gap for service expansion to be $4,477,233.
$13,400,000
+
$04,777, 233

$18,177, 233
You see my confusion.
I apologize for not bringing this up last night - something was niggling at me about these numbers but I couldn't
put my finger on it. Processing numbers and technical analyses do not come naturally to me - it is a learned skill.
In addition, I am a naturally a crockpot when it comes to mental "cooking:" I do best when things have a chance
to percolate in my brain overnight (in contrast my husband the "microwave"). This is one of the reasons I keep
stressing how important it is to have full disclosure of all the numbers for Council in the packet - I suspect most of
them are more like me than Matt.
Thanks - Joni

