Audit Committee

N G I WA Friday, October 23,2020 at 8:00 a.m.

www.GLWater.org

Join by Microsoft Teams
Dial-In: 313-771-3116 Conference ID: 868 434 344#
Link to Join Virtually: GLWA Audit Committee Meeting

* Indicates items where Audit Committee action may result in forwarding to the Board of Directors

AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. September 25, 2020 (Page 1)
5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
OLD BUSINESS
A. Water Residential Assistance Program Evaluation Draft Report* (Page 6)
B. Annual Financial Audit Update (Page 69)
7. NEW BUSINESS
A. First Quarter FY 2021 Budget Amendments * (Page 71)
B. Proposed Procurement Policy Amendment Related to Business (Page 100)
Inclusion & Diversity (BID) Program
C. Proposed Change Order No. 4- CS-010 WRAP Administrator Contract *
(Page 139)
8. REPORTS
A. CFO Report (Page 142)
i. FY 2021+ Budget Document
Monthly Financial Report for July 2020 (Page 147)
FY 2022 Charges Rollout Schedule (Page 148)
System Max Day Report for 2020 (Page 149)
Quarterly Construction Work In Progress (CWIP) Report for FY 2020 Q4
(Page 151)
9. COMMUNICATIONS
A. The Procurement Pipeline for October 2020 (Page 172)
10. LOOK AHEAD
A. Next Audit Committee Meeting: November 20, 2020 at 8:00 a.m.
11. OTHER MATTERS
12. ADJOURNMENT
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Great Lakes Water Authority Detait, Michican 46226
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Meeting Minutes - Draft

Audit Committee

Friday, September 25, 2020 8:00 AM Telephonic Meeting
Call-In Number: 1-313-771-3116
Conference ID: 50197058

Telephonic Meeting

Call-In Number: 1-313-771-3116 Conference ID: 50197058

1. Call To Order
Chairperson Baker called the meeting to order at 8:03 a.m.

2. Quorum Call

Present: 3 - Chairperson Brian Baker, Director Gary Brown, and Director John J. Zech

3. Approval of Agenda

Nicolette Bateson, Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer, requested to move Item 7B.
(Water Residential Assistance Program - Discussion of Temporary Program
Change Related to Participant Removal due to COVID-19) to Item 7A., and Item
8C. (Quarterly WRAP Report) to Item 7B.

Chairperson Baker requested a Motion to approve the Agenda as Amended.

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Approved as Amended

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

4. Approval of Minutes

Great Lakes Water Authority Page 1 Printed on 10/20/2020
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Audit Committee

Meeting Minutes - Draft September 25, 2020

2020-334

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Attachments:

Approval of Minutes of August 21, 2020
Nicolette Bateson

Finance

4A Audit Committee Meeting Minutes - August 21, 2020

5. Public Comment

6. Old Business

A. 2020-335

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Attachments:

Chairperson Baker requested a Motion to approve the August 21, 2020 Audit
Committee Meeting Minutes.

Motion By: John J. Zech

Support By: Gary Brown

Action: Approved

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

There were no public comments.

Water Residential Assistance Program Evaluation/Redesign & Request for
Proposal Process Update

Nicolette Bateson

Finance

6A1 Update WRAP RFP Process and Proposed Schedule v2

7. New Business

6A2 PSC Memo WRAP Advisor Budget Update

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

Great Lakes Water Authority
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B. 2020-337

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Attachments:

Water Residential Assistance Program - Discussion of Temporary
Program Change Related to Participant Removal due to COVID-19

Nicolette Bateson

Finance

7B1 WRAP Temporary Program Change- Participant Removal

8.C. 2020-340

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Attachments:

7B2 Executive Order 2020-144

7B3 Wayne Metro Support Letter for Temporary Program Change

Director Brown made a motion, supported by Director Zech, to recommend the
approval of Wayne Metro's recommendation to temporarily allow program
participants who are unable to make monthly payments on time to remain in the
WRAP program provided that participants demonstrate a significant loss of
income or inability to make a timely payment due to COVID-19; furthermore,
participants will still be eligible to receive monthly bill credits and arrears
payments if applicable during this temporary period; and to refer this matter to
the Operations and Resources Committee with a recommendation for approval.

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Recommended for Approval to the Operations and Resources Committee
Agenda of October 15, 2020

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

Quarterly WRAP Report

Nicolette Bateson

Finance

8C1 Quarterly WRAP Report as of 6.30.2020

A. 2020-336

Sponsors:

Indexes:

Attachments:

8C2 Wayne Metro Report 6.30.2020

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

Proposed Changes to Annual Charges Rollout Schedule
Nicolette Bateson

Finance

7A1 Charges Roll Out Calendar

7A2 Process and Calendar FY 2022 and FY 2023 Biennial Budget

Motion By: John J. Zech

Support By: Gary Brown

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

Great Lakes Water Authority
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8. Reports

A. 2020-338 CFO Report

Sponsors: Nicolette Bateson

Indexes: Finance
Attachments: 8A1 CFO Update 9.25.2020

8A2 GFOA 2019 6 - Press Release
8A3 GFOA 2019 5 - Certificate

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

B. 2020-339 Monthly Financial Report for June 2020

Sponsors: Nicolette Bateson

Indexes: Finance

Attachments: 8B June 2020 Financial Report - Tagetik

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

9. Communications

2020-341 The Procurement Pipeline for September 2020

Sponsors: Nicolette Bateson

Indexes: Finance

Attachments: 9A September 2020 Procurement Pipeline

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Received and Filed

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

10. Look Ahead

The next Audit Committee Meeting is scheduled for Friday, October 16, 2020 at 8:00 a.m.

11. Other Matters

None
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12. Adjournment

Chairperson Baker requested a Motion to Adjourn.

Motion By: Gary Brown

Support By: John J. Zech

Action: Approved

The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:55 a.m.
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Page 6 AGENDA ITEM #6A

N G LWA Financial Services

Audit Committee Communication

Date: October 23,2020
To: Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Committee
From: Jon Wheatley, Public Finance Manager

Re:  Water Residential Assistance Program Draft Evaluation Report

Background: The current contract for Water Residential Assistance Program Third Party
Administrator (CS-010) with Wayne Metro will expire on December 31, 2020. There are two
key tasks to accomplish prior to the expiration of that contract: evaluation of the current
program and solicitation of proposals for program continuation. Both tasks rely heavily on
stakeholder engagement.

Before developing the request for proposals for the WRAP Administrator, GLWA first
solicited quotations for a WRAP Advisor to evaluate the current program. The purpose of the
WRAP Advisor engagement is to a) strengthen program effectiveness, b) develop scope and
performance criteria for WRAP program provider performance, and c) better define and
conduct program evaluation.

To evaluate the current program, GLWA engaged Public Sector Consultants (PSC) to serve as
the WRAP Advisor. PSC is an objective, nonpartisan research and consulting firm based in
Lansing and Detroit. They have been conducting program evaluations for more than 20 years
and are well versed in a variety of process and impact evaluation methods, including
developing theories of change and logic models, qualitative and quantitative data collection
using tools such as focus groups and multimode surveys, in-depth informant interviews,
cost-effectiveness analyses, and comprehensive data analyses to yield deep insights and
actionable findings.

PSC began work on July 6, 2020 and since that time has completed meetings with GLWA'’s
Chief Financial Officer and Finance staff, Detroit Water and Sewerage Department’s (DWSD)
Chief Financial Officer and Finance staff, Wayne Metro, GLWA'’s Chief Executive Officer and
DWSD’s Director and their General Counsel, individual GLWA Board Members and a focus
group for GLWA Member Partners. These meetings, and the feedback gathered, were the
basis for PSC’s draft report and recommendations which is being presented to the Audit
Committee on October 23, 2020. PSC’s draft report, and an accompanying presentation, are
attached to this memo.
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Analysis: Following is a summary of the key finding from the draft report.

Key Findings - Program Successes

Provides essential financial support to low-income households, reaching over 22,000
households since 2016.

Combines monthly assistance, arrearage payments, and conservation services is seen
as impactful for customers.

Allows flexibility in requirements for income and eligibility and makes accessing
assistance easy.

Evolves through periodic program changes/ updates to better serve customers.

Key Findings - Opportunities for Improvement

Program should be available to all residential customers served by GLWA whether
their municipalities have opted in or not.

Program structure may not be suitable for addressing all various forms of household
need.

Program reporting is not sufficient to determine progress on desired outcomes.
Program uptake and adoption has been limited in some communities.

More can be done to support program expansion, administration, and reporting.

Next Steps: Pending feedback from the Audit Committee, the next step proposed is to
present the draft report to the GLWA Board of Directors for discussion at their meeting on
October 28, 2020. Staff envisions several outcomes from those discussions that balance the
following considerations.

v

v

v

Given the challenges of the COVID-19 operating environment as well as minimizing
the impact on current WRAP operations and clients, the effort for GLWA to issue, and
for the resource-constrained nonprofit/vendor community to respond to, a request
for proposal does not appear to be the best course of action at this time.

Instead, an emerging recommendation for next steps is to focus on piloting quick wins
of WRAP delivery improvements identified in PSC’s report to constituents across the
GLWA service area. This would expeditiously address urgent stakeholder concerns -
particularly where participation has been low but where need exists.

Concurrently, map out program delivery model improvements and lessons learned
from the above pilot to rollout an improved WRAP in calendar year 2021.

Amend the current WRAP Administrator contract (CS-010) to provide for the piloting
of program delivery model improvements and amend the expiration date to June 30,
2021 to transition beyond what we hope well past is the peak of COVID-19 demands
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and better align the revised program delivery model with the beginning of a fiscal
year.

Budget Impact: None.

Proposed Action: Receive and file the report and forward to Board of Directors for
discussion.
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Ahout Public Sector Gonsultants

* Nonpartisan research and public policy consulting firm

* Mission: Improve the quality of life for residents of Michigan and
beyond through the development and implementation of
Innovative, actionable public policies

- W in f  PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Pagé 10



Page 11

Project Overview

Goal: Strengthen the Water Residential Assistance Program’s effectiveness by
assessing operations and considering delivery improvements
* Outcomes assessment

- Analyzed annual program reporting data

- Compared available data to establish goals and performance measures

- Summarized program performance relative to goals, identified data collection and reporting
improvements, and documented key findings

e Process evaluation

- Reviewed program documentation and solicited feedback from key stakeholders

- Developed evaluation framework and corresponding discussion guide for stakeholder
engagement

- |dentified program success and opportunities for improvement

PSC
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Key Findings—Program Successes

PSC

The program provides essential financial support to households with low
Incomes, reaching more than 22,000 households since 2016.

Customers stated that combining monthly assistance, arrearage
payments, and conservation services is impactful.

- Incentivizes on-time bill payment

- Helps customers struggling with large past-due balances

- Reduces in-home water consumption

Requirements for income and eligibility are flexible and make accessing
assistance easy.

Periodic program changes/updates have helped better serve customers.

W in f  PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Pagd 12
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Key Findings—Opportunities for Improvement

* Program uptake and adoption has been limited in some
communities.

- A one-size-fits-all approach to service delivery does not meet customer
need.

- There is limited program participation in Oakland and Macomb Counties as
well as limited program awareness.

- Local oversight of program administration and delivery can help achieve
program goals by providing tailored solutions for community engagement,
marketing, and outreach.

PSC
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Key Findings—Opportunities for Improvement

 The program should be available to all Great Lakes Water
Authority customers whether municipalities have opted in or not.
- There is need in every community.
- GLWA should investigate a direct services model for the program.

PSC
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Key Findings—Opportunities for Improvement

* Program structure may not be suitable for addressing all various
forms of household need.

- The program provides a fixed monthly amount that may be insufficient for
households with limited or no income.

* Additionally, the structure does not offer options to serve households that may have an
immediate crisis or shorter-term need.

- GLWA should work with stakeholders to determine whether program
changes are necessary to meet a wider range of household needs.

PSC
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Key Findings—Opportunities for Improvement

* Program reporting is insufficient to determine progress on desired
outcomes.

- Current reporting is predominantly process related and does not necessarily
demonstrate program effectiveness or impact.

- Lack of benchmarks for program performance further complicates the
process for determining program success.

- Program reporting requirements should be based on desired performance
measures and established benchmarks.

PSC
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Key Findings—Opportunities for Improvement

* More can be done to support program expansion, administration,
and reporting

- GLWA can play a bigger role in program administration by:
* Providing ongoing support to member partner communities (recruitment and retention)
* Providing ongoing program performance monitoring
* Developing stronger internal processes for reporting and oversight
e Qverseeing the implementation of program changes

PSC

W in f  PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Pagd 17



Page 18

Next Steps

* Review draft evaluation report with the GLWA Board of Directors

* Prioritize changes that should be incorporated into program
design

* Develop a workplan to implement recommendations, including
expected costs and timeline

* Develop a revised scope of work for program administration

PSC
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Water is the most essential utility delivered to homes each day. It meets the drinking and sanitation needs
for millions of Michiganders and provides vital assistance to other sectors, from fire protection to
irrigation. However, as the cost demands on the treatment and delivery of water continue to rise, paying
water bills can be a challenge for many with low to moderate incomes, including those in Southeast
Michigan. The ramifications for unpaid bills can impact households and utilities alike, leading to health
and economic concerns and—in some cases—water shutoffs, which generate other worries for individuals
and families.

While the federal government has created assistance programs to help households with low incomes and
older adults afford energy and telecommunication services, there are no federally supported programs for
water and sewerage services (Pierce 2020). The State of Michigan makes funding available for water and
sewer assistance, but these funds are only available for emergencies and have not been widely used
(MDHHS n.d.). In the absence of any national or broadly available state programs to protect consumers
with low incomes, the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) created the Water Residential Assistance
Program (WRAP), which provides a long-term, sustainable funding source to provide relief for qualifying
residents in GLWA member communities. For these residents, the program is critical to keeping the water
flowing and supporting self-sufficiency. Though WRAP provides an important lifeline for households in
need the program cannot, on its own, address the full breadth of need and must be part of more
comprehensive solutions.

WRAP has provided essential assistance across GLWA'’s service area, combining bill payment, arrearage
forgiveness, and conservation measures, including minor plumbing repairs and replacement, with
educational and wraparound services. This program is an important component of GLWA’s mission to
provide its member communities and their customers with water of unquestionable quality and excellent
treatment service. Now in its fifth year, GLWA has set out to assess the program’s success and identify
opportunities for improvement . To support this effort, GLWA engaged Public Sector Consultants (PSC) to
evaluate how effectively the program has met its goals and what changes are necessary to improve its
delivery and impact.

PSC conducted a thorough assessment of WRAP, relying on an analysis of program reporting data, key
stakeholder feedback, and a review of other relevant documents. Through this effort, PSC identified a
number of successes and opportunities for improvement. In terms of program success, overall,
stakeholders viewed WRAP as providing an important resource for low- to moderate-income households.
Stakeholders also highlighted that the program’s structure helps promote on-time bill payment and water
conservation. From the customer experience perspective, the program’s income and eligibility
requirements provide flexibility, enabling households to access assistance more easily. Additionally,
modifications adopted in the last few years have helped expand access to assistance and better meet
customers’ needs.

While the WRAP has demonstrated success, there are several opportunities for improvement. A review of
program reporting data highlighted limited use of defined and existing performance measures—as
outlined in the 2015 WRAP Program Design Report—and a lack of established benchmarks for program
measurement. Most reporting relates to process measures, focusing on measuring program operations
and service delivery instead of outcomes-oriented measures that would address impact.
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In addition to updating performance reporting, the evaluation demonstrated opportunities to improve
program administration. One of the perceived strengths of the current administration was the ability to
serve households throughout GLWA'’s service territory; however. program uptake and adoption has been
limited in some communities. More needs to be done to expand program reach, including establishing
community-specific performance benchmarks, amplifying marketing and communications efforts, and
leveraging other community resources and partnerships.

Program design also presents barriers. For example, some GLWA customers cannot enroll in WRAP
because their community has not opted into the program, while others might not achieve success because
their income is too low to make necessary payments toward their monthly bill. These design elements
produce gaps for households who might be in need. By including options for customers to receive
assistance directly from the program administrator or by creating more tailored assistance options,
GLWA can work to ensure a more inclusive program.

Improving WRAP will require additional support to implement and oversee program changes on behalf of
GLWA. By taking a more involved role with program oversight, GLWA can support the development and
monitoring of established performance measures, support outreach to member partner communities, and
facilitate ongoing program evaluation.

The following evaluation report provides a deeper exploration of findings related to WRAP.

PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Water Residential Assistance Program Evaluation 6
Page 26



Page 27

WRAP provides sustainable funding for qualifying households with low incomes throughout GLWA’s
participating member partner communities. The GLWA funds the program at an amount equal to 0.5
percent of budgeted revenues, with the budgeted fiscal year 2021 funding level of $6.1 million combined

for water and sewer services (GLWA April 2020).

Since the program’s creation in 2016, the Wayne Metropolitan Community Action Agency (Wayne Metro)
has administered WRAP. Wayne Metro—a nonprofit agency headquartered in Detroit—provides access to
a host of programs to support residents with low incomes throughout Wayne County. To better serve the
entirety of GLWA’s service area in Southeast Michigan, the Wayne Metro has partnered with Macomb
Community Action (MCA), the Oakland Livingston Human Services Agency (OLHSA), the Genesee
County Community Action Resource Department (GCCARD), and the Monroe County Opportunity
Program (MCOP) to deliver WRAP in all eight counties served by GLWA.

The program provides eligible households with
monthly bill payment and arrearage assistance as
well as home water audits and conservation
services. To become eligible, customers must
demonstrate their household income is below 200
percent of the federal poverty line (FPL).* Bill
payment assistance of $25 per month is available
for eligible renters and homeowners for up to two
years as long as they continue to make on-time
utility bill payments. Households can also receive
up to $700 per year in assistance payments toward
past due balances. A recent program change
enabled qualifying older adults with low incomes
and persons with disabilities to remain on the
program after the original two-year period. High-
volume water users—defined as households that
consume 120 percent more than the average
household—can also receive a home water use
audit and water conservation services, including
minor plumbing repairs and replacement of
kitchen and bath fixtures. The cap on conservation
services is $2,000 per household and the average
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conservation assistance per household must not exceed $1,500. Another program change put in place in

recent years, allowed renters to take advantage of conservation services in cases where they are
responsible for the water bill.In addition to direct forms of assistance, WRAP participants can take
advantage of financial coaching and water conservation workshops as well as other support services
provided through Wayne Metro and other community action agency partners serving GLWA service area.

' Prior to January 2019, income eligibility for the WRAP was set at 150 percent FPL, which aligns with other utility assistance programs.
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WRAP began providing assistance on March 1, 2016. As of June 30, 2020, it has committed more than
$16.8 million in assistance and conservation funds to more than 21,187 qualified participants. To be
eligible, each member partner community must opt-in to the program before customers can receive
assistance. To date, 77 communities have opted into WRAP (see Appendix A).

GLWA engaged Public Sector Consultants to conduct an evaluation of WRAP, with the goal of
strengthening the program’s effectiveness and informing potential design changes. In service of that, this
evaluation assesses program operations and considers delivery improvements to achieve key program
objectives. To this end, PSC’s evaluation was conducted in two parts—an outcomes assessment and
process evaluation.

Outcome Assessment

The PSC team collected and analyzed available data pertaining to the program’s outcomes and specified
goals. WRAP administrator—the Wayne Metro—provides data to GLWA staff through annual program
summary reports. The reports also include a breakdown of program data across partner community
action agencies. This information is compiled in a way that reports include data from previous years rolled
up into the current year’s data instead of annual reports with data from the prior year only. For example,
the June 2017 report covers program activity from March 1, 2016, through June 30, 2017, while the June
2018 report included data from March 1, 2016, through June 30, 2018. To enable year-to-year
comparisons, PSC used the provided program summary data to calculate annual program summary data
for the four years reports were provided.2 In total, four program summary reports were provided, which
covered the following program years:

2017 program year: March 1, 2016, to June 30, 2017
2018 program year: March 1, 2016, to June 30, 2018
2019 program year: March 1, 2016, to June 30, 2019
2020 program year: March 1, 2016, to June 30, 2020

PSC reviewed the data against the 2015 WRAP Program Design Report’s goals and performance
measures. Where possible, PSC analyzed how WRAP has performed in relation to articulated goals. In
cases where necessary data were not provided, PSC mentions the data required to adequately assess these
goals or performance measures, ways to improve data collection and reporting, and considerations for
making more outcome-oriented data.

Process Evaluation

The second component of this evaluation focused on assessing WRAP’s current administration and
understanding GLWA member partner communities’ perspectives to define program successes and

2 In some cases, conversion of year-to-date data to annual data yielded a negative value (e.g., a negative number of shutoffs avoided),
indicating a data entry error. PSC reviewed these calculations thoroughly to identify potential issues with data processing. In situations
where data errors could not be rectified, PSC used year-to-date data. As such, data are labeled cumulative when the metric is
presented as it appears in the year-to-date reports and annual when calculations were successful.
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opportunities for improvement. PSC structured this work as a series of stakeholder interviews and focus
group discussions, which took place from August to October with GLWA Board of Directors, its CEO, the
Director of the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD), member partner communities,
community action agencies responsible for program administration, and other stakeholders with program
knowledge.

Prior to conducting interviews and focus groups, PSC developed an evaluation framework and discussion
guide based on existing program documents. Through these discussions, PSC sought to understand
WRAP’s essential elements, such as planning and administrative roles, target populations, enrollment
processes, terms of participation, outreach and engagement, provision of conservation services, and
program sustainability. PSC captured and carefully reviewed these sentiments to identify successful
aspects of WRAP and opportunities where it can be improved. Commonly expressed themes are provided
with appropriate emphasis to denote strong support. Where conflicting sentiments were recorded, PSC
has contextualized these points for further consideration.

In October 2015, a group of stakeholders from Southeast Michigan presented their Program Design
Report for WRAP to GLWA Board of Directors. This report outlined WRAP’s establishment as well as a
foundation for the program’s enduring impact for thousands of households. The report included the
following five goals to measure the program’s effectiveness.

Goal one: Assist low-income individuals and families with their water and sewer bills

Goal two: Avoid water utility disconnection and reduce account arrearages

Goal three: Assist customers in increasing self-sufficiency, in part through the provision of water
conservation measures

Goal four: Promote collaboration on program outreach to consumers and the public via multi-media
and multi-lingual information sources.

Goal five: Foster collaboration to advance partnerships for developing and leveraging funding
opportunities to deliver assistance (GLWA October 2015).

Additionally, the report included a series of performance measures that enable ongoing assessment of
program outcomes relative to goals (a complete inventory of program performance measures is provided
in Appendix B.

Using these goals and performance measures as the framework for assessing WRAP’s outcomes, PSC
reviewed annual program reporting provided by the Wayne Metro to determine whether WRAP’s
articulated goals are being achieved. The following analysis details the program’s performance to date.

Goal One: Assist Low-income Individuals and Families with Their Water and
Sewer Bills

The first goal in the 2015 WRAP Program Design Report captures the program’s essential function:
providing bill payment assistance to residents with low incomes who need help with their water and sewer

bills. In support of measuring progress toward this goal, eight performance measures were identified.
While there are generally enough data reported to assess the program’s outcomes in relation to
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performance measures for goal one, many of these metrics appear more process focused (e.g., money paid
out and applications received) and less outcomes oriented (e.g., water/sewer bills and backlog pre- and
postprogram participation).

Performance Measure 1.1: Number of Completed Applications

Annual program reporting includes the number of enrollment appointments and completed
preapplications. From the data, all scheduled appointments result in completed preapplications for
WRAP. From March 2016 to June 2020, 55,731 households completed preapplications. On average, the
number of preapplications completed annually for Wayne Metro was 11,664; for OLHSA, it was 1,185; for
MCA, 544; GCCARD, 718; and the average number of yearly preapplications completed was 13,933.
MCOP only reported two appointments and applications during the four-year period. The number of
applications received annually for the program’s first four years indicates a consistent need for WRAP.
Exhibit 1 portrays the number of completed applications over time.
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Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro.

Performance Measure 1.2: Number of Applicants Ineligible for Participation

Program reporting provides the number of unenrolled applicants, including supplemental funds, which
appears to be the closest corollary to applicants determined ineligible for participation.3 The average
number of unenrolled applicants per year for the Wayne Metro was 7,220; for OLHSA, the number was
634; for MCA, 463; GCCARD, 426; and the average number of yearly preapplications completed was
8,636. The two completed applications for the MCOP were both unenrolled in the program’s first year.

3 It is possible the number of unenrolled households provided in program reports contains other households than those who were
simply ineligible for the program at enroliment, such as households that enrolled in the program but were later removed.
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By comparing the number of completed preapplications to the number of unenrolled applicants, PSC was
able to calculate the percentage of applicants unenrolled annually. The percentage of households applying
for the program that were unenrolled ranged from 47 percent in 2016 to nearly 85 percent in 2017. This
increase appears to be driven by a sharp rise in unenrollment from the Wayne Metro, which reported 91.3
percent, or 9,225, of the 10,102 completed preapplications received from July 1, 2017, to June 30, 2018,
resulted in an unenrolled households. The percentage of unenrolled households remained relatively static
in subsequent years but rose to 66 percent in the most recent year. In total, for the first four years of
WRAP, 62 percent of completed preapplications resulted in unenrollment (Exhibit 3).
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Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by the Wayne Metro.

PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Water Residential Assistance Program Evaluation 11

Page 31



Page 32

Performance Measure 1.3: Number of Households Assisted

Determining the number of households assisted is straightforward. Annual program reports include the
number of households enrolled in WRAP since its inception. Since 2016, more than 22,033 households
have been enrolled. Of those, the Wayne Metro has served 80 percent, OLHSA has served 10 percent, the
GCCARD has served 4 percent, and MCA has served just over 5 percent.
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Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by the Wayne Metro.

On average, 5,297 new households have been enrolled in the program each year. The majority of these
enrollments come from the Wayne Metro, which averaged 4,445 households. The OLHSA added an
average of 552 new households per year, while MCA and the GCCARD added a little more than 290.

The majority of households enrolled in the program come from Wayne County, representing 80 percent of
all WRAP households. Of this population, 79 percent were from Detroit. The Wayne Metro also provides
services to participating communities in Washtenaw County, though few households have been enrolled.
Oakland County has the next highest number of households served at 2,177. The OLHSA was previously
tasked with providing WRAP to customers in Washtenaw and Genesee Counties, but other entities
(Wayne Metro and GCCARD) have taken on this role since July 2018. After Oakland County, Macomb
County has the third-largest population of households enrolled in WRAP with 1,172. MCA, which services
Macomb County, also services Lapeer and St. Clair Counties; however, no households have been enrolled
from these areas. The GCCARD began servicing Flint in July 2018 and has since enrolled 875 customers.
A complete breakdown of household enrollment by community is provided in Exhibit 5.

Percentage of

Households
Service Provider Community Served Households Enrolled Enrolled
City of Detroit 14,059 79.1%
Wayne Metro
Out-Wayne County 3,661 20.6%
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Washtenaw County (after June 30. 59 0.3%
2018)
Subtotal 17,779 80.7%
Oakland County 2,177 98.6%
Washtenaw County (before July 1, 30 1.4%
OLHSA 2018)
Genesee County (before July 1,2018) 0 0.0%
Subtotal 2,207 10.0%
GCCARD City of Flint (after June 30, 2018) 875 4.0%
Macomb County 1,172 100.0%
MCA St. Clair County 0 0.0%
Lapeer County 0 0.0%
Subtotal 1,172 5.3%
MCOP Monroe County 0 0.0%
Total 22,033

Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by the Wayne Metro.

Performance Measure 1.4: Amount of Assistance Provided Total and Average per
Household

Program reporting provides sufficient data to assess the amount of assistance provided and average
amounts per household. Assistance provided through WRAP is used for monthly bill payments and/ or

paying down past-due bills. Total assistance funding paid out through June 30, 2020, was $9,272,311.71.

The average level of assistance paid out per year was more than $2.3 million. Over two-thirds of

assistance provided was delivered by the Wayne Metro to households in Wayne County. A full breakdown
of assistance funding is provided in Exhibit 6.
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Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro
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In addition to the assessing the funds paid out in each year of the program, assistance data is also
available showing the amount of funds committed to assistance for enrolled households. This information
captures the funding allocated for future bill payment and arrearage payments that households would
receive given continued participation in WRAP. Since March 1, 2016 a total of $13.7 million has been
committed to assistance with 67.5 percent of committed funds having been paid out to date. Wayne Metro
has the lowest proportion of paid out to committed assistance funds ratio with 36 percent of assistance
funds having yet to be paid out. The remaining service providers all have less than 20 percent of their
committed funds reserved. A breakdown of funding for assistance is provided below in Exhibit 7.

Assistance Committed  Assistance Paid Out Remaining Committed Funds
Wayne $11,023,494.39 $7,002,668.92 $4,020,825.47
Metro 63.5% 36.5%
OLHSA  $1,484,391.66 $1,241,618.89 83.6% $242,772.77 16.4%
MCA $513,163.94 $460,567.00 89.8% $52,596.94 10.2%
GCCARD $706,295.26 $567,456.90 80.3% $138,838.36 19.7%
Total $13,727,345.25 $9,272,311.71 67.5% $4,455,033.54 32.5%

Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro

Assistance payments provided through WRAP can also be analyzed based on the proportion spent on bill
payment assistance in comparison to arrearage forgiveness. Since the program’s initiation 59 percent of
all assistance funding paid out has been used for bill payment and the remaining 41 percent has gone
toward customer arrearage balances. Wayne Metro spent the highest proportion of its funding on bill
payment assistance at 64 percent, followed by MCA at 59 percent. OLHSA and GCCARD both spent more
of their assistance funding on arrears than bill payment assistance with 42 and 38 percent of funds going
to bill payment, respectively. Exhibit 8 provides a breakdown of assistance payments by type of assistance
and service provider.
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Annual program reports provide the average assistance per household which is calculated by dividing the
total bill payment and arrearage assistance funds committed by the number of enrolled households. This
information is not calculated for each year of the program. Instead it appears that the cumulative number
of households enrolled and assistance provided have been used to determine average assistance amounts.
For the period of March 1, 2016 to June 30, 2020, the program wide average assistance amount was
$647.91. GCCARD had the highest average assistance amount per household at $807.19. OLHSA and
Wayne Metro were second and third highest in terms of average assistance at $672.58 and $620.03 per
household respectively. MCA had the lowest average assistance amount of $437.85. This information is
illustrated in Exhibit 8.
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Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro
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Performance Measure 1.5: Number of Payments that Meet or Exceed the Estimates
Provided

The program summary reports provided by Wayne Metro do not include data for the number of payments
that meet or exceed estimates provided. Additionally, it is not clear from the 2015 WRAP Program Design
Report whether this metric is referring to assistance payments made by service providers on behalf of
customers or bill payments made by customers toward their accounts. Assuming that this performance
metric seeks to inform how well WRAP is able to accurately forecast needed assistance funds, future
reporting could include a count of the incidences where service providers have had to exceed the level of
funds committed at the time of enrollment and the amount of funding that exceeded original
commitments. PSC would also suggest, including a field for the reason payments exceeded original
estimates to allow for additional understanding of circumstances behind these incidences.

Performance Measure 1.6: Number of Repeat Applicants and Participants

The reported number of repeat applicants was only reported in the 2016-2017 program year. During this
period Wayne Metro, OLHSA, and MCA reported a total of 214 repeat applications. It is not clear whether
there were no repeat applicants in subsequent years or whether the data was no longer reported for other
reasons. Exhibit 9 details the breakdown of repeat applications by service provider.

WMCAA
mOLHSA
m MCA

188

Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro

WRAP was originally designed as a two-year program where upon completion customers exit the program
for one year before being eligible for the program again. In January 2019, GLWA’s Board of Directors
approved changes to WRAP design to allow eligible low-income senior citizens and disabled persons to
remain enrolled in the program after the original two-year period. Since the eligibility was extended
beyond two years, 784 households have been enrolled in WRAP for a third year. Of these households 88
percent are from Wayne County with Oakland and Macomb County making up the remainder of enrolled
households, shown in Exhibit 10.
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WMCAA
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= MCA

694

Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro

There are other potential ways to interpret the performance measure for repeat program participants,
such as customers who joined the program in 2016, completed their two-year enrollment in 2018, and
have reenrolled in the program following the established waiting period; however, the data provided by
Wayne Metro does not indicate that they have tracked these customers.

Performance Measure 1.7: Randomized client satisfaction surveys

The data reported in annual WRAP program summaries is predominantly financial in nature and does not
provide insight into other efforts to assess the programs operation. It appears that Wayne Metro conducts
customer satisfaction surveys as they have previously presented excerpted results from these surveys in
correspondence with GLWA’s Audit Committee and Board of Directors. In a January 23, 2019
presentation to the Board of Directors, Wayne Metro provided the following responses from a customer
satisfaction survey.

When asked if a customer would recommend Wayne Metro to a friend or family member, over 92 percent
they would recommend Wayne Metro “often” or “always”. Only 3 percent of respondents indicated they
would “never” or “rarely” recommend Wayne Metro. The breakdown of responses is provided below in
Exhibit 11.
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Source: Wayne Metro Community Action Agency. January 23, 2019. WRAP Workgroup Discussion.
https://glwater.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6987014&GUID =F9627A5D-848D-488A-A315-9FFDB0546188

When asked what Wayne Metro is good at, open ended responses provided were;

“Assisting people in need with the economy and water crisis especially in Flint Area.”

“Helping to find solutions to utility problems whether it be financial help or informative help.”
“Jobs, helping people find homes, gaining confidence, resumes and interviewing skills, so much
more.”

When asked how well Wayne Metro has met their needs, 91 percent responded “good” or “great”. Four
percent of respondents answered that Wayne Metro was “poor” or “very poor” in terms of meeting their
needs. The responses to this question are provided in Exhibit 12.
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Source: Wayne Metro Community Action Agency. January 23, 2019. WRAP Workgroup Discussion.
https://glwater.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6987014&GUID =F9627A5D-848D-488A-A315-9FFDB0546188

When asked what could Wayne Metro do better, respondents provided the following answers.

“Negotiate better grace periods with the water company.”

“Be more lenient with clients in regard to second chance reschedules.”

“Maybe they could keep a list of good plumbers so you would know who to trust. And help pay to fix
the problem when it comes to bad plumbing.”

Overall, this customer satisfaction feedback indicates that Wayne Metro is meeting customer needs,
however the questions and responses provided are not specific to the operation of WRAP. As such, PSC
has limited ability to assess customer satisfaction as it relates to the program. Where possible, Wayne
Metro should provide GLWA with customer satisfaction information specific to WRAP.

Performance Measure 1.8: Application and payment processing timelines

Program reporting data does not include information pertaining to the timeline for application and
payment processing. The 2015 WRAP Program Design Report provides benchmarks for these timelines
indicating that applications should be processed within five to seven business days from being completed
and payments to retail service providers should be made in an average of 30 business days. PSC is unable
to determine if Wayne Metro is meeting these objectives with the current reporting. Anecdotal
observations from other presentations provided by Wayne Metro and one on one discussion with Wayne
Metro staff indicate that there have been consistent efforts made over the past four years to streamline the
enrollment process by allowing digital applications through an online services portal. Wayne Metro
reports that they are able to get customers enrolled in approximately 30 minutes. More can be done to
further validate Wayne Metro assertions and to track processing timelines to ensure customers have
access to vital assistance in a timely manner.

Goal Two: Avoid Water Utility Disconnection and Reduce Account Arrearages

The second goal for WRAP focuses on ensuring customers do not lose access to their water service and
can pay down past due bills. The 2015 WRAP Program Design Report included three performance
measures related to assessing the program’s impact related to this goal. PSC determined that the data
provided was fairly sufficient for calculating these metrics, however, it was not possible to determine the
number of customers for whom arrearages were eliminated or the total amount of arrearages eliminated.

Performance Measure 2.1: Number of Shutoffs Avoided

Determining the amount of service disconnections (shutoffs) avoided as a result of assistance offered
through WRAP is a relatively straightforward exercise. Given that customers are not required to be under
risk of service disconnection to enroll in the program, not all customers who apply for WRAP can be
assumed to have avoided service disconnection. Instead, the annual program summary reports account
for households that have successfully avoided service disconnection through their participation in WRAP.
Since the program’s inception, 6,582 households have been able to avoid service disconnection,
representing close to 30 percent of all households enrolled. Nearly 92 percent of households that avoided
service disconnection were from Wayne County and of those 85 percent were from the City of Detroit. A
complete breakdown of this data is provided in Exhibit 13.

PUBLICSECTORCONSULTANTS.COM Water Residential Assistance Program Evaluation 19
Page 39



Page 40

® Macomb County

. 88, 1% 88
436, 7% m Washtenaw County
12 (pre 7.1.18)
Oakland County
WMCAA 424
mOLHSA
33 m Washtenaw County
®MCA (post 6.30.18)
415
® Qut-Wayne County
5610
6,058,
92% City of Detroit
0 2,000 4,000 6,000

Source: Analysis of Annual WRAP Program Summaries provided by Wayne Metro

PSC attempted to calculate the number service disconnections avoided on an annual basis to determine
how WRAP has performed over time, unfortunately the data did not lend itself to annual comparison. For
example, during the March 1, 2016-June 30, 2017 program year Wayne Metro reported 2,591 customers
avoided service disconnection. In the following year’s program report for March 1, 2016-June 30, 2018
only Wayne Metro only reported 2,020 avoided service disconnections despite having doubled the
number of households enrolled in the program over this time period. This discrepancy could be due to an
inaccuracy in the data. The other potential explanation considered by PSC was that over 500 of the
households that had avoided service disconnection in the previous program year were subsequently
disconnected during from July 2017 through June 2018. Similarly, data provided for GCCARD showed
that 64 customers avoided service disconnection during the March 1, 2016 to June 30, 2019 reporting
period, but in the following year’s report there were zero customers shown to have avoided service
disconnection.

Performance Measure 2.2: Amount of Arrearages Eliminated

While annual program reporting does provide data related to the amount of arrearage assistance provided
and average household arrearages, there is not enough information to assess the number of households
for whom arrearages have been completely eliminated upon completion of the program. Due to the
program’s structure, customers who enter the program with more than $1,400 in arrearages could
successfully complete the two-year program and still have arrearages on their bill. Annual reporting data
includes the number of households that have more than or less than $700 in arrearages when they enter
the program. Theoretically, upon completing the program, all of these households with less than $700 in
arrearages would have a zero account balance, by nature of the program requiring on time bill payment
for two years and providing up to $700 of arrearage assistance per year. Despite this theoretical
possibility, program reporting does not definitively document households whose arrears have been
eliminated.
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According to available data, 53 percent of households that have an arrearage balance on their bill owe less
than or equal to $700. Assuming that all of these households complete the program, it is possible that
9,257 households have been able to successfully pay off these past due balances with support from WRAP.
For many of the remaining households, under current program design, the assistance provided would not
be enough to fully address past due balances and additional interventions may be required. This could be
especially challenging for the nearly 30 percent of households that owe more than $1,050 in arrears
(Wayne Metro January 2019). Exhibit 14 shows the number of households with arrears above and below
the $700 threshold.
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Average arrearage balances vary by region across GLWA'’s service territory. The City of Flint served by
GCCARD has the highest average arrearage balance at more than $2,000 per household. For communities
served by Wayne Metro the average arrearage balance was $1,573 per household, while households in the
City of Detroit had average arrearages in excess of $1,600. Oakland county also had an average household
arrearage balance of more than $1,000. Average arrearage balances in Macomb County were significantly
lower than other areas, as shown in Exhibit 15.
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There is an issue with consistency in the arrearage data provided in annual program reporting. PSC was
unable to reconcile the data provided for of “Households with Arrearages” and separate counts for
“Households with Arrearages less than/ equal to $700” and “Households with Arrearages greater than
$700”. While this information was provided in the same table, there were 2,300 fewer households with
arrears listed for Wayne Metro than sum of households with arrears greater than and less than/ equal to
$700. This discrepancy only occurs in the program report for March 1, 2016 through June 30, 2020.

Performance Measure 2.3: Amount of Arrearages Paid (Total and Average)

The data necessary to report the total dollar amount of arrearages paid and average amount per
household are provided in annual program summaries. Since March 1, 2016, more than $7 million in
assistance funding has been committed to paying households’ arrears. Of these committed funds, only
$3.7 million or 54 percent have yet to be paid out. Given that the majority of customers with arrears are
served by Wayne Metro, it is not surprising that majority of funding for arrearage assistance is also
committed to Wayne Metro. Despite having the largest share of arrearage assistance funding and the
greatest need, Wayne Metro has paid out the lowest proportion of committed funds—totaling 46 percent
of funds committed through June 30, 2020. The other three service providers have all paid out over three-
quarters of their committed funds for arrearage assistance. This raises questions related to program
completion rates for households and whether customers in Wayne Metro’s territory are meeting program
requirements necessary to receive full arrearage assistance.
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The average arrearage assistance amount provided per household was relatively consistent across service
providers, averaging $467 for the period of March 1, 2016 through June 30, 2020. Despite having the
highest funding commitment, the greatest number of households in need of arrearage assistance, and the
second highest average household arrearage balance; Wayne Metro’s average arrearage assistance
provided was less than the overall average for all service territories. GCCARD and OLHSA had the highest
average arrears amount at $541 and $530, respectively. Only MCA provided a smaller amount of
arrearage assistance. When compared to the average household arrearage balance, Wayne Metro, OLHSA,
and GCCARD provided less than half of the average households’ arrearage assistance required to address
the need. Exhibit 16 provides a breakdown of average arrearage assistance levels.
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Goal Three: Assist Clients in Increasing Self-sufficiency, in part through the
Provision of Water Conservation Measures

Another key component of WRAP is the provision of water conservation services to help households
reduce their water consumption and lower overall bills. Goal three sets out that WRAP should help
households toward self-sufficiency through water conservation measures. The 2015 WRAP Program
Design Report provides five additional performance measures for assessing whether this goal is being
achieved.

Performance Measure 3.1: Number of High Water Users vs Average Water Users
Assisted

Annual program reporting provides the information necessary to determine the number of high water
users compared to average water users. Under WRAP, high water use is defined as a households whose
average consumption is 120 percent above the average when controlling for the number of people living in
a household. Of the 27,609 households that have received assistance since the program’s inception, 31.6
percent were reported as having high water use. The proportion of high water users who are renters
compared to homeowners is approximately equal at 15 and 17 percent, respectively.
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As Wayne Metro serves the most households out of any WRAP service provider, it makes sense that it also
serves the largest share of high water users. However, Wayne Metro does not report a greater proportion
of high water users than WRAP overall. On average, high water users for Wayne Metro make up 32.6
percent of households served. MCA reports the highest proportion of households with high water use at
37.6 percent of households served. GCCARD has the lowest proportion of high water users with just 22
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percent of households meeting this threshold. Additional examination of program reporting data
illustrates the variability of high water use by community served, as shown in Exhibit 18.
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Performance Measure 3.2: Number of Households that Turned Down vs Attended
Conservation Classes

One aspect of WRAP’s conservation assistance is providing education to households on behavioral
changes that can help reduce water consumption. Service providers often provide conservation education
using a variety of methods, such as in person home usage audits, flyers or other educational materials,
and conservation classes including Wayne Metro’s LIVE SMART Workshops. While the available data
documents the number of households with high usage that receive referrals for services, information
related to attendance at conservation classes is not recorded. Through direct communication with Wayne
Metro, PSC has learned that conservation education is provided to all WRAP enrollees as part of overall
wrap around services, but this still leaves questions about the function and impact of conservation classes.
To successfully report on this performance measure, program administrators should document the
number of conservation classes conducted and participation in these classes. Should GLWA wish to
determine if these classes are impacting households’ knowledge of conservation practices, efforts could be
made to collect post participation surveys for all conservation classes. Feedback received from these
surveys would help inform future conservation courses and educational plans.

Performance Measure 3.3: Number of Repairs Performed (including the Average
Cost of Repairs per Household) and Impact on Bill Size and Timeliness of
Payments

The third conservation performance measure includes three distinct components. In addition to the
number of repairs performed and the associated cost, this measure seeks to determine whether repairs
have impacted customers’ bills and on-time bill payment. The first aspect of this performance measures is
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relatively straightforward to report from the data provided. All of the owner-occupied households that
were found to have high usage were referred for conservation audits and/ or minor repairs. During the
period of March 1, 2016 through June 30, 2020, 4,711 households were referred through this process. Of
these households 3,276 (69.5 percent) received a home usage audit and 2,014 (42.8 percent) received
minor repairs. The program has provided an average of 505 households per year with minor repairs. The
average number of households receiving repairs per year was 414 for Wayne Metro, 52 for OLHSA, and 31
for MCA. GCCARD only reported performing repairs in one year (2019-20) for a total of 29 repairs. The
number of repairs per year has declined since the first two years of the program and was just under 400
per year in the July 2019-June 2020 program year. 82.2 percent of the households receiving minor
repairs were within Wayne Metro’s service territory. Annual household repairs are shown in Exhibit 19.
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Through January 2019, only owner-occupied households were eligible to receive conservation services
through WRAP. The GLWA Board of Directors adopted a series of changes to WRAP in January 2019
including allowing renters that are responsible for paying their water utilities to access conservation
funding. Program reporting provided through June 30, 2020 does not indicate whether households
receiving conservation services are owner occupied or renter occupied. However, review of data shows
that the number of households that received referrals for conservation services was equal to the number
of homeowners that were identified as having high consumption, which could be interpreted as meaning
all households that received home use audits and minor repairs were owner occupied. The latest program
reporting for the period ending June 30, 2020 includes a new line item detailing funding for “Renter
Conservation Supplies”. In total $350,000 was provided to renter households, but this does not include
the number of households served or an indication of how these services differ from those provided to
homeowners. Future program reporting should differentiate between renters and homeowners when
reporting the delivery of conservation services.
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Utilizing the data provided, PSC was able to calculate the average cost per household for minor repairs
and home usage audits. In line with the $1,000 per household cap on conservation services that was in
effect until March 2020, the average combined conservation funding provided from March 1, 2016
through June 30, 2020 was $1,077.16 per household. In March 2020, GLWA’s Board of Directors adopted
changes to WRAP which increased the cap on conservation and plumbing repairs per household to an
average of $1,500 with a cap of $2,000 (GLWA March 2020). The average cost of home usage audits was
relatively consistent across service providers and averaged $483 per household. The exception to this is
GCCARD which reports that home usage audits had an average cost of $983. As Wayne Metro is the sole
provider of home usage audits it makes sense that there would be consistency across the entire
population. Additional investigation would be required to determine what the cause of GCCARD’s
substantially higher cost for home audits. The average amount spent on conservation related repairs was
$594. Again, the funding amounts were relatively consistent across the entire service area with GCCARD
as the only outlier. Wayne Metro had the highest average repair costs at $618. A full comparison of
conservation costs by service provider is provided in Exhibit 20.
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While the first two components of this performance measure were possible to report, the data for
assessing whether these services have any impact on reducing customers’ bills or promoting on time
payments is not available. Similar to the customer satisfaction measures reported in performance
measure 1.7, Wayne Metro has provided some relevant information to GLWA in periodic presentations. In
a slide titled “2018 Water Conservation Impact” Wayne Metro shares that the average customer saved
$420 per year on their water bill for a total of $293,160 in annual savings. This information is based on
pre-post water bill sample analysis. Without the ability to examine these findings in further detail, it is not
possible to validate these savings. As Wayne Metro is already conducting the relevant analysis to
determine bill savings from conservation, PSC recommends that these data be provided to GLWA in
annual program reports. Separate analysis conducted by DWSD reports that 76 percent of Detroit
households that received conservation services were able to see a reduction in water consumption.

Additionally, there is no reporting for whether households that receive conservation services have more
success keeping up with their monthly bills than households that didn’t receive these services. Though
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continued participation in the program is an indicator of on time bill payment. PSC recommends that
Wayne Metro provide program completion rates for customers that have received conservation services
and those that have not. This will allow comparison between the two populations and can be used to
determine if further evaluation may be required.

Performance Measure 3.4: Location of Households with High Water Usage

Program reporting provides the number of households with high water usage by service provider and
community served. For example, Wayne Metro provides service to the City of Detroit, Wayne County, and
Washtenaw County.4 This enables the location of households with high water usage to be reported at the
community level, provided in Exhibit 21. While the data provided can demonstrate the number of
households enrolled in WRAP with high water usage, it is not possible to report the total population of
high water users across member partner communities. Without information related to the overall
population of households with high usage, it is difficult to determine the overall need for conservation
services. To effectively measure households with high usage would require working individually with
member partner communities to review customer consumption data. This may prove administratively
burdensome and, as such, more consideration should be given to the need for this information.
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Performance Measure 3.5: Number/Percentage of Households Receiving Both
Forms of Assistance

The phrasing of performance measure 3.5 is somewhat ambiguous. PSC’s interpretation, based on the
context of other performance measures for goal three, is that “both forms of assistance” refers to
customers that have completed conservation education classes and received other conservation related
services. As mentioned above, PSC is unable to determine the level of participation in conservation classes

4 WMCAA has served Washtenaw County since June 30, 2018.
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from data provided. It is possible to assess the number and percentage of households that have received
conservation services in the form of home usage audits and minor repairs. The portion of annual program
reporting pertaining to conservation services indicates that 27,609 households have received assistance
since March 1, 2016. This number is higher than the total enrolled households for the same period
indicating that customers may have received assistance and completed or been removed from the
program. Of these households, 32 percent were identified as having high usage. Just over 53 percent of
households with high usage were referred for additional conservation services (likely renters that were
excluded until the program was modified in January 2019).

Goal Four: Promote Collaboration on Program Outreach to Consumers and the
Public

Very little data is collected outlining engagement with other agencies or community organizations, and
what engagement is reported only comes from one organization (Wayne Metro). Referrals from outside
organizations is definitely a metric that should be better tracked if the program aims to better understand
how it most effectively recruits new participants and increases visibility and awareness.

Performance Measure 4.1: Number of Agencies and Community Organizations
Engaged

Wayne Metro reported engaging with three entities in each year of the program. PSC assumes these are
the same organizations listed as providing supplemental assistance to WRAP—the City of Detroit, the
Michigan Health Endowment Fund, and the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department Fund. As the
program administrator, Wayne Metro also partnered with other community action agencies in southeast
Michigan. From this data, it was unclear what Wayne Metro’s specific engagement with other entities
accomplished. If no other entities were engaged, then there appears to be an opportunity to strengthen
partnerships in communities served to expand the program’s reach.

Performance Measure 4.2: Number of Client Referrals from Regional Agencies
and Community Organizations

The data to report the number of client referrals received is not provided in annual program reporting for
WRAP. Though reporting does indicate that WRAP service providers engage with other community
organizations in the form of supplemental program funding, it does not appear that additional efforts to
quantify the impact partnerships have had on applications or enrollments. Leveraging community
networks and strategic partnerships is an important success measure and will help to promote awareness
and uptake of WRAP across GLWA’s member partner communities.

Performance Measure 4.3: Effectiveness in Public and Consumer Outreach

Wayne Metro has identified that increasing awareness for WRAP among residents of member partner
communities continues to be a challenge (Wayne Metro January 2019). Though this challenge has been
stated and recommendations to expand outreach and marketing have been approved, there is limited data
to effectively assess the impact of such efforts on public and consumer awareness. Funding for outreach
and marketing activities was detailed in the most recent program summary report for March 1, 2016
through June 30, 2020. For GLWA to determine whether the $700,761 allocated for these purposes is
having the desired impact, there needs to be a structure effort to define additional performance measures
and reporting requirements.
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Goal Five: Foster Collaboration to Advance Partnerships for Developing and
Leveraging Funding Opportunities to Deliver Assistance

Ensuring collaboration and partnership in providing assistance continues to be an important goal for
WRAP. Given the need for assistance outpaces the available funding, WRAP must leverage other efforts
and sources of funding to successfully reach as many households as it can. The data provided in annual
program reporting was mostly sufficient to determine the amount of supplemental funding and funding
partnerships that have been leveraged over time. However, the reporting does not provide sufficient
visibility into how WRAP service providers are able to build strong partnerships around water utility
assistance.

Performance Measure 5.1: Number of Partner Agencies Providing Supplemental
Funding/Assistance

Wayne Metro was the only organization that reported receiving supplemental funding/assistance from
partner organizations. Wayne Metro provided supplemental funding support from Community Services
Block Grant for the City of Detroit, the Michigan Health Endowment Fund, and the Detroit Water and
Sewerage Department Fund. Combined these sources provided $3.5 million in assistance, as shown in
Exhibit 22.
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The amount of supplemental funding reported from year to year showed some variance. Initially $3.2
million was reported. Then in subsequent years the funding reported increased to $4.1 million before
decreasing to $3.5 million by the June 30, 2020 report. It is unclear why the supplemental funding made
available for WRAP participants decreased. While this information provides information about other
direct funding sources used, more information could be provided as to how WRAP service providers are
able to leverage other forms of assistance for households participating in WRAP. Currently it does not
appear that service providers track whether WRAP enrolled households are receiving other forms of
assistance.
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Performance Measure 5.3: Program Participants Served Through Supplemental
Funding

Wayne Metro was the only organization that served some of its program participants with supplemental
funding. Wayne Metro served 4,171 participants from March 1, 2016 through June 30, 2020. Exhibit 23
shows, this number ranged from 3,773 participants in 2016-17 to 4,194 participants in 2017-18. There was
a small decline in participants served using supplemental funding from June 2018 to June 2019. It is
unclear what resulted in this decline.
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Performance Measure 5.4: Additional Forms of Assistance Provided via
Supplemental Funding (e.g., home water audits, conservation Kits, leak repaired)

The data provided does not detail what types of services were provided via supplemental funding.

Data Discussion and Conclusions

Reviewing WRAP design documentation and the above analysis of available program data revealed three
key takeaways: data related to performance measures are not consistently collected and reported;
performance measures are primarily focused on indicators related to the process of administering the
program instead of the desired outcomes and impacts of the program; and without designated
benchmarks or goals for performance measures, it is difficult to assess the success of WRAP.

Data Collection and Reporting

As noted in the analysis, there are additional performance measures that were identified in WRAP design
documentation that are not currently monitored or reported on as data is not collected and/or reported in
relation to these measures to GLWA, though per the program design report, each participating
organization is required to report on all identified performance measures, as well as financial
performance of their program, on a no less than quarterly basis. While much of the financial information
appears to be reported consistently, as demonstrated in the analysis above, reporting on specific
performance measures is not currently happening. Additionally, the current format for program reporting
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which provides all program summary data as cumulative since March 1, 2016 makes it difficult to
compare annual data without performing additional calculations.

Recommendation

Consistent and regular data collection as part of a continuous monitoring and evaluation of a program can
help lead to quality improvement and compliance with program goals and objectives, ensuring that WRAP
is accountable to its goals and objectives, and demonstrates success. To improve program monitoring
going forward, PSC recommends that GLWA require program reporting be framed in terms of specified
performance measures. There is also an opportunity to review the current performance measures and
update them to ensure they support the program’s objectives. In cases where data is not currently being
collected, the program administrator should work to identify the feasibility of collecting and reporting
desired data and where possible update data reporting processes to reflect the requisite data. PSC
understands the need to limit the administrative burden that program reporting places on available
funding and staff resources, as such updated WRAP reporting requirements should be reviewed by GLWA
and the program administrator before being put into effect.

Moving forward with WRAP, we encourage the program administrator, stakeholders, funders, and
participating communities to consider data collection efforts using the Credible, Actionable, Responsible,
and Transportable (CART) data collection principles as a guide, specifically focusing on the “actionable”
and “responsible” principles.5 The actionable principle encourages organizations to only collect data that
they will use or act upon, while the responsible principle ensures the benefits of data collection outweigh
the costs. Technology and other resources have made data collection, storage, and management easier and
more cost-effective than ever before. While this increased access to data is a contributor to helping
organizations make data-driven decisions, it can also lead to an overwhelming amount of data that can
hinder effective analysis and reporting, leading to poor decision-making or decision-making that does not
factor in the data altogether. By weighing the costs and benefits of data collection activities and
intentionally limiting data collection to performance measures that can be acted upon, organizations can
ensure that the resources they are putting into data collection and reporting are efficient and useful.

Process vs. Outcome Measures

Many of the identified performance measures are process-related, meaning they focus on evaluating and
measuring the program’s operations and service delivery. While these types of measures are important
and helpful in demonstrating fidelity to the program’s model, they do not necessarily show the
effectiveness and the impacts the program has on the communities and households it serves.

Recommendation

By including performance measures related to the desired outcomes of the program in the data collection
and reporting cycle, WRAP can begin to understand the impact that the program is having on the
participating communities and households and communicate those results with potential funders,
communities, and other stakeholders as a means to encourage and secure future participation and
funding for the program long term.

5 Cart Principles. Innovations for Poverty Action. 2018. https://www.poverty-action.org/right-fit-
evidence/principles#: ~:text=Collect%20high%20quality%20data%20and%20analyze%20the %20data%20accurately&text=For%20data
%20to%20measure%20accurately,organizations%20are %20seeking%20to%20measure.
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Performance Benchmarks

Without identified benchmarks, it is difficult to know whether the program is operating as intended and
leading to the outcomes and impacts desired. For example, without identifying a desired goal for number
of households assisted per year, the program administrator, stakeholders, funders, and participating
communities cannot know whether the actual reported number of households served is above or below
(i.e. is the program achieving its desired goal), and if modifications to service delivery or communications
and outreach are working or not working.

Recommendation

To avoid this and ensure that WRAP is functioning as planned and achieving its desired outcomes,
benchmarks should be identified for each of the performance measures. This could happen at the
individual participating organization level to account for differences in relative population sizes,
community needs, and available resources for each organization or at a more macro-level for WRAP
overall.

Expanding on the review of annual program reporting data and outcomes assessment, PSC developed a
process evaluation framework that enabled further review of WRAP. An integral part of this evaluation is
understanding how program success is defined and identifying opportunities for improving program
delivery. To fully capture the diversity of stakeholders that have had a role in WRAP since its inception,
PSC’s developed a model of direct engagement with key stakeholders to capture their feedback. Working
with GLWA, PSC identified the following people and groups to engage:

GLWA'’s Board of Directors,

The CEO of GLWA,

The Director of the DWSD,

Member partner communities,

Community action agencies responsible for program administration, and
Other stakeholders with knowledge of the program.

PSC conducted a series of focus group discussions and one on one interviews with stakeholders over the
course of three months (August to October 2020). The following analysis provides findings from these
interactions, program successes, and recommendations for improving WRAP.

Program Successes

WRAP provides essential support to households in need across southeast Michigan and stakeholders
overwhelmingly support the program. Though much of the conversations with stakeholders focused on
how to improve the program, there were a number of program successes identified that are important to
document.

Member communities appreciate that WRAP provides and incentive structure that rewards customers
for paying their bill on time as this supports long term self-sufficiency.

Stakeholders highlighted that the combination of monthly bill payment, arrearage assistance, and
conservation is strength of the program as helps address several factors affecting affordability.
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Program administrators expressed that the income and eligibility determination requirements for
WRAP are flexible and make enrolling households easy.

Stakeholders noted that the program doesn’t require customers to wait until they are in crisis to seek
help because customers can enroll in the program before they are at risk of being disconnected or
already disconnected. This enables households seek assistance earlier and avoid potential fees or
penalties.

There was wide praise expressed for GLWA’s willingness to introduce changes to the program over
the years to make the program more accessible. Specifically, stakeholders highlighted the following
successes;

e Raising income eligibility threshold from to 200 percent FPL.

¢ Allowing renters to participate in the program and received conservation services if they can
prove the water bill is in their name.

¢ Increasing the cap on conservation spending from $1,000 to $2,000 as long as the average
payment does not exceed $1,500.

¢ Enabling low-income seniors and disabled customers to participate in the program for a longer
period of time.

Opportunities for Improvement

Program Administration

WRAP is administered by Wayne Metro with support in surrounding counties from partner community
action agencies. This partnership has been in place since the program’s inception. As the primary program
administrator, Wayne Metro is responsible for the day to day management of the program, including
coordinating with partner organizations, scheduling all enrollment appointments, delivering conservation
services, directly serving residents in Wayne and Washtenaw Counties, engaging with member
communities, marketing and outreach activities, and behind the scenes program operations. PSC was not
seeking specific feedback on the performance of Wayne Metro or its partner organizations, instead the
evaluation was focused on whether current program administration could be improved to better serve
customers’ needs.

Leveraging Other Forms of Assistance

Many stakeholders see community action agencies as an ideal partner for WRAP as these organizations
have a well-established presence in communities they serve and they already provide access to other
programs for income qualified residents (e.g. housing, food, energy, and other types of assistance
offerings). Stakeholders claimed that WRAP alone cannot meet the need of customers in member partner
communities as water affordability continues to be a challenge. Because of the existing role community
action agencies play they are able to provide wrap around services to residents and potentially leverage
other resources that can address other household needs. Despite community action agencies position to
leverage other forms of assistance, stakeholders reflected that there is limited reporting that demonstrates
the extent that customers that have enrolled in WRAP are receiving other forms of assistance and/ or
wrap around services. Additionally, stakeholders questioned whether there is more that can be done to
leverage other forms of assistance from corporate partners or through fundraising efforts.
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Recommendation

GLWA should consult with program administrators to assess the ability to provide data on the number of
households that received additional forms of assistance while enrolled in WRAP. Documentation could be
limited to indicating the type of wrap around services provided and the number of other assistance
programs that a customer was able to access through their interactions with a community action agency.
This data can be used to determine whether customers receiving assistance through WRAP are dealing
with extenuating circumstances or if the problem is limited to water bills.

GLWA and the program administrator should partner in efforts to engage other potential funding
partners to support water assistance needs through southeast Michigan. These efforts should highlight the
success of the program to date and demonstrate the potential impact corporate, philanthropic, or public
sector funding support can have for households in need.

Program Adoption and Uptake

A consistent concern raised by stakeholders was that WRAP has seen limited uptake in Oakland and
Macomb Counties. On the surface it makes sense that the greatest uptake for the program would occur in
Wayne County which has the highest poverty rate out of the counties served by GLWA. At 23.1 percent
Wayne County’s poverty rate is 12 percent higher than Macomb County and 14 percent higher than
Oakland County (U.S. Census Bureau December 2019). Though the need in Oakland and Macomb
Counties may not be as pronounced as Wayne or Genesee Counties, stakeholders reflected that program
administrators have not done enough to get the word out about the program and drive participation.

One of the concerns highlighted was that the number to call for WRAP enrollment appointments has a 313
area code, which was seen as a barrier for residents from outside Wayne County. Additionally, several
stakeholders expressed that the current administrative structure does not provide local service providers
the ability to take on roles that would be better suited to a local partner, such as serving as the liaison with
member partner communities and playing a direct role in outreach and engagement with potential
program participants. Stakeholders stressed that a strength of the community action agency partnership
is that it can leverage specific strengths across the service territory but there is currently limited ability to
take on these roles that have previously been performed by Wayne Metro.

Recommendation

GLWA should consider restructuring the community action agency partnership model to allow local
service providers to play a larger role in the administration of WRAP for the communities they serve. This
could include allowing service providers to perform enrollments without utilizing the centralized
scheduling service, GLWA contracting with entities in each county completing removing the role of a
centralized third-party program administrator, formalizing the role of member partner community
liaison, partnering to provide conservation services, and providing greater local control over program
marketing and outreach. Expanding the services provided by local service providers will require shifting
administrative funding to cover the increased costs, but there is not likely to be a substantial increase in
program administration costs due to such realignment. This recommendation does not rule out the
potential benefits of having a single entity as the primary program administrator and instead suggests
more localized administration could help drive the desired program uptake in underperforming
jurisdictions.
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Program Communication and Marketing

Despite WRAP having served over 20,000 households in the past four years, stakeholders report that
overall awareness of the program remains low. This problem is especially pronounced outside of Wayne
County where stakeholders cite insufficient marketing and outreach as a driver behind program
participation being consistently low. Prior to July 2019, it does not appear that outreach and marketing
activities for WRAP received dedicated funding. Beginning in the annual program report ending June 30,
2020, $700,000 of outreach and marketing funds were reported. Stakeholders did not address whether
the sudden influx of funding has improved program awareness or led to a dramatic change in outreach
strategies, however, stakeholders made clear that a one size fits all approach to marketing and outreach
would not suffice. Stakeholders emphasized the need for intentional marketing that can be tailored to
individual communities.

Recommendation

Stakeholders reflected a consistent desire to see program awareness improve in all communities served by
WRAP. To promote increased awareness, GLWA should continue to support funding for direct outreach
and marketing. GLWA should also consider the benefit of having local community action agencies lead
marketing and outreach activities within their service territories and ensure efforts are coordinated with
member partner communities and other local entities to amplify reach.

Enhance Program Oversight

The need for enhanced program reporting and accountability for WRAP was expressed by several
stakeholders. Currently program reporting is provided by Wayne Metro to GLWA on a quarterly basis
with annual reporting provided at the close of each fiscal year. This information is not disseminated
widely, nor would it be particularly useful to most stakeholders in its current format. As detailed in the
outcomes assessment above, program reporting does not directly address the program’s established goals
and performance measures. Additionally, stakeholders cited that there are periodic issues with
enforcement of program rules that may necessitate ongoing program monitoring. Though GLWA oversees
WRAP, GLWA staff play a limited role in supporting the program’s day to day administration.

Recommendation

GLWA should consider expanding its capability to take a more active oversight role with WRAP. Given the
programs size and potential for growth, there is an ongoing need for staff to ensure the program operates
effectively. Potential areas where GLWA could take on more responsibility include; recruiting new
member communities to the program, troubleshooting data and reporting issues, providing ongoing
program performance monitoring, developing stronger internal processes for reporting and oversight, and
overseeing the implementation of program changes.

Program Design

Continuous improvement of WRAP should continue to be a priority for GLWA. GLWA and Wayne Metro
have consistently looked for ways to improve the design and operation of WRAP over the past four years.
As discussed elsewhere in this report, many of these changes have resulted in greater access to assistance
services for households in need. Stakeholders raised several potential program design considerations
during this process that should be explored.
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Reaching Customers with the Greatest Need

For many households, monthly bill payment assistance can help make a water bill more affordable, but
this only works if that household has enough resources to pay the remainder of their bill. WRAP provides
a fixed $25 per month for up to two years which means that customers can still be responsible for
upwards of $80 a month in communities with the highest water rates.¢ Depending on a household’s
income the monthly assistance amount might not be enough to make the difference. Stakeholders
consistently expressed that WRAP on its own cannot ensure long term affordability and that the program
doesn’t work for households that are in the greatest need.

Recommendation

GLWA has already expanded program eligibility to help low-income seniors and disabled persons to
remain in the program indefinitely. This change will go a long way in helping customers with chronic need
and/ or fixed incomes by providing ongoing support. Just like program accommodations were necessary
to meet the needs of senior and disabled populations, WRAP as it is currently designed may not work for
the lowest income households for whom monthly water bills can represent a substantial burden. In its
current form WRAP does not allow for the level of benefit provided to customers to be income or needs
based. GLWA should begin evaluating the feasibility of introducing an income or needs based payment
amount.

Recognizing this program design change could present legal, fiscal, and programmatic barriers, PSC
recommends that GLWA begin collecting data necessary to build the business case for this change.
Current program reporting does not track program success by income level, so it is not possible to
determine whether households with the lowest incomes have different success rates than other program
participants. At minimum, GLWA should require program reporting to detail the success rates for
customers at different income levels. This information can be provided in an aggregated format to ensure
no identifying information is shared. By expanding reporting requirements to include this information,
GLWA can begin to determine if action is warranted.

This potential change will introduce an additional programmatic element that could create additional
administrative burden for program administrators and member partner communities. The current
program is administratively efficient from the perspective that each customer’s monthly payment amount
is the same. Introducing a benefit structure where there are several different benefit amounts or each
customer’s assistance payment is different will likely face resistance. Prior to the introduction of a revised
benefit structure, GLWA should consult with program administrators, member communities, and other
stakeholders to assess the receptiveness to a significant program design change.

Addressing Immediate Crisis

WRAP provides households with monthly bill payment assistance to help build a pattern of successful, on-
time payment and promote self-sufficiency. This program structure is well suited to many customers but
may not be ideal for households that present in need of short-term assistance in the case of an immediate
crisis. Unlike in energy assistance where there are a number of different programs that customers can
access depending on their circumstances, WRAP is the primary, if not sole, source of assistance funding
for many customers. As such, WRAP is put in a position of needing to respond to a variety of different
circumstances. Stakeholder noted that the absence of other funding sources for water assistance makes it

6 Based on the average bill for a City of Flint resident of approximately $110 dollars per month.
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difficult to serve customers who may not need to enroll in a two-year program but could use temporary
support.

Recommendation

GLWA should consider whether WRAP assistance can be made available to households that need short-
term assistance or crisis intervention. This option could be available to households that meet the
program’s eligibility requirements and can demonstrate a history of on-time payment but do not have a
high arrearage balance and self-identify as needing short term relief. In these circumstances, client intake
specialists could be empowered to lay out available assistance options and allow the customer to select the
option that best fits their needs.

Maintaining Administrative Efficiency

The design of WRAP must take into consideration the reality that up to 105 communities will be
responsible for administering payments on behalf of enrolled households and many communities’ water
departments have limited staff capacity to take on additional duties. Stakeholders consistently cited the
administrative burden placed on member partner communities as the main obstacle for getting
communities to opt-in to the program. While more than 70 communities are already participating in the
program, increasing administrative requirements could potentially jeopardize ongoing engagement.

Recommendation

As GLWA considers future program changes, proposed changes should be assessed to determine the
anticipated impact on member communities. Where possible, GLWA should work to minimize the
administrative workload required of member communities. If proposed programmatic changes would
result in increased administrative burden for communities, GLWA could consider piloting these changes
with select communities to better streamline processes and identify challenges before changes are rolled
out for all communities. Additionally, GLWA and program administrators could consider providing
ongoing technical support to communities to support the deployment of programmatic changes.

Establishing a Direct Service Option

Improving outreach to member partner communities and prioritizing administrative efficiency may not
be enough to get all 105 communities to opt-in to WRAP. As such, stakeholders expressed an interest in
exploring assistance delivery models that would allow all eligible households receive assistance, even in
cases where a member partner community has not opted in.

Recommendation

The challenge with a direct services model is that without administrative cooperation from a community’s
water department the current program design doesn’t work. WRAP requires coordination between the
program administrator and water utility to verify households continue to make required payments and
apply assistance funds to customer accounts. GLWA should evaluate models for an effective and efficient
direct service option for eligible customers. A direct service option should avoid or minimize interactions
with non-participating communities, while upholding the program’s established goals. One way to
potentially address this obstacle would be to allow customers to, in essence, self-certify by providing
confirmation that they have paid their utility bill on time. Then the program administrator could
reimburse the customer or make a payment on their behalf to the local water utility. These work arounds,
while possible could create additional challenges if implemented at scale considering individual checks
would need to be processed instead.
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Serving Customers with High Arrearages

Households enrolled in WRAP who make their bill payments on time each month are eligible to receive up
to $700 in arrearage assistance per year to pay down past due balances. Should a household complete two
years of WRAP and receive the maximum assistance benefit per year, the household would receive $1,400
in arrearage assistance in addition to $600 in monthly bill payment assistance. Though this benefit would
be sufficient to erase the arrearages for over 70 percent of enrolled households, there are still households
that could emerge from the program after two years and still owe an arrearage balance. Stakeholders
commented that this reality for some households raises the question of whether households should be
allowed to complete the program when they still have a balance on their account.

Recommendation

There are several potential ways to address issues of customers with high arrearage balances. One
possible solution would be to allow an individual household to receive more than $1,000 per year in
combined assistance. This change could be structured similar to the recent change in the cap for
conservation funds, allowing for individual customers to receive a higher benefit as long as the average
benefit amount provided does not exceed $1,000. A second option would be to allow customers that have
an arrearage balance at the end of the two-year commitment to enroll for a third year. This solution could
support those households with more than $2,000 in arrears. In cases where arrears exceed $2,000,
GLWA could consider providing additional assistance dollars through WRAP, however these balances
might be better suited to being written off by the water utility. This would recognize the likely very low
probability that a customer with such high arrears balance would be able to repay the amount and allow
limited assistance funding to be used to support other households in need.

Simplify Eligibility Determination

Overall, stakeholders expressed that WRAP’s eligibility requirements are flexible and not overly
burdensome. Unlike other forms of assistance which have statutory requirements for eligibility that
cannot be easily modified, WRAP is governed by GLWA Board of Directors who have historically been
receptive to simplifying and expanding program eligibility. Stakeholders suggested that GLWA could
further ease the burden of eligibility determination for households by adopting a broad-based categorical
eligibility policy. This policy would allow a customer that already receives another form of income
qualified assistance such as Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF), or Low-income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) to automatically
qualify for WRAP assistance.

Recommendation

Given that GLWA has broad discretion to update eligibility requirements this policy could be designed to
include any number of income-based programs. GLWA should consider the feasibility of allowing broad
based categorical eligibility for WRAP.

Prioritize Direct Conservation Investments and Repairs

Conservations services are integral to WRAP’s goal of promoting self-sufficiency for participating
households because these measures can help to reduce water consumption and in turn lower bills.
Funding for conservation is currently used to provide home usage audits and minor home repairs. On
average, 45 percent of conservation funding, or $483 per household, is spent on audits. Stakeholders
raised concern about the cost of audits and whether these services are actually having an impact on
customer consumption. Current reporting does not provide detailed analysis for the savings achieved
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through conservation measures and it is not possible to compare savings for households that received and
audit to households that received an audit in addition to minor repairs. Stakeholders suggested that even
in households that are able to demonstrate a reduction in consumption the payback period for
conservation services is too long.

Recommendation

GLWA should work with program administrators and member partner communities to assess the impact
of the conservation services currently being provided through WRAP with the goal of differentiating
between audits and repairs. Based on this analysis, GLWA can develop a strategy to realign water
conservation funding to support measures that can provide the highest return on investment for
customers. If as suggested by stakeholders, home usage audits are not as effective at reducing household
consumption then this funding should be dedicated to measure that can demonstrate higher impact on
consumption. Additional research should be conducted to determine the types of water conservation
measures that are deployable at scale and have proven impact on savings. Such an approach could
potentially enable WRAP to purchase equipment directly benefitting from economies of scale.
Stakeholders highlighted DWSD'’s toilet replacement program as an example of an effective and proven
conservation strategy that can be deployed at scale. While the general consensus was to focus
conservation services on repairs and upgrading fixtures, stakeholders added that a focus on conservation
education and behavioral change should be maintained.

GLWA should also consider how WRAP can leverage other forms of assistance to support the program’s
conservation goals. The state of Michigan has recently announced funding for low-income households
available through the end of 2020. This program is being administered through community action
agencies and should be used to complement WRAP services. While this funding is temporary, it provides
an example of how WRAP can utilize its existing processes and demonstrate success to leverage other
funding sources.

Other Challenges
Property Tax Loophole

Stakeholders identified two primary barriers to getting member partner communities engaged in WRAP.
The biggest obstacle was the administrative requirements for operating the program. The other challenge
cited was communities’ ability to transfer unpaid water bills to property taxes. From the community
perspective this function is administratively efficient and effective as unpaid taxes result in a municipal
lien against the property that can be collected. From the perspective of WRAP, this option may reduce
how communities perceive the need for assistance within their customer base and contribute to lower
participation rates. In addition, households that cannot pay water bills could face further financial
impacts as a result and even risk losing their property or being evicted (Pierce October 2020). In
recognition of the downstream challenges this creates, some communities have halted the practice of
transferring past due utilities to property tax rolls.

Recommendation

It may not be GLWA’s role to try to change communities longstanding practice of transferring past due
utility bills to property tax rolls, however GLWA and program administrators can work to provide
communities with an understanding of the potential downside for households this practice presents.
WRAP can provide meaningful assistance to households in need and more needs to be done to help
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communities recognize that helping customers reduce their past due balances by building a track record
of on time payment can be a long term benefit.

Quantifying Eligible Populations

Stakeholders noted that there is a need to determine how many households are eligible for WRAP. In
some communities there is a sense that there may not be a lot of need for WRAP and this explains the
limited adoption. This topic was also raised in relation to measuring the programs impact as a proportion
of need to determine whether communities are underserved.

Recommendation

Census data can provide necessary information to quantify the number of people at different income
levels and can be broken down to provide information for each member partner community. GLWA
should work to collect this information as a way to begin quantifying the need across its service territory.
This information can be used to recruit non-participating communities by helping to demonstrate the
population that may be eligible for assistance. Also, this data can facilitate the development of community
specific goals related to assistance provided. PSC has collected some of this information which is provided
in Appendix C.

Increasing Program Funding

A consistent theme that emerged from discussions with stakeholders was that the current WRAP funding
is not enough to meet the need in many communities. Though stakeholders generally found the program
to be successful, communities such as Flint and Detroit have many more customers that could potentially
benefit from the program if funding were increased. Efforts to increase the amount of funding allocated to
the program have been ongoing in recent years. In early 2020, GLWA’s Board of Directors reviewed a
proposal that would double the program’s funding. While this proposal was not adopted a modified
version of the proposal that would allow the city of Detroit to increase the amount of funding it provides
to the program was approved.

Recommendation

Before additional funding is added to the program, participation rates in Oakland and Macomb Counties
will likely need to increase. Adding new revenues to the program when the current funding allocation is
not being utilized will likely face heavy scrutiny, just as with the proposal earlier this year. GLWA should
strive to establish the business case for new revenues by working with program administrators to
demonstrate the need for assistance funding in every member partner community and improve
enrollment numbers.

PSC has provided a number of recommended changes for GLWA to consider to improve the delivery,
oversight and administration of WRAP. These changes change from simple administrative changes to
decision that GLWA'’s Board of Directors will need to consider. The program already has a strong
foundation, and through the reissuance of Request for Proposals for WRAP program administrator,
GLWA is presented with the opportunity to build upon that foundation.
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County Member Partner 0'3;'10'1 Or:;lzon 2':;'; Prog:-ess Resﬁgnse Op'::c: In
Wayne Allen Park X
Wayne Belleville X
Wayne Brownstlown X

Township

Wayne Canton Township X
Wayne Dearborn X
Wayne Dearborn Heights X
Wayne Detroit X
Wayne Ecorse X
Wayne Flat Rock X
Wayne Garden City X
Wayne Gibraltar X
Wayne Grosse lle X
Wayne Grosse Pointe X
Wayne Grosse Pointe Farms X
Wayne Grosse Pointe Park X
Wayne Grosse Pointe Shores X
Wayne Grosse Pointe Woods X
Wayne Hamtramck X
Wayne Harper Woods X
Wayne Huron Township X
Wayne Inkster X
Wayne Lincoln Park X
Wayne Livonia X
Wayne Melvindale X
Wayne Northville X
Wayne Northville Township X
Wayne Plymouth X
Wayne Plymouth Township X
Wayne Redford Township X
Wayne River Rouge X
Wayne Riverview X
Wayne Rockwood X
Wayne Romulus X
Wayne Southgate X
Wayne Sumpter Township X
Wayne Taylor X
Wayne Trenton X
Wayne Van Buren Township X
Wayne Wayne X
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Wayne Westland X

Wayne Woodhaven

Oakland Auburn Hills X
Oakland Berkley X

Oakland Beverly Hills X

Oakland Bingham Farms X

Oakland Birmingham X

Oakland Bloomfield Hills X

Oakland Bloomfield Township

Oakland Clawson X

Oakland Commerce Township X

Oakland Farmington X

Oakland Farmington Hills X

Oakland Ferndale X

Oakland Hazel Park

Oakland Huntington Woods X

Oakland Keego Harbor X

Oakland Lake Orion X

Oakland Lathrup Village X

Oakland Madison Heights X

Oakland Novi

Oakland Oak Park

Oakland Orchard Lake X

Oakland Orion Township X

Oakland Oxford X

Oakland Pleasant Ridge X

Oakland Pontiac X

Oakland Rochester Hills

Oakland Royal Oak X

Oakland Royal Oak Township X

Oakland Southfield X

Oakland Sylvan Lake

Oakland Troy X
Oakland Walled Lake X
Oakland Waterford Township X
Oakland West Bloomfield Twp.

Oakland Wixom

Macomb Centerline X

Macomb Chesterfield Township X

Macomb Clinton Township

Macomb Eastpointe X

Macomb Fraser X

Macomb Harrison Township X
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Macomb Lenox Township X

Macomb Macomb Township X

Macomb New Haven X

Macomb Roseville X
Macomb Shelby Township X

Macomb St. Clair Shores X

Macomb Sterling Heights X

Macomb Utica X

Macomb Warren X

Macomb Washington Township

Washtenaw  Augusta Township X

Washtenaw  Pittsfield Township X

Washtenaw  Superior Township X

Washtenaw  Ypsilanti X

Washtenaw  Ypsilanti Township X

Lapeer Almont

Lapeer Imlay City X
Lapeer Lapeer X

Genesee Flint X

St. Clair Burtchville Twp. X
Monroe Ash Township X

Monroe Berlin Township X
Monroe South Rockwood X
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Goal 1: Assist low-income individuals and families with their water and sewer bills;

Number of completed applications

Number of applicants not eligible for participation

Number of households assisted

Amount ($) of assistance provided total and average per household
Number of payments that meet or exceed the estimates provided
Number of repeat applicants / participants

Randomized client satisfaction surveys

Application and payment processing timelines

Goal 2: Avoid water utility disconnection and reduce account arrearages;

Number of shutoffs avoided
Amount of arrearages paid (eliminated)
Amount of arrearages paid (total and average)

Goal 3. Assist clients in increasing self-sufficiency, in part through the provision of water conservation
measures;

The number of high water users vs. average water users who were assisted

The number of households that turned down vs. attended conservation classes

The number of repairs performed (include the average cost of repairs per household) and impact on
bill size and timeliness of payments

Location of households with high water usage

Number/percentage of households receiving both forms of assistance

Goal 4: Promote collaboration on program outreach to consumers and the public; and

Number of agencies and community organizations engaged

Number of client referrals from regional agencies and community organizations

WRAP effectiveness in public and consumer outreach/education will be measured by surveying
agencies and community organizations to assess the effectiveness of communication strategies and
the extent of regional participation/regional impact.

Goal 5: Foster collaboration to advance partnerships for developing and leveraging funding opportunities to
deliver assistance.

Number of partner agencies providing supplemental funding / assistance

Supplemental funding made available

Program participants served through supplemental funding

Additional Forms of Assistance provided via supplemental funding (e.g. home water audits,
conservation Kkits, leaks repaired)
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Appendix C. Member Partner Communities Income Eligible
Population

Exhibit C.1. Poverty Ratios for All Individuals for Whom Poverty Status is Determined, Participating
Member Partner Communities

3,500,000
3,000,000
H>200% FPL
2,500,000
° Ineligible m>185 - 200% FPL
" Population -
2,000,000 p63 % H >150 - 185% FPL
>125-150% FPL
1,500,000 H>100 - 125% FPL
1,000,000 - H>50 - 100% FPL
o Eligible = <50% FPL
Population -
0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. December 19, 2020. American Community Survey 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates. “Ratio of Income to
Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months”. hitps://data.census.gov/cedsci

Exhibit C.1. Poverty Ratios for All Individuals for Whom Poverty, Status is Determined, Non-participating
MemberParther Communities

300,000
250,000
m>200% FPL
200,000 Tneligible m>185-200% FPL
L Population - ® >150 - 185% FPL
150,000 85.4 % >125-150% FPL
m>100 - 125% FPL
100,000 m >50 - 100% FPL
50,000 = Eligible " <50% FPL
Population -
) —} 14.6 %

*All Not Opted In Communities

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. December 19, 2020. American Community Survey 2014-2018 5-Year Estimates. “Ratio of Income to
Poverty Level in the Past 12 Months”. https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
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Page 69 AGENDA ITEM #6B

w G LWA Financial Services

Audit Committee Communication

Date: October 23,2020
To: Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Committee
From: Steve Hoover, CPA, Financial Reporting Manager

Re: FY 2020 Yearend Financial Audit Update

Background:  Annually, the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) prepares a
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) and Schedule of Expenditures of Federal
Awards (SEFA) in accordance with financial accounting standards and federal guidelines.
Baker Tilly Virchow Krause LLP (Baker Tilly) has been engaged to perform the GLWA annual
financial audit and issue an opinion as to whether the financial statements are fairly stated
in accordance with accounting standards. Baker Tilley’s appointment as GLWA'’s auditors
includes the fiscal years ending in 2019, 2020 and 2021.

Analysis: GLWA Financial Services area is currently working with Baker Tilly to wrap up
fieldwork for the FY 2020 audit. We remain on target with the FY 2020 audit timeline to file
the audit in December 2020 as referenced in the attached memo from Baker Tilly.

Proposed Action: Receive and file this report.
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Memo

@ bakertilly

To: Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Committee

From: Gwen Zech, Manager (Baker Tilly)

cC. Jqdi Dobson, Partner (Baker Tilly), Dustin Kratcha, Senior Associate (Baker
Tilly)

Date: Updated October 16, 2020

Subject: Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Status and Comprehensive Annual

Financial Report (CAFR)

We have prepared this memo to communicate to the audit committee our expectations regarding the timing of
fieldwork, review, draft reports and issuance of the CAFR. The schedule below summarizes expected milestone

dates to meet a deadline of issuance on December 18, 2020.

All audit workpapers uploaded to portal for audit

End of Fieldwork (Including first review)

Manager level financial statement review

Draft to Jodi Dobson, Partner

Draft to concurring partner for technical review

Comments returned from GLWA management to Baker Tilly
Draft back from detail check by Baker Tilly

Presentation of draft to Audit Committee (Proposed)
Preparation of separate CAFRs’

Presentation of draft to full Board of Directors

Issuance of the CAFRs’

Due Date
Friday, December 18, 2020

Friday, October 2, 2020
-  ON TRACK

Friday, October 16, 2020
-  ON TRACK

Friday, October 23, 2020
-  ON TRACK

| Monday, October 26, 2020 |

| Monday, October 26, 2020 |

| Friday, November 6, 2020 |

| Wednesday, November 11, 2020 |

| Friday, November 20, 2020 |

| Monday, November 30, 2020 |

| Thursday, December 17, 2020 |

| Friday, December 18,2020 |

The information provided here is of a general nature and is not intended to address the specific circumstances of any individual or entity. In
specific circumstances, the services of a professional should be sought. Baker Tilly US, LLP trading as Baker Tilly is a member of the global
network of Baker Tilly International Ltd., the members of which are separate and independent legal entities. © 2018 Baker Tilly US, LLP
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N GLWA Financial Services

Audit Committee Communication

Date: October 23,2020
To:  Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Committee
From: Lisa L Mancini, Financial Planning & Analysis Manager

Re: FY 2021 First Quarter Budget Amendments through September 30, 2020 and
Proposed Budget Amendment Resolution

Background: In accordance with the budget amendment policy, articles, and by-laws for
the Great Lakes Water Authority, a quarterly budget amendment report is presented for
review by the Audit Committee. When budget amendments are required at the
appropriation level as defined by the corresponding fiscal year budget adoption resolution,
the Audit Committee will review the proposed budget amendments and forward to the
Board of Directors with a recommendation.

Analysis: The budget amendment report is organized in the following manner.

1. Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water and Sewer Systems
a. Supplemental Information - Fund Level - Water System and Sewer System
b. Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Core Groups
¢. Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Account
Type
d. Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance
Department and  Account Level Amendments (see Addendum)

2. Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Water and Sewer
Systems

3. Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Water and Sewer Systems
A budget amendment resolution reflecting the budget amendments is also attached.
Proposed Action: The Audit Committee recommends that the Board of Directors for the

Great Lakes Water Authority adopt the proposed budget resolution for the first quarter FY
2021 budget amendments.
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Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

A,

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water System General Operating

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021 FY 2021
Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended Activity Thru
Water System Budget 9/30/2020 * 12/31/2020 Amendments Budget 7/31/2020
Revenues
Suburban Wholesale Customer Charges $ 314252200 $ (2,901400) $ 1,782,800 $ (1,118,600) $ 313,133,600 $ 32,891,135
Retail Service Charges 22,555,400 (315,200) (314,700) (629,900) 21,925,500 1,853,350
Investment Earnings 4,834,400 - (3,564,300) (3,564,800) 1,269,600 472,923
Other Revenues - - - - - -
Total Revenues $ 341,642,000 $§ (3,216,600) $ (2,096,700) $ (5,313,300) $ 336,328,700 $ 35217408
Revenue Requirements
Operations & Maintenance Expense $ 137,127,300 $ (3,000,000) $ - $ (3,000,000) $ 134,127,300 $ 10,035,603
General Retirement System Legacy Pension 6,048,000 - - - 6,048,000 504,000
Debt Service 143,189,900 - (5,753,900) (5,753,900) 137,436,000 11,477,400
General Retirement System Accelerated
Pension 6,268,300 - - - 6,268,300 522,358
Extraordinary Repair & Replacement
Deposit - - - - - -
Water Residential Assistance Program
Contribution 1,669,400 - - - 1,669,400 137,775
Lease Payment 22,500,000 - - - 22,500,000 1,875,000
Operating Reserve Deposit 876,600 - (876,600) (876,600) - -
DWSD Budget Shortfall Pending - - - - - 416,728
Improvement & Extension Fund
Transfer Pending 23,962,500 (216,600) 4,533,800 4,317,200 28,279,700 1,996,875
Total Revenue Require ments $ 341,642,000 $ (3216,600) $ (2,096,700) $ (5313300) $ 336328700 $ 26,965,739

(*) Information in this column is based on the ‘Proposed FY 2021 Budget Reductions’ report which was presented at the June 19, 2020 Audit Committee
and subsequently the June 24, 2020 GLWA Board meeting. The information presented in the June report was an approximation, based on information
available at the time that the report was created. The information has been adjusted by approximately $200,000 based upon analysis of revenue trends.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water System General Operating Budget Amendment Explanation

Revenues

Suburban Wholesale Customer The reduction to this category is due to the deferral of the effective date for the FY 2021

Charges Schedule of Service Charges from July 1, 2020 to January 1, 2021. This reduction has been
offset by the first quarter positive variance due to the increase in water demand usage
during the summer months. At this time, an amendment is proposed for the cumulative
revenue shortfall forecast of approximately $1.1 million.

Retail Services Charges As noted above, this reduction is the companion retail system amendment due to the
deferral of the effective date for the FY 2021 Schedule of Service Charges.

Investment Earnings Decrease in earnings due to market conditions since declaration of COVID-19 pandemic
emergency.

Other Revenues No budget amendment is required.

Revenue Requirements (Expenditures)

Operations & Maintenance Expense | Expenses were reduced to align with charge revenue reductions. Additional information
related to the details of how this was accomplished is provided in this report.

General Retirement System Legacy | No budget amendment is required. Budget and funding are on a fixed schedule.
Pension

Debt Service Decrease largely due to May 2020 refunding transaction savings and timing of SRF draws.

General Retirement System Legacy | No budget amendment is required. Budget and funding are on a fixed schedule.
Pension - Accelerated Payment

Extraordinary Repair & No budget amendment is required. This is a formulaic requirement in the Master Bond
Replacement Ordinance. Based on adopted and amended budget, no adjustment is required.
Water Residential Assistance No budget amendment is required. Budget is fixed at time of budget adoption.

Program Contribution

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water System General Operating Budget Amendment Explanation

Lease Payment No budget amendment is required. Lease payment is established in accordance with terms
of the lease.

Operating Reserve Deposit Based on further review and analysis, this operating reserve is no longer required.

DWSD Budget Shortfall Pending No budget amendment is proposed at this time. Represents budget shortfall attributable

to decline in collections since declaration of COVID-19 pandemic emergency. The 2018
Memorandum of Understanding provides guidance related to repayment to the extent that
the shortfall is not cured by other means before June 30t of the subsequent year.
Communication with DWSD Management indicates that plans are cautiously optimistic
that the shortfall will be cured by year-end.

Improvement & Extension Fund | Represents annual funding for pay-as-you-go capital improvement program. Budget
Transfer Pending amendments to investment earnings, debt service, and the Operating Reserve Deposit
affect this line item.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Sewer System

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021 FY 2021
Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended Activity Thru
Sewer System Budget 9/30/2020 * 12/31/2020 Amendments Budget 7/31/2020
Revenues
Suburban Wholesale Customer Charges § 277,011,800 $ (1,479,300) $ (1,479,000) $ (2,958300) $§ 274,053,500 $ 22,391,866
Retail Service Charges 190,112,100 (1,076,200) (1,076,200) (2,152,400) 187,959,700 15,752,992
Industrial Waste Control Charges 8,775,400 (46,000) (46,100) (92,100) 8,683,300 658,870
Pollutant Surcharges 5,262,800 (27,600) (27,600) (55,200) 5,207,600 452,394
Investment Earnings 5,589,200 - (4,602,300) (4,602,300) 986,900 322214
Other Revenues - - - - - 33,039
Total Revenues $§ 486,751300 $ (2,629,100) $ (7,231,200) $ (9,860,300) § 476,891,000 $ 39,611,375
Revenue Require ments
Operations & Maintenance Expense $ 184946,100 $§ (2,650,100) $ - $ (2,650,100) $ 182,296,000 $ 13,198,434
General Retirement System Legacy Pension 10,824,000 - - - 10,824,000 902,000
Debt Service 209,739,900 - (7,959,500) (7,959,500) 201,780,400 16,936,709
General Retirement System Accelerated
Pension 11,620,700 - - - 11,620,700 968,392
Extraordinary Repair & Replacement
Deposit - - - - - -
Water Residential Assistance Program
Contribution 2,415,100 - - - 2,415,100 200,167
Lease Payment 27,500,000 - - - 27,500,000 2,291,667
Operating Reserve Deposit - - - - - -
DWSD Budget Shortfall Pending - - - - - 4,127,058
Improvement & Extension Fund
Transfer Pending 39,705,500 21,000 728,300 749,300 40,454,800 3,308,792
Total Revenue Requirements $ 486,751,300 $ (2,629,100) $ (7,231,200) $ (9,860,300) $ 476,891,000 $ 41933219

(*) Information in this column is based on the ‘Proposed FY 2021 budget reductions’ report which was presented at the June 19, 2020 Audit Committee
and subsequently the June 24, 2020 GLWA Board meeting. The information presented in the June report was an approximation, based on information
available at the time that the report was created. The information has been adjusted by approximately $30,000 based upon further analysis.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water System General Operating Budget Amendment Explanation

Revenues

Suburban Wholesale Customer
Charges

The reduction to this category is due to the deferral of the effective date for the Schedule
of Service Charges from July 1, 2020 to January 1, 2021.

Retail Services Charges

As noted above, this reduction is due to the deferral of the effective date for the Schedule
of Service Charges.

Industrial Waste Control Charges

See explanation for Retail Service Charges.

Pollutant Surcharges

See explanation for Industrial Waste Control Charges.

Investment Earnings

Decrease in earnings due to market conditions since declaration of COVID-19 pandemic
emergency.

Other Revenues

No budget amendment is required.

Revenue Requirements (Expenditures)

Operations & Maintenance Expense

Enterprise-wide centralized services and administrative expenses were reduced to achieve
corresponding revenue charge revenue reductions for the water system. Additional
information related to the details of how this was accomplished is provided in this report.

General Retirement System Legacy
Pension

No budget amendment is required. Budget and funding are on a fixed schedule.

Debt Service

Decrease largely due to forecast versus actual timing of state revolving fund loan draws,
interest for a new money bond issue that was deferred, and an adjustment for a variable
rate debt.

General Retirement System Legacy
Pension - Accelerated Payment

No budget amendment is required. Budget and funding are on a fixed schedule.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Revenue Requirement - Water System General Operating Budget Amendment Explanation

Extraordinary Repair & No budget amendment is required. This is a formulaic requirement in the Master Bond

Replacement Ordinance. Based on adopted and amended budget, no adjustment is required.

Water Residential Assistance No budget amendment is required. Budget is fixed at time of budget adoption.

Program Contribution

Lease Payment No budget amendment is required. Lease payment is established in accordance with terms
of the lease.

Operating Reserve Deposit Based on further review and analysis, this operating reserve is no longer required.

DWSD Budget Shortfall Pending Represents budget shortfall attributable to decline in collections since declaration of

COVID-19 pandemic emergency. The 2018 Memorandum of Understanding provides
guidance related to repayment to the extent that the shortfall is not cured by other means
before June 30t of the subsequent year. Communication with DWSD Management
indicates that plans are cautiously optimistic that the shortfall will be cured by year-end.
Improvement & Extension Fund | Represents annual funding for pay-as-you-go capital improvement program. Budget
Transfer Pending amendments to investment earnings and debt service affect this line item.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 3 0, 2020

Supplemental Information - Operating Fund Level - Water System and Sewer System

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021 FY 2021

Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended Activity Thru
Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Amendments Budget 7/31/2020

Water System Operations $ 137,127300 $ (3,000,000) $ $ (3,000,000) $ 134,127300 $ 10,035,603
Wastewater System Operations 184,946,100 (2,650,100) - (2,650,100) 182,296,000 13,198,433
Total $ 322,073,400 $ (5,650,100) $ - $ (5,650,100) $316,423,300 $ 23,234,036

As shown in the table above, there are no budget amendments for transfers of resources between the water and sewer funds. It
is unforeseen that such an amendment would occur as each system is accounted for as a stand-alone entity. The purpose of this
table is to transparently report that funds from one system do not provide budget support to the other system.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
Page 78



w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 30, 2020

Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Core Groups

FY 2021 Total
O&M Major Budget Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021 FY 2021

Categories Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended Activity Thru
(Core Groups) Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Amendme nts Budget 7/31/2020

A Water System Operations $ 71,966,400 $  (1,146,600) $ $ (1,146,600) $ 70,819,800 $ 5,820,822
B Wastewater System Operations 115,676,400 (701,300) - (701,300) 114,975,100 8,309,491
C Centralized Services 102,721,300 (2,382,900) - (2,382,900) 100,338,400 7,235,111
D Administrative & Other Service 31,709,300 (1,419,200) - (1,419,200) 30,290,100 1,868,612

Total $ 322,073,400 $ (5,650,000) $ - $ (5,650,000) $316,423,400 $ 23,234,036

A subset of the operating funds are core groups that account for A) direct cost of water operations, B) direct cost of sewer
operations, C) centralized services (e.g. field services, security, information technology, facilities, and fleet), D) administrative
services (e.g. finance, public affairs, general counsel, and organizational development). The costs of the latter two categories are
allocated to the water and sewer systems based upon an internal cost allocation plan that is performed on an annual basis.
Through the first quarter FY 2021, there are no amendments that cross the core groups. For more activity within these groups,
see Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Department and Account Level Amendments
(Addendum 1).

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 30, 2020

Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Account Type

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021 FY 2021

O&M Expense Categories Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended Activity Thru
(Account Type) Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Amendments Budget 7/31/2020

Personnel Costs § 110333,100 $ (1,527,100) $ - $ (1,527,100) $ 108,806,000 $ 8,991,690
Utilities 51,937,000 - - - $ 51,937,000 4,868,157
Chemicals 13,419,800 - - - $ 13,419,800 1,403,069
Supplies & Other 38,620,800 (600,000) 1,000,000 400,000 $ 39,020,800 1,802,493
Contractual Services 106,154,600 (1,372,200) - (1,372,200) $ 104,782,400 6,781,819
Capital Program Allocation (3,447,700) - - - $  (3,447,700) (242,096)
Shared Services (3,412,900) - - $  (3,412,900) 371 096)
Unallocated Reserve 8,468,700 (2,150,800) (1,000,000) (3,150 800) $ 5,317,900

Total $ 322,073,400 $ (5,650,100) $ - $ (5,650,100) $316,423,300 $ 23,234, 036

The table above presents the Operations & Maintenance budget by the major expense categories (account type).

For additional detail and the explanation of the key changes to the FY 2021 budget within these categories, see Supplemental
Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Department and Account Level Amendments (Addendum 1).

For an additional view of the Operations & Maintenance budget by expense category (account type) and by departmental level,
see Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Account Type and Departmental Level Amendments
(Addendum 2).

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 3 0, 2020

Supplemental Information - Unallocated Reserve by Core Group

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter FY 2021
Adopted through through FY 2021 Amended
O&M Unallocated Reserves Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Amendme nts Budget
Water System Operations $ 1,729.300 $ (436,900) $ - $ (436,900) $ 1,292,400
Wastewater System Operations 4,603,900 (701,300) (1,000,000) (1,701,300) 2,902,600
Centralized Services 1,637,200 (642,900) - (642,900) 994,300
Administrative & Other Services 498,300 (369,700) - (369,700) 128,600
Total $ 8,468,700 $ (2,150,800) $ (1,000,000) $ (3,150,800) $ 5,317,900

An Unallocated Reserve account is established for each of the four core groups. Budget is assigned to these accounts to cover
expenditures not known at the time the budget is developed (merit increases, fluctuations within maintenance contracts and
usage of utilities and chemicals, projects and initiatives not planned at the time the initial budget was developed, etc.). It is
GLWA's internal budget directive for each area, group, and team to manage their needs to an amount within the initial budget.
If required, an amendment is made from the unallocated reserve. If an area does not require as much funding as was established
in the original budget, that department’s budgeted expenses are reduced, and the unallocated reserve is increased.

As stated above, wage and benefit adjustments related to merit increases are included within the Operations & Maintenance
contingency accounts (Unallocated Reserves) of the financial plan. The reduction to the Unallocated Reserves of $2.2 million
(Deferral 1 through September 30, 2020) represents the elimination of the estimated FY 2021 wage adjustment thus holding
the Salaries & Wages at the current FY 2020 rates. The reduction to the Wastewater System Operations Unallocated Reserves
of $1 million relates to the fire that occurred on September 20, 2020, in the Complex II building located at the Water Resource
Recovery Facility.

For additional information on the FY 2021 changes to the unallocated reserve, see Supplemental Information - Enterprise-wide
Operations & Maintenance Department and Account Level Amendments (Addendum 1).

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

A,

Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Water System

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 FY 2021 1st Quarter FY 2021

Water Adopted through through Amended FY 2021 Activity Thru
Improvement & Extension Fund Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Budget Amendme nts 7/31/2020
Revenues
Transfers In from General Operating $ 23,962,500 $ (216,600) $ 4,533,800 $§ 4317200 $  28279,700 $ -
Earnings on Investments - - - - - 409,011
Net Use of Reserves 68,929,500 216,600 (4,533,800) (4,317,200) 64,612,300 -

Total Revenues $ 92,892,000 $ - $ - $ - $  92892,000 $ 409,011
Expenditures
Water System Revenue Transfers Out = $ - 3 - 3 - 3 - S - S 409,765
Capital Improvement Plan-I&E Funded - - - - - 2,474
Capital Outlay 17,892,000 - - - 17,892,000 125,260
Revenue Financed Capital - Operating

Transfer to Construction Fund 75,000,000 - - - 75,000,000 -

Total Expenditures $ 92,892,000 $ - $ - $ - $ 92,892,000 $ 537,500

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Water System Budget Amendment Explanation

Revenues

Water System Revenue Transfers In

To match the amount available for transfer from FY 2021 revenue requirement based
upon general operating fund performance. The increase is largely due to the May 2020
refunding savings and timing of SRF draws.

Earnings on Investments

Is budgeted at zero as there is a corresponding transfer of earnings back to general
operating fund as allowed by the Master Bond Ordinance. The net effect on the I&E Fund
is zero as the earnings are budgeted and accounted for in the operating fund to lower
revenue requirement for charges.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Water System Budget Amendment Explanation
Net Use (Source) of Reserves This amount represents the net amount of revenues less expenses. A negative amount
represents an increase in reserves from current year activity rather than a use of reserves.

Expenditures
Water System Revenue Transfers | Is budgeted at zero as there is a corresponding transfer of earnings back to general
Out (Earnings on Investments) operating fund as allowed by the Master Bond Ordinance (so the net effect on the I&E Fund

is zero). Amendment is for estimated amount. Amount offsets Earnings on Investments.
Any variance between the two line items represents a timing difference.

Capital Improvement Plan Projects - | No budget amendment is required. Represents projects in the Board adopted capital
I&E Funded improvement plan (CIP) that do not meet the criteria for debt financing.

Capital Outlay No budget amendment is required.

Revenue Financed Capital - Transfer | No budget amendment is required.
to Construction Fund

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

Great Lakes Water Authority FY 2021 Endlng September 3 0, 2020

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Sewer System

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 FY 2021 1st Quarter FY 2021

Sewer Adopted through through Amended FY 2021 Activity Thru
Improvement & Extension Fund Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Budget Amendme nts 7/31/2020
Revenues
Transfers In from General Operating $ 39,705,500  $ 21,000 $ 728300 $ 749300 $ 40,454,300 $ -
Receipt of DWSD Shortfall Loan 19,288,300 - - - 19,288,300 1,570,143
Earnings on Investments - - - - - 162,017
Net Use of Reserves 3,987,300 (21,000) (728,300) (749,300) 3,238,000 -

Total Revenues $ 62,981,100 $ - $ - $ - $ 62,981,100 $ 1,732,160
Expenditures
Sewer System Revenue Transfers Out ~ $ - 8 - $ - $ - S - $ 231,551
Capital Improvement Plan-1&E Funded - - - - - 547
Capital Outlay 20,481,100 - - - 20,481,100 $ 246,101
Revenue Financed Capital - Operating

Transfer to Construction Fund 42,500,000 - - - 42,500,000 -

Total Expenditures $ 62,981,100 $ - $ - $ - $ 62981,100 $ 478,199

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Sewer System Budget Amendment Explanations
Revenues

Sewer System Revenue Transfers In | To match the amount available for transfer from FY 2020 revenue requirement based
upon general operating fund performance. The increase is largely due to the May 2020
refunding savings and timing of SRF draws.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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GLWA

Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Improvement & Extension Fund - Sewer System Budget Amendment Explanations

Earnings on Investments

Has not been budgeted as there is a corresponding transfer of earnings back to general
operating fund as allowed by the Master Bond Ordinance. The net effect on the I&E Fund
is zero as the earnings are budgeted and accounted for in the operating fund to lower
revenue requirement for charges. An amendment will be prepared for the second quarter
FY 2021.

Net Use of Revenues

This amount represents the net amount of revenues less expenditures. A negative amount
represents an increase in reserves from current year activity rather than a use of reserves.

Expenditures

Water System Revenue Transfers
Out (Earnings on Investments)

Has not been budgeted as there is a corresponding transfer of earnings back to general
operating fund as allowed by the Master Bond Ordinance (so the net effect on the I&E
Fund is zero). Amendment is for estimated amount. Amount offsets Earnings on
Investments. Any variance between the two line items represents a timing difference. An
amendment will be prepared for the second quarter FY 2021.

Capital Outlay

No budget amendment is required.

Revenue Financed Capital - Transfer
to Construction Fund

No budget amendment is required.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 202
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Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

(N cLwWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Water System

FY 2021 Total
Board Deferral 1 Deferral 2 FY 2021 1st Quarter FY 2021

Water Adopted through Amended FY 2021 Activity Thru
Construction Bond Fund Budget 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Budget Amendments 7/31/2020
Revenues
Transfer from Improvement & Extension Fund  $ 75,000,000 $ - $ - $ - $ 75,000,000 $ -
Bond Proceeds - - - - - -
Grant Revenues (SRF Loans) 12,365,800 - - - 12,365,800 425413
Earnings on Investments 820,400 - (639,900) (639,900) 180,500 9,679
Net Use of Reserves 22,486,800 - 639,900 639,900 23,126,700 -

Total Revenues $ 110,673,000 $ - $ - $ - $ 110,673,000 $ 435,092
Expenditures
Capital Improvement Plan $ 147,564,000 $ - $ - $ - $ 147,564,000 $ 5,998,246
Capital Spend Rate Adjustment (36,891,000) - - - (36,891,000) -

Total Expenditures $ 110,673,000 $ - $ - $ - $ 110,673,000 $ 5,998,246

Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Water System Budget Amendment Explanations

Revenues

Transfers from Improvement
& Extension Fund

No budget amendment is required.

Bond Proceeds

No budget amendment is required.

Grant Revenues
(State Revolving Fund Loans)

No budget amendment is required. State revolving fund loan disbursements are on a
reimbursement basis. The amount and timing of funds fluctuates with project expenditures
incurred. Details related to the SRF projects are presented in the quarterly debt report. The most
recent quarterly debt report is presented in the August 2020 Audit Committee binder which
provides details related to the SRF funding and associated projects.

Earnings on Investments

Decrease in earnings due to market conditions since declaration of COVID-19 pandemic
emergency.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Water System Budget Amendment Explanations

Net Use of Revenues This amount represents the net amount of revenues less expenditures. A “use of reserves”
indicates a spend down of prior year reserves. The amount has been amended to offset the
reduction to the Earnings on Investments.

Expenditures

Capital Improvement Plan No budget amendment is required. After contracts are awarded at amounts variant from the
CIP plan and more reliable anticipated spend data becomes available, the amended budget for
the current fiscal year may increase or decrease by way of “Capital Reserve” budget
amendments.

Capital Spend Rate No budget amendment is required. The Board of Directors adopts a capital spending ratio

Assumption Adjustment assumption (SRA) which allows the realities of capital program delivery to align with the

financial plan. The SRA is an analytical approach to bridge the total dollar amount of projects
in the CIP with what can realistically be spent due to limitations beyond GLWA'’s control and/or
delayed for nonbudgetary reasons. Those limitations, whether financial or non-financial,
necessitate the SRA for budgetary purposes, despite the prioritization established. Amendments
to the spend rate assumption are made to align the projected financial use of resources with
revised capital improvement plan spending forecasts. The most recent quarterly construction
work-in-progress report is presented in the September 2020 Audit Committee binder.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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Great Lakes Water Authority

Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Sewer System

Quarterly Budget Amendment Report
FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

FY 2021 Total
Board FY 2021 1st Quarter FY 2021

Sewer Adopted Amended FY 2021 Activity Thru
Construction Bond Fund Budget 12/31/2020 Budget Amendme nts 7/31/2020
Revenues
Transfer from Improvement & Extension Fund ~ $ 42,500,000 $ $ - $ 42,500,000 $ -
Bond Proceeds - - - -
Grant Revenues (SRF Loans) 33,200,000 - - 33,200,000 950,375
Earnings on Investments 497,700 (388,200) (388,200) 109,500 10,186
Net Use of Reserves 6,781,300 388,200 7,169,500 -

Total Revenues $ 82,979,000 $ $ - $ 82979000 $ 960,561
Expenditures
Capital Improvement Plan $ 110,638,000 $ $ - $ 110,638,000 $ 5,191,462
Capital Spend Rate Adjustment (27,659,000) - (27,659,000) -

Total Expenditures $ 82,979,000 $ $ - $ 82979000 $ 5,191,462

Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Sewer System Budget Amendment Explanations
Revenues

Transfers from Improvement & | No budgetamendment is required.
Extension Fund

Bond Proceeds No budget amendment is required.

No budget amendment is required. State revolving fund loan disbursements are on a
reimbursement basis. The amount and timing of funds fluctuates with project
expenditures incurred. Details related to the SRF projects are presented in the quarterly
debt report. The most recent quarterly debt report is presented in the August 2020 Audit
Committee binder which provides details related to the SRF funding and associated
projects.

Grant Revenues
(State Revolving Fund Loans)

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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Appropriation Level - Construction Bond Fund - Sewer System Budget Amendment Explanations

Earnings on Investments Decrease in earnings due to market conditions since declaration of COVID-19 pandemic
emergency.
Net Use of Revenues This amount represents the net amount of revenues less expenditures. A “use of reserves”

indicates a spend down of prior year reserves. The amount has been amended to offset
the reduction to the Earnings on Investments.

Expenditures

Capital Improvement Plan No budget amendment is required. After contracts are awarded at amounts variant from
the CIP plan and more reliable anticipated spend data becomes available, the amended
budget for the current fiscal year may increase or decrease by way of “Capital Reserve”
budget amendments.

Capital Spend Rate Adjustment No budget amendment is required. The Board of Directors adopts a capital spending

ratio assumption (SRA) which allows the realities of capital program delivery to align
with the financial plan. The SRA is an analytical approach to bridge the total dollar
amount of projects in the CIP with what can realistically be spent due to limitations
beyond GLWA’s control and/or delayed for nonbudgetary reasons. Those limitations,
whether financial or non-financial, necessitate the SRA for budgetary purposes, despite
the prioritization established. Amendments to the spend rate assumption are made to
align the projected financial use of resources with revised capital improvement plan
spending forecasts. The most recent quarterly construction work-in-progress report is
presented in the September 2020 Audit Committee binder.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
Page 89


https://www.glwater.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/GLWA-Audit-Committee-combined-Binder-6.19.2020-Legistar-email.pdf

Page 90

w G LWA Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

ADDENDUM 1
Supplemental Information -
Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Department and Account Level Amendments

The summary of budget amendments for operations & maintenance department and account
level amendments are organized by the four core groups. The net FY 2021 first quarter
budget amendments result in a reduction to all categories: A - Water System Operations
($1.1 million), B - Sewer System Operations ($701,300), C - Centralized Services ($2.4
million), and D - Administrative & Other Services ($1.4 million).

GLWA’s internal budget directive is for each area, group, and team to manage their needs to
an amount within the initial budget. To the extent that is not possible, an amendment is
made from the unallocated reserve. If savings are incurred, or an area appears to not require
as much funding as established in the original budget, that department’s budgeted expenses
are reduced, and the unallocated reserve is increased. In administering the budget, there are
several refinements to departments and account categories. An explanation of key items is
included in the table in Addendum 1.

FY 2021 Charges Adjustment “Deferral 1” Column Notes through September 30, 2020

e Personnel Costs: A review of the FY 2021 staffing plan showed that there was a total
of 21 positions that would either not be filled in FY 2021 or would be filled later in
the fiscal year than what was originally included in the plan. This is largely due to the
COVID-19 alternate operating scenario in many areas. This resulted in a reduction to
the Personnel Costs (Salaries & Wages, Fringe Benefits, and Contractual Transition
Services) of $1,527,100.

¢ Unallocated Reserves: An estimate for wage and benefit adjustments related to merit
increases are included within the Operations & Maintenance contingency accounts
(Unallocated Reserve) of the financial plan. Holding the Salaries & Wages at the
current FY 2020 rates will result in a reduction of $2,150,800 to the FY 2021 financial
plan.

FY 2021 Charges Adjustment “Deferral 2” Column Notes through December 31, 2020
e On September 20, 2020 GLWA experienced a fire on the fifth floor of the Complex II
building located at the Water Resourced Recovery Facility. It is believed that the fire
started on conveyor belt “N” that supplies other conveyors that transport dewatered
sludge “cake” to the multiple hearth incinerators 11 through 14. The fire damage
includes the conveyor system, adjacent electrical, control conduit and wiring, and

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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some of the nearby steel structure. Additionally, soot adhered to a large portion of
the building’s ceiling steel members. GLWA is taking a two-phase approach for the
restoration. Phase 1 is to restore the conveyance system as quickly as possible in
order to safely resume incineration operations. Phase 2 is to procure a
design/builder to complete a more detailed condition assessment of the area and to
rehabilitate the remaining damaged assets that were not restored in phase 1. This
will also include the removal of the soot from the steel structure. At this point the
cost of the total restoration is unknown. The expected total cost for the restoration
of the fire damage is between $2 to $3 million. At this time, we do not anticipate any
improvements that would be outside of the insurance coverage. A budget
amendment, in the amount of $1,000,000, will be created to move budget from the
Wastewater System Operations Unallocated Reserve to the Wastewater Fire Damage
cost center to cover the deductible and anticipating that these costs will be operating
in nature.

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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ADDENDUM 1
Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance
Department and Account Level Amendments

Total
Deferral 1 Deferral 2 1st Quarter
through through FY 2021
Departmental and Account Level Amendments 9/30/2020 12/31/2020 Amendments Explanation of Key Items
A Water System Operations (1,146,600) (1,146,600)
Northeast Water Plant (405,600) (405,600)
Contractual Services (405,600) (405,600) Reduction due to the review of the history and plans for usage of various contracts in FY 2021.

Contracts included in this section are Mobile Dredging, "As Needed" Specialty contracts, and Testing
and Inspection services.

Springwells Water Plant (304,100) (304,100)
Contractual Services (304,100) (304,100) Same explanation as for Northeast Water Plant above.
Unallocated Reserve - Water System Operations (436,900) (436,900)
Unallocated Reserve (436,900) (436,900)
B Wastewater System Operations (701,300) 0 (701,300)
Unallocated Reserve - Wastewater System Operatior (701,300) (1,000,000) (1,701,300) See explanations for both Deferral 1and 2 in the introduction section of Addendum 1.
Unallocated Reserve (701,300) (1,000,000) (1,701,300)
Wastewater Fire Damage 1,000,000 1,000,000
Supplies & Other 1,000,000 1,000,000
C Centralized Services (2,382,900) (2,382,900)
Asset Management (539,300) (539,300)
Contractual Services (312,500) (312,500) The start date of the Water Transmission System Pipe Integrity Program was delayed due to COVID-19.
Personnel Costs (226,800) (226,800)
Info Technology Infrastructure (350,000) (350,000)
Supplies & Other (350,000) (350,000) The SQL Server Licenses, previously purchased separately, are now incorporated into the Microsoft

Enterprise License Agreement which has resulted in a decrease to the FY 2021 budget. In addition a
decommissioning of servers has resulted in a reduced number of required Red Hat licenses.

Info Technology Service Delivery (250,000) (250,000)

Supplies & Other (250,000) (250,000) The Microsoft Desktop Operating Licenses, previously purchased separately, are now incorporated
into the Microsoft Enterprise License Agreement which has resulted in a decrease to the FY 2021
budget.

Systems Analytics (439,400) (439,400)
Personnel Costs (439,400) (439,400)
Systems Planning (161,300) (161,300)
Personnel Costs (161,300) (161,300)
Unallocated Reserve - Centralized Services (642,900) (642,900)
Unallocated Reserve (642,900) (642,900)

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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Great Lakes Water Authority

ADDENDUM 1 (continued)
Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance
Department and Account Level Amendments

D Administrative & Other Services (1,419,200) (1,419,200)
Chief Administrative Officer (39,900) (39,900)
Personnel Costs (39,900) (39,900)
Data Analytics & Internal Audit (83,000) (83,000)
Personnel Costs (83,000) (83,000)
Enterprise Risk Management and Safety (418,500) (418,500)

Contractual Services (250,000) (250,000) The Environmental Health & Safety Compliance Services contract is utilized on an as needed basis.
The need for these services will be reduced in FY 2021 due to the number of GLWA team members
working from home in response to COVID-19.

Personnel Costs (168,500) (168,500)
Financial Planning & Analysis (63,000) (63,000)
Personnel Costs (63,000) (63,000)
General Counsel (100,000) (100,000)
Contractual Services (100,000) (100,000)
Public Affairs (45,100) (45,100)
Personnel Costs (45,100) (45,100)
Transformation (300,000) (300,000)
Personnel Costs (300,000) (300,000)
Unallocated Reserve - Administrative Services (369,700) (369,700)
Unallocated Reserve (369,700) (369,700)

Grand Total (5,650,000) 0 (5,650,000)

Totals may be off due to rounding

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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ADDENDUM 2

Quarterly Budget Amendment Report

FY 2021 Ending September 30, 2020

Supplemental Information -
Enterprise-wide Operations & Maintenance Account Type and Department Level Amendments

The table in Addendum 2 summarizes the FY 2021 budget amendments for operations &
maintenance by the major expense categories (account type). The explanations for the

larger items can be found in Addendum 1.

Expense Categories and Departmental Level Amendments

Contractual Services
Asset Management
Enterprise Risk Management and Safety
General Counsel
Northeast Water Plant
Springwells Water Plant
Personnel Costs
Asset Management
Chief Administrative Officer
Data Analytics & Internal Audit
Enterprise Risk Management and Safety
Financial Planning & Analysis
Public Affairs
Systems Analytics
Systems Planning
Transformation
Supplies & Other
Info Technology Infrastructure
Info Technology Service Delivery
Wastewater Fire Damage
Unallocated Reserve
Unallocated Reserve - Administrative Services
Unallocated Reserve - Centralized Services
Unallocated Reserve - Wastewater System Operations
Unallocated Reserve - Water System Operations
Grand Total

Totals may be off due to rounding

Deferral 1
through
9/30/2020

(1,372,200)
(312,500)
(250,000)
(100,000)
(405,600)
(304,100)

(1,527,000)
(226,800)

(39,900)
(83,000)
(168,500)
(63,000)
(45,100)

(439,400)

(161,300)

(300,000)

(600,000)

(350,000)

(250,000)

(2,150,800)
(369,700)
(642,900)
(701,300)
(436,900)

(5,650,000)

Total

Deferral 2 1st Quarter
through FY 2021
12/31/2020 Amendments

(1,372,200)
(312,500)
(250,000)
(100,000)
(405,600)
(304,100)

(1,527,000)
(226,800)

)
(83 000)
(168,500)
(63,000)
(45,100)
(439,400)
(161,300)
(300,000)
1,000,000 400,000
(350,000)

(250,000)

1,000,000 1,000,000
(1,000,000) (3,150,800)
(369,700)

(642,900)

(1,000,000) (1,701,300)
(436,900)

0 (5,650,000)

GLWA Audit Committee October 23, 2020
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. Title

Resolution to Approve the Proposed FY 2021 Budget Reductions
..Body

Agenda of:  October 28, 2020

Item No.:
TO: The Honorable
Board of Directors
Great Lakes Water Authority
FROM: Sue F. McCormick
Chief Executive Officer
Great Lakes Water Authority
DATE: October 23, 2020
RE: Proposed FY 2021 First Quarter Budget Amendments

MOTION

Upon recommendation of Nicolette Bateson, Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer, the Board
of Directors (Board) of the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) Proposed FY 2021 First
Quarter Budget Amendments as presented; and authorizes the CEO to take such
other action as may be necessary to accomplish the intent of this vote.

BACKGROUND

On March 11, 2020, the Board adopted Resolution 2020-083, “Resolution Regarding
Approval of FY 2021 Schedule of Service Charges” (the Charges). Since the Board took
that action, the COVID-19 pandemic afflicted the United States, causing President Donald
Trump to declare a national emergency and Michigan Governor Gretchen Whitmer to
declare a state of emergency in Michigan. Further, Governor Whitmer issued Stay Home/
Stay Safe Orders, which currently run through April 30, 2020. In addition, Governor
Whitmer issued orders preventing local utilities from discontinuing water service during
the declared State of Emergency.

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the recommendation to change the effective date
for the implementation of 2020-083 “Resolution Regarding Approval of FY 2021 Schedule
of Service Charges,” from July 1, 2020 to October 1, 2020 was presented to the Board of
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Directors (Board) of the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) at the GLWA board meeting
on April 22, 2020. The plan for an operational and budget reduction was presented to
the Board at its meeting on June 24, 2020.

While Michigan has seen positive results from its efforts to slow the spread of the COVID-
19 virus, the ultimate duration and impact of the virus continue to remain unclear.
Similarly, the duration and effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on the national economy,
Michigan economy, and local economies within the GLWA service area remains
unknown. In response, on September 23, 2020, the GLWA Board of Directors approved
the deferral of the effective date for the FY 2021 Schedule of Service Charges from
October 1, 2020 to January 1, 2021.

JUSTIFICATION

By delaying the effective date of its adjustment to the Charges by one half of the fiscal
year, GLWA member partners will experience a 50% percent decrease in the increase to
their wholesale water and/or sewer costs for FY 2021. This decrease will allow the
member-partner utilities to have the flexibility to adjust their operations and cash flows in
order to better provide service to their customers and account for any potential lag in
collections. Similarly, GLWA is able to make necessary spending and/or budget
adjustments as the impact of the current COVID-19 pandemic is better understood. Based
on what we know to date, the proposed budget amendments for the first quarter FY 2021
have been prepared (a) reflecting the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on GLWA'’s
operations and revenues and (b) allowing GLWA to continue to operate in a fiscally
prudent manner with a balanced budget. Attached is a communication to the Audit
Committee dated October 23, 2020 which proposes the budget amendments for the first
quarter of FY 2021.

BUDGET IMPACT

The delay of the effective date of the FY 2021 Schedule of Service Charges and the
reduction in Investment Earnings will reduce the revenue available for water operations
by approximately $5,313,300 and for sewer operations by $9,860,300. The plan for the
proposed FY 2021 budget reductions, attached, fully addresses this revenue reduction
for the combined total of $15,173,600.
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COMMITTEE REVIEW

This matter was reviewed by the GLWA Audit Committee at its meeting on October 23,
2020. The Audit Committee [insert action after Audit Committee] the proposed FY
2021 budget reductions as presented.

SHARED SERVICES IMPACT

This item does not impact the shared services agreement between GLWA and DWSD.
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Great Lakes Water Authority

Resolution 2021 - XXX

Resolution Adopting the Budget Amendments through the First Quarter of FY 2021

By Board Member:

WHEREAS The Great Lakes Water Authority (“GLWA” or the “Authority”) assumed the
operation of the regional water and sewer systems on January 1, 2016 (the
“Effective Date”) pursuant to Water System and Sewer System Lease Agreements
between the GLWA and the City of Detroit dated June 12, 2015; and

WHEREAS In accordance with the by-laws of the GLWA, further defined by its budget
amendment policy, the Board shall amend the budget as needed based upon a
quarterly report from the Chief Financial Officer; and

WHEREAS The GLWA Board adopted the FY 2021 budget on March 11, 2020 for the
twelve-month fiscal year beginning July 1, 2020;

WHEREAS Following a review of the budget amendment report through the FY 2021 First
Quarter, the appropriations established with the adoption of the general operating
budget for the water system and the sewer systems are amended as shown in the
table below;

General Operating
Appropriation Category Water System Sewer System
Revenues Adopted Amended Adopted Amended
Suburban Wholesale Customer Charges $314,252,200 $ 313,133,600 $ 277,011,800 $274,053,500
Retail Service Charges 22,555,400 21,925,500 190,112,100 187,959,700
Industrial Waste Control Charges - - 8,775,400 8,683,300
Pollutant Surcharges - - 5,262,800 5,207,600
Investment Earnings 4,834,400 1,269,600 5,589,200 986,900
Other Revenues - - - -
Total Revenues $341,642,000 $ 336,328,700 $ 486,751,300 $476,891,000
Revenue Requirements
Operations & Maintenance Expense $ 137,127,300 $ 134,127,300 $ 184,946,100 $ 182,296,000
General Retirement System Legacy Pension 6,048,000 No Change 10,824,000 No Change
Debt Service 143,189,900 137,436,000 209,739,900 201,780,400
General Retirement System Accelerated Pension 6,268,300 No Change 11,620,700 No Change
Extraordinary Repair & Replacement Deposit - - - -
Water Residential Assistance Program Contributi 1,669,400 No Change 2,415,100 No Change
Lease Payment 22,500,000 No Change 27,500,000 No Change
Operating Reserve Deposit 876,600 - - -
DWSD Budget Shortfall Pending - - - -
Improvement & Extension Fund Transfer 23,962,500 28,279,700 39,705,500 40,454,800
Total Revenue Requirements $341,642,000 $ 336,328,700 $ 486,751,300 $476,891,000

WHEREAS Following a review of the budget amendment report through the FY 2021 First
Quarter, the appropriations established with the adoption of the improvement and
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extension fund budget for the water system and the sewer systems are amended as
shown in the table below;

Improvement & Extension Fund
Appropriation Category Water System Sewer System
Revenues Adopted Amended Adopted Amended
Transfers In from General Operating $ 23,962,500 $ 28,279,700 $ 39,705,500 $ 40,454,800
Receipt of DWSD Shortfall Loan - - 19,288,300 No Change
Earnings on Investments - - - -
Net Use of Reserves 68,929,500 64,612,300 3,987,300 3,238,000
Total Revenues $ 92,892,000 § 92,892,000 $  62981,100 $ 62,981,100
Expenditures
Water System Revenue Transfers Out $ - $ - $ - $ -
Capital Improvement Plan-I&E Funded - - - -
Capital Outlay 17,892,000 No Change 20,481,100 No Change
Revenue Financed Capital - Opoerating
Transfer to Construction Fund 75,000,000 No Change 42,500,000 No Change
Total Expenditures $ 92,892,000 § 92,892,000 $  62981,100 $ 62,981,100

WHEREAS Following a review of the budget amendment report through the FY 2021 First
Quarter, the appropriations established with the adoption of the construction bond
fund budget for the water system and the sewer systems are amended as shown in

the table below;

Construction Bond Fund

Appropriation Category Water System Sewer System

Revenues Adopted Amended Adopted Amended

Transfer from Improvement & Extension Fund ~ $ 75,000,000 No Change $ 42,500,000 No Change

Bond Proceeds - - - -

Grant Revenues (SRF Loans) 12,365,800 No Change 33,200,000 No Change

Earnings on Investments 820,400 180,500 497,700 109,500

Net Use of Reserves 22,486,300 23,126,700 6,781,300 7,169,500
Total Revenues $110,673,000 $ 110,673,000 $ 82,979,000 $ 82,979,000

Expenditures

Project Expenditures $110,673,000 No Change $ 82,979,000 No Change
Total Expenditures $110,673,000 $ 110,673,000 $  82979,000 $ 82,979,000

WHEREAS The GLWA Audit Committee reviewed the budget amendments at its meetings on
October 23, 2020; and

WHEREAS An affirmative vote of 5 Board Members is necessary for the adoption of this
Resolution,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT:

RESOLVED That the GLWA Board approves the FY 2021 First Quarter Budget Amendments;
and be it finally

RESOLVED That the Chief Executive Officer, and the Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer are
authorized to take such other action as may be necessary to accomplish the intent
of this resolution.
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w G LWA Financial Services

Audit Committee Communication

Date: October 23,2020
To:  Great Lakes Water Authority Audit Committee
From: Nicolette Bateson, CPA, Chief Financial Officer & Treasurer

Re: Proposed Procurement Policy Amendment Related to a Business Inclusion &
Diversity (BID) Program

Background: Recently, the GLWA Board of Directors approved an amendment to the Chief
Executive Officer’s contract which included provisions to strengthen GLWA’s commitment
to Affordability, Equity, and Inclusion. An excerpt is provided below as it relates to GLWA’s
procurement efforts [emphasis added].

L. Affordability, Equity, and Inclusion

Section II of this Attachment C below indicates that GLWA’s CEO,
“[S]hall utilize the principles of Effective Utility Management (EUM) to carry
out her responsibilities for the general supervision and management of the
affairs of the utility, including establishing and delineating organizational
goals and objectives which further GLWA's mission and values.” Equally
important to the Board is that in carrying out these duties the CEO be
similarly guided by the principles of affordability, equity, and inclusion.
While always present as guidestones, the principles of affordability, equity,
and inclusion are especially important to the Board because of the national
pandemic and its impact on individuals, families, businesses, and member-
partner communities located within GLWA's territory area.

GLWA was founded upon a principle of affordability with the 4%
promise contained in the initial Memorandum of Understanding that lead to
GLWA's establishment. It is especially important in this time of economic
uncertainty that GLWA look at strategies to contain costs while providing
water of unquestionable quality to the region.

Similarly, GLWA has an opportunity and a responsibility to provide
opportunities to businesses located within its service area. Historically many
of those businesses have faced obstacles to participation in procurements on
a competitive basis. The Board will consider revisions to the Procurement
Policy, however, under the existing Policy or an amended Policy, the CEO
should strive to present opportunities for small and disadvantaged
business within its service area to effectively compete and do business
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with GLWA. Over the long-term, this allows GLWA to expand its pool of
skilled resources, support economic development throughout the
region, and provide competitive pricing in its procurements.

The Board also believes that having a team within GLWA that is
reflective of the GLWA's territory area with a diversity of perspectives is
important to its long-term success. This focus on workforce recruitment,
development, and retention should not be limited to existing team members
GLWA should continue and expand its outreach to the region it serves to
promote opportunities through, apprenticeship programs, or other
partnerships with stakeholders such as member-partners, labor unions,
educational institutions, and trade groups that are focused on technical and
leadership opportunities within the water service sector.

Analysis: In carrying out the Board’s request, staff has drafted proposed amendments to the

GLWA Procurement Policy to address the above objectives. Attached are the following.
1. Presentation which highlights the proposed amendments and related next steps for

Proposed Action:

implementation.

2. Mark-up version of the Procurement Policy with the above proposed changes.

The GLWA Audit Committee recommends that the proposed

Procurement Policy Amendment Related to a Business Inclusion & Diversity (BID) Program
be reviewed by the Board of Directors to initiate the approval of an amended Procurement

Policy.

2 (A GLWA
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Proposed
Procurement
Policy Update

Business Inclusion &
Diversity (BID) Program

Presented to Audit Committee
October 23, 2020

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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Business Inclusion & Diversity (BID)
Program Objectives

v Key: Board Level Support
v Requested by Board through recently approved CEO contract amendment

v’ Excerpt (emphasis added):
GLWA has an opportunity and a responsibility to provide opportunities to
businesses located within its service area. Historically many of those
businesses have faced obstacles to participation in procurements on a
competitive basis. The Board will consider revisions to the Procurement Policy,
however, under the existing Policy or an amended Policy, the CEO should strive
to present opportunities for small and disadvantaged business within its
service area to effectively compete and do business with GLWA. Over the
long-term, this allows GLWA to expand its pool of skilled resources,
support economic development throughout the region, and provide
competitive pricing in its procurements.

(N GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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Proposed
Procurement Policy
Revisions
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.
Definitions Added

u) Socially and Economically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) -
A business owned, operated, and controlled by African Americans, Hispanics,
Native Americans, Asian-Pacific and Asian Subcontinent Asian Americans,
women, or disabled individuals. Proof of DBE certification will be accepted
from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of
government.

v) Economically Disadvantaged Territory Area Business Enterprise
(EDTABE) - A business which is:

i. Located in the GLWA Territory Area; and

ii. Located in a municipality designated as having one of the five
lowest median household incomes in that respective county as
defined by the decennial census.

"N GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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Definitions Added (continued)

TBD #) Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) - A business that is at least 51%
minority-owned operated and controlled. Proof of MBE certification will be
accepted from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of
government.

TBD #) Small Business Enterprise (SBE)- A business that meets the size
standards as defined by the U.S. Small Business Administration. Proof of SBE
certification will be accepted from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a
Michigan local unit of government.

TBD #) Woman-owned Business Enterprise (WBE)- A business that is at least
51% woman-owned operated and controlled. Proof of WBE certification will be
accepted from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of
government.

(N GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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T
Section Added -
Business Inclusion & Diversity Plan

4.5 Business Inclusion & Diversity Plan

GLWA is committed to providing business opportunities to vendors who honor the values of
inclusion and diversity in selecting their business partners. To foster these values, the
solicitation selection will require vendors to submit, for all solicitations budgeted at $1 million
or more, a Business Inclusion & Diversity Plan that addresses their efforts to include Minority-
owned Business Enterprise (MBE), Woman-owned Business Enterprise (WBE), Small Business
Enterprise (SBE), and Socially and Economically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)
subcontractors.

In support of this commitment, the vendor agrees to ensure that, with regard to any
contract entered into pursuant to this procurement policy, inclusion and diversity
business enterprises will be afforded full opportunity and will not be discriminated
against on the basis of race, color, gender, age, disability, religion, ancestry, marital status,
sexual orientation, national origin or place of birth. In recognition of this, the vendor will
take steps to ensure maximum participation by qualified diversity businesses in a manner
and to the degree that it equals or exceeds standards for its other customers and/or
clients.

The vendor shall provide methods to maximize opportunity for diversity participation
and reporting methods that indicate firms invited, firms recommended for award and
other pertinent information.

" GLWA Note: yellow highlight added to highlight key phrases for discussion.

Great Lakes Water Authority
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Section Added —
Economic Equity and Development

4.6 Economic Equity and Development

As a regional water authority, GLWA is committed to providing economic
development opportunities to the state of Michigan and Territory Area and in both
services provided and as a partner to the business community.

a. To foster economic development, for all solicitations:, solicitation scoring
scales will include the following for a business presence:

i.  State of Michigan 1%

ii. Territory Area 1%, with a cumulative total of 2% for Territory Area and
state business presence

iii. Disadvantaged GLWA Territory business enterprise 1%, with a
cumulative total of 3% for Territory Area, state, and disadvantaged
business presence within Territory area.

b. State business presence is defined as those businesses that pay Michigan
Single Business Tax.

"N GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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Language Removed

« SECTION 5 - SOLICITATION DEVELOPMENT
* Solicitation Development and Advertisement

Solicitations shall be developed in a manner that allows and promotes open
competition. Fe-the-extent-allowable bylaw, GEWA-willuseits b g j
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Great Lakes Water Authority

Page 110



Page 111

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

Page 111




Page 112

Next Steps

1. Month 1 (October 2020) Audit Committee: Obtain Audit Committee
recommendation to Board of Directors for review of Procurement Policy revisions

2. Month 1 (October 2020) Board: Initiate Board approval of Procurement Policy
revisions

3. Month After Approval - Audit Committee: Present rollout plan to implement
approved policy revisions as it relates to the three elements of a program
implementation: people, process, technology

4. Month After Approval - Board: Provide progress update

5. Month 2 after Approval - Audit Committee:
- Present Phase | (communication plan and quick start process improvements

for certifications and solicitation scoring)

- Phase Il (comprehensive program rollout)

6. Month 2 after Approval - Board: Provide progress update

7. Month 3 after Approval : Launch Phase I (Communication and Quick Start)

8. Month 6 after Approval : Launch Phase II (Comprehensive Program addressing
people, process, and technology)

" GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority
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: : Great Lakes Water Authority

SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

This Policy shall be known as the Great Lakes Water Authority (GLWA) Procurement Policy.
The purpose of this Policy is to define the parameters for procurement of, and contracting
for, Goods and Services.

1.2 Scope

This Policy shall govern all GLWA procurement activities and encompass all phases of the
procurement process. This Policy is implemented through Procedures. If there are additional
procurement requirements for federal or state funded projects or initiatives, then those
additional provisions shall also apply. This Policy applies to all current Vendors and Potential
Vendors. If the Vendor uses Subcontractors, this Policy applies to them as well. This Policy
shall not apply to matters involving the procurement of Goods or Services that are
specifically excluded or exempted within this Policy.

1.3 Exclusions

Exclusions to this Policy include (a) the selection of an independent certified public
accounting firm to perform financial audits! and (b) the following Board adopted policies:
(i) Investment Policy, (ii) Debt Management Policy, (iii) Settlement Policy, (iv) Asset Disposal
Policy, and (v) any other Board adopted policy which states that it is excluded from this
Policy.

1.4 Responsibility

The CEO, CFO, and the CPO are responsible for guaranteeing the effective implementation of
this Policy. The CEO is responsible for enforcing this Policy by taking all necessary measures
to guarantee its purpose is accomplished. The CPO is responsible for establishing Procedures
in accordance with this Policy and training Representatives on both the Policy and
Procedures. The CPO is a role defined by this Policy that is assigned to a Representative by
the CEO based upon a recommendation from the CFO.

1.5 Review and Revisions

This Policy may be amended from time-to-time, as is necessary, to meet GLWA's
Procurement needs. No later than five (5) years after the Board’s approval of this Policy,
GLWA administration shall conduct a comprehensive review of this Policy, report to the
Board on the results of that review, and if necessary, recommend amendments or revisions
to the Policy to the Board for its review and approval.

Policy revisions, if any, will be made available to the public. A history of Policy revisions,
comprised of Board approved dates and a generalized reason for the same, shall be
maintained by the CPO.

1See Articles of Incorporation, Article 7(]).
GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 1
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1.6 Ethics and Code of Conduct

At every phase of procurement, this Policy and its Procedures shall insure public trust by
establishing, maintaining, and enforcing business practices that promote fair, ethical, and
financially sound procurement practices.

1.6.1 Representatives

Representatives shall be free from real or perceived Conflicts of Interest that could
adversely impact their judgment, objectivity, or fiduciary responsibilities to GLWA
and the public or otherwise adversely impact GLWA'’s reputation. All procurements
shall be conducted in compliance with the Articles of Incorporation, this Policy and
its related Procedures, and other GLWA policies and procedures, and applicable laws.

Representatives shall immediately report their own and others’ real or perceived
Conflict of Interest to their supervisor, the CPO, or the Executive Leadership.

Each December, the Board, the Executive Leadership, the CPO, and all procurement
personnel shall complete a Conflict of Interest form. The CPO shall maintain the form
in the CPO’s official records.

1.6.2 Board Members

For Solicitations or for Solicitations which the Board member has been advised or
believes will be solicited within the next sixty (60) days, the Board member is
discouraged from having any contact with Potential Vendors related to the
Solicitation. In the event contact is made, the Board member shall, as soon as possible,
report that contact at the next regularly scheduled Board meeting. In addition, Board
members shall not participate in the development of Solicitations and shall not
participate as an Evaluator for any Solicitation, except for the selection of an
independent certified public accounting firm to conduct annual financial audits.

1.6.3 Vendors

For a Solicitation or for Solicitations which a current or Potential Vendor has been
advised or believes will be solicited within the next sixty (60) days, all Vendor contact
relative to that Solicitation shall solely be with the Buyer. Potential Vendors that
contact Representatives, other than the Buyer identified in the Solicitation, relative to
the Solicitation prior to award could be subject to disciplinary action, that could
include the disqualification from the Solicitation, termination of existing Contracts or
Assumed Contracts, debarment and/or suspension.

1.7 Competency

The CPO shall ensure that Representatives are competent, as well as know and understand
this Policy and its related Procedures to implement procurement activities efficiently,
objectively, and accurately.

GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 2
Page 118



Page 119

(A GLWA

1.8 Definitions

a) Articles of Incorporation - The GLWA Articles of Incorporation.

b)  Assumed Contract - A contract or purchase order with a vendor that was originally
executed by the Detroit Water & Sewerage Department and assumed by GLWA on
the operational effective date of GLWA on January 1, 2016. Amendments,
extensions, and renewals of assumed contracts are subject to the approval levels
established by this Policy.

C) Best Value - A procurement method that emphasizes value over price by assessing
the return that can be achieved based on the total life cycle cost of the item. This
may include an analysis of the functionality of the item and/or cost-benefit analysis
to define the best combinations of quality, services, time, and cost considerations
over the useful life of the acquired item.

d)  Blanket Purchase Orders - A blanket purchase order allows for multiple delivery
dates over a pre-determined period of time with negotiated standardized pricing.
Blanket purchase orders are used where there is a recurring need or for emergency
procurements.

e) Board - the Board of Directors of GLWA and the governing body to which the CEO
and the CPO are accountable for establishing, maintaining and monitoring
procurement functions within the parameters of this Policy.

f) Buyer - Representative authorized by the CPO to purchase, or contract for Goods
and Services.

g) CACO - The Chief Administrative and Compliance Officer of GLWA.
h)  CEO - The Chief Executive Officer of GLWA.
i) CFO - The Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer of GLWA.

i) Chief Security and Integrity Officer - The Chief Security and Integrity Officer of
GLWA.

k) Competitive Bids or Bidding - A transparent procurement method by which
Potential Vendors are invited to bid in an open solicitation of the scope,
specifications, Evaluation Criteria, and terms and conditions of a proposed Contract.
Bids are sealed until after the posted due date and time.

1) Competitive Quotations - A procurement method in which pricing is requested from
several Potential Vendors and the most responsive one is chosen. Competitive
quotations are generally used for Small Purchases as an Invitation to Quote (ITQ).

m) Concentration Risk Evaluation - An evaluation of operational risk when a Vendor
provides too great a percentage of a Good or Service that could negatively impact
GLWA operations if that Vendor encountered a failure to deliver a Good orService.

n)  Conflict of Interest - A potential situation that may undermine the impartiality of a
person because of the possibility of a divergence between the person’s self-interest
as well as their_professional and public interest.

GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 3
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0) Contract - A written agreement in which GLWA agrees to acquire Goods or Services
from a Vendor in exchange for consideration. These written agreements specify
each party’s obligations in relation to the transaction. A Purchase Order is an
acceptable form of Contract.

p)  Contract Amendment - A modification to the Contract terms and conditions.

q) Contract Extension- An action to extend a Contract expiration date pursuant to a
provision in the original Contract and upon written agreement by GLWA and the
Vendor.

r) Contract Renewal - The exercise of a Contract renewal option where continuation
of existing Goods or Services from the Vendor is desirable for purposes of continuity
or compatibility.

s) Cooperative Procurement - The use of a purchasing program, in which GLWA is
extended or extends the same pricing and terms of a contract for the purchase of
Goods or Services.

t) CPO - The Chief Procurement Officer of GLWA.
Note: subsequent definitions would be renumbered.

u) Socially and Economically Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) - A business
owned, operated, and controlled by African Americans, Hispanics, Native
Americans, Asian-Pacific and Asian Subcontinent Asian Americans, women, or
disabled individuals. Proof of DBE certification will be accepted from a federal
agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of government.

V) Economically Disadvantaged Territory Area Business Enterprise (EDTABE) - A business
which is:
i Located in the GLWA Territory Area; and

ii. Located in a municipality designated as having one of the five lowest median

household incomes in that respective county as defined by the decennial
census.

w)  Economically Feasible - The benefit of a course of action outweighs the cost of that
action.

X) Emergency Procurement — A procurement method available when there exists an
imminent threat of public health and welfare or to prevent an imminent violation of
a required environmental permit or Administrative Consent Order under
emergency conditions where Competitive Bidding and prior authorization would
be impossible or impractical under the circumstances.

y) Enterprise Risk Management - GLWA'’s operating group within the Administrative
& Compliance Services Area.

z) Evaluation Criteria - Qualitative factors that Evaluators will use to evaluate and
score a proposal to select the most-qualified Vendor. The factors may include: past
performance, references, management and technical capability, price, quality, and
performance requirements.

GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 4
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aa) Evaluator - A member of a committee established to conduct the evaluation of
proposals, interviews, and negotiations during the Solicitation process for a Good
or Service.

bb) Executive Leadership - The CEO, CFO, CACO, Chief Security and Integrity Officer,
General Counsel, Chief Operating Officer - Water and Field Services, Chief Operating
Officer- Wastewater, Chief Planning Officer, Chief Organizational Development
Officer, Chief Public Affairs Officer, and Chief Information Officer of GLWA.

aa) General Counsel - The General Counsel of GLWA.
bb) GLWA - The Great Lakes Water Authority.

cc) Goods - Any fixtures, items of furniture, supplies, materials, equipment, other personal
property, and other items of a similar nature provided to GLWA.

dd) Initial Term - The original, approved length of the Contract excluding renewals
and/or extensions.

ee) Intergovernmental Agreement - An agreement between GLWA and another
governmental entity or entities.

ff) Job Order Contract - A Contract for a specified time period for Goods or Services based
the subsequent issuance of defined, written orders based upon previously bid or
negotiated fees and unit prices.

gg) Letter of Intent - An instrument used to commence work on a project that is emergent
in nature, or Contract negotiations continual or where the Contract has not been
fully executed. The CPO shall authorize Letters of Intent.

hh) Liquidated Damages - A specific amount of compensation that GLWA may recover in
the event the Vendor fails to complete the project in accordance with the Contract
terms.

ii) Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) - A business that is at least 51% minori
owned operated and controlled. Proof of MBE certification will be accepted
from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of
government.

ii) Notice of Intent to Award - Notification by GLWA to a Vendor of its intended contract
award. The Contract still has to be formally approved.

jj) Notice to Proceed - Issued by the CPO indicating an approved Contract has been
executed and work may begin.

kk) Policy - This document setting forth the terms and conditions of the Board approved
procurement policy.

11) Pre-Qualification - The screening of Potential Vendors in which such factors as financial
capability, reputation, and management are considered to develop a list of qualified
businesses who may then be allowed to submit bids and/or proposals.

mm) Procedures - The document that sets forth the procedures by which the objectives of
this Policy shall be carried out.

nn) Professional Services - Services rendered by members of a recognized profession or
possessing a special skill or professional license. Such services are generally
acquired to obtain information, advice, training, or direct assistance.
GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 5
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Architect or Engineer (A/E) Professional Services - Services that require
performance by a registered architect or engineer. Professional services of an
architectural or engineering nature that are associated with research, planning,
development, and design for construction, alteration, or repair.

00) Purchase Order (PO) - A short form of Contract indicating types, quantities, payment
terms and prices for Goods or Services.

pp) Qualifications-Based Selection (QBS) - An evaluation method that facilitates the
selection of A/E Professional Services based on qualifications and competence in
relation to the scope and needs of a particular project.

qq) Real Estate - Land, buildings, and appurtenances that is permanently affixed to the
land. Fixtures include buildings, fences, and anything attached to buildings such as
plumbing, heating, and light fixtures.

rT) Representatives — Authorized individuals acting on behalf of GLWA including, but not
limited to: GLWA Board of Directors, management, employees, authorized
contractors, agents and Evaluators.

ss) Request for Bid (RFB) - The Solicitation document used for Competitive Bidding the
purchase of Goods and Services, awarding the Contract to the Vendor on a Low Bid
evaluation method.

tt) Request for Information (RFI) - A non-binding method whereby a jurisdiction
publishes via newspaper, Internet, or direct mail its need for input from interested
parties for an upcoming solicitation. A procurement practice used to obtain
comments, feedback, or reactions from potential responders (suppliers,
contractors) prior to the issuing of a solicitation. Generally, price or cost is not
required. Feedback may include best practices, industry standards, technology
issues, etc.

uu) Request for Proposal (RFP) - The Solicitation document used in the competitive
proposal process in which the proposals are evaluated based on their technical
standards and other criteria. Negotiations with Potential Vendors, prior to final
selection and award of a contract, is permissible.

vv) Request for Qualifications (RFQ) - The Solicitation document used to obtain
qualifications from Potential Vendors in advance of the issuance of an RFB or an
RFP.

ww) Requestor - The GLWA area, group, team, or stakeholder group for whom the Buyer
collaborates with in procuring requested goods or services for use in carrying out
the Requestor’s functional responsibilities.

xx)  Scope of Work - Initiated by the Requestor and is a written description of the
entity’s needs and desired outcomes for the procurement and becomes the basis for
any resulting solicitation.

yy) Services — The performance of tasks to support GLWA. The performance of tasks shall
be qualitatively different from anything necessarily done in connection with the sale
of Goods or the performance of another service. Services include Professional
Services, utilities, insurance, printing, information technology, janitorial, fleet

GLWA Procurement Policy rev. 11.14.18 6
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management, construction, maintenance, real estate, legal, staffing services and any
other services needed by GLWA.

xx) Small Business Enterprise (SBE)- A business that meets the size standards as
defined by the U.S. Small Business Administration. Proof of SBE certification
will be accepted from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan
local unit of government.

zz) Small Purchase - A procurement that does not exceed $50,000 and may be
accomplished through informal quotations, benchmarking, or Specialized
Procurement. Procurement requirements shall not be artificially divided to
constitute a Small Purchase. ITQ and telephone calls, which are documented, are
acceptable methods of soliciting quotations.

aaa) Solicitation - A RFB, RFI, RFP, RFQ and competitive quotation requests for Small
Purchases or any document used by the Buyer to obtain competitive bids or
proposals for the purpose of entering into a Contract.

bbb) Specialized Procurement - A procurement in which there may be multiple sources
of supply, but one Vendor possesses the unique ability or capability to meet the
particular requirements of the Solicitation and/or where a unique expertise is
provided by a Vendor that is unattainable in the market in a competitive
environment. Specialized Procurements require written justification by the
Requestor and must be approved by the CEO, CEO’s designee, or the CPO and must
take into consideration Best Value. This decision to designate a procurement as a
Specialized Procurement may be based on lack of competition, monopoly market,
proprietary product or technology, licensing, copyright, standardization, warranty,
or a supplier’s unique capability.

ccc) Subcontractor- A person or business which has a contract with a Vendor to provide
some portion of the Goods or Services and which does not hold a suspended or
debarred status.

ddd) Territory Area — The municipalities where GLWA provides water supply and sewage
disposal services.

eee) Women Business Enterprise (WBE)- A business that is at least 51% woman-
owned operated and controlled. Proof of WBE certification will be accepted
from a federal agency, the state of Michigan, or a Michigan local unit of
government.

eee) Vendor - A contractor, supplier, affiliate, subsidiary, parent company or other
business entity that provides Goods or Services.

i. Potential Vendor - A person or entity that submits a response to a Solicitation.
ii. Qualified Vendor - A Vendor that a) meets, or exceeds, the specifications
prescribed in the Solicitation, b) has not defaulted on a previous Contract or
Assumed Contract, c) has not been suspended or disbarred as defined in
Section12, and d) is not excluded pursuant to GLWA By-Laws, Article XIII -
Conflicts of Interest, Section 2, which “prohibits the GLWA from entering into
contracts with any individual who has been convicted of a criminal offense
with resp