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Minnesota Zoological Society

Kathryn Roberts, Director
Minnesota Zoological Garden
Apple Valley, MN. 55124

Dear Kathryn:

As you know, the Minnesota Zoological Society was one of the
principal founding forces which helped the Minnesota Zoo become a
reality. For several years, both before and after the opening of the
Zoo, the Society and the Zoo Board worked together closely for the
Zoo's benefit. The Society is anxious to reesteblish its working
relationship with the Zoo Board and to revive an active and
supportive membership which would work with the Zoo Board to
develop, implement and provide continuity to programs and events
that the Zoo Board feels would be helpful for the growth and
development of the Zoo.

The current members of the Society Board feel that it is time to pass
the baton to new board members who will develop new programs for
the Zoo, under the Zoo Board's guidance, and who will carry on the
Society's tradition of support for this Zoo that we all love. We would
like to add new energy and ideas to the Minnesota Zoological
Society's programs by attracting new members from among the
ranks of the Zoo's Volunteers, from its annual pass holders and from
among the many other interested persons who believe in the
purposes and benefits of the Zoo. We believe that the greatest
vitality will be achieved if the present Society Board membership is
completely replaced by a new board chosen by an expanded
membership group.

The Minnesota Zoological Society has long felt that there is an
inherent value for the Minnesota Zoo in having a citizen-based
auxiliary organization that can provide support for the Zoo. One of
the objectives of such an organization must be to assure that its
name, funds and other holdings are used to promote the goals of the
Minnesota Zoo in a manner that is faithful to the policies and
programs established by the Zoo Board. We believe that the
Minnesota Zoological Society has been in the past, and can be once
again, such an auxiliary support organization to and for the
Minnesota Zoo and the Zoo Board for the following reasons:
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*Though thousands of people regard themselves as Zoo
"members"”, there is no real participatory membership in the Zoo.
People can buy passes which allow them to use the facility, but there
is no way that citizen users can be members, as such, of a state
owned and operated organization. The annual pass purchasers at the
Zoo are offered entertaining and educational programs for their
benefit by the Zoo and its staff. A citizen-based membership
organization, on the other hand, offers its programs and services for
the benefit of the Zoo and provides a means whereby interested and
committed members of the lay public can be meaningfully involved
wih the Zoo. That distinction cannot be stressed enough. The Society
could assist the Zoo Board in carrying out a variety of tasks that the
Zoo Board would like to undertake but does not have the staff or
resources to accomplish. The resources of a citizen-based,
membership organization, comprised mostly of people whose
interests go far beyond the economics of admission pass purchases,
could substantially expand the capacity of the Zoo Board to achieve
its goals and objectives through the combined forces and efforts of
the volunteer members of that organization. We fully recognize the
importance of the Zoo's present volunteer program, but Zoological
Society membership could further increase the roles of volunteers.

*As an established, non-profit organization, the Society can
accept grants, bequests and contributions to be used for the benefit
of the Zoo from those donors who may be reluctant to contribute
their funds directly to a state organization but who would willingly
contribute to a non-profit, tax-exempt support organization. To
avoid the misunderstandings of the past, a mechanism should be
developed to ensure that such funds are applied in a manner
acceptable to the Zoo Board.

*The Society would provide continuity to episodic volunteer
activities such as zoo walks, "Beastly Balls,' and so forth. Not only
fund-raising activities, but such things as a series of outreach
programs in conservation and education could be arranged by
Society members.

*The Society would provide a sense of belonging, participation
and contribution to those active volunteers who presently work on a
regular (or occasional) basis at the Zoo that would go beyond the
important contribution which they already make through their
volunteer hours at the Zoo.




*The Society can provide a professional zoological organization
,under the auspices of the Zoo, for those whose interests center on
zoology.

*When the Society's $100,000 certificate of deposit (which
represents its most substantial asset) matures, a contribution of a
significant portion of those funds could be made to the Zoo in order
that the Zoo might obtain an added present benefit from the
matching fund program now available through the State of
Minnesota. (Of course, if the Society disbands, most, if not all, of
those funds would in all likelihood be paid to the Zoo in connection
with a liquidation of the Society, but that would defeat the more
important objective of reviving and developing a citizen-based
volunteer support organization. Additionally, it is relatively
expensive to undertake dissolution procedings.)

It would probably not be useful for the purposes of this proposal to
enumerate specific programs that the Society might initially work on
for the Zoo if a working relationship is reestablished with the Zoo
Board. Rather, such programs would be identified in cooperation
with the Zoo Board and at its request. It would probably be
counterproductive for the Society Board to enumerate at the present
time the specific programs that it would propose to initiate or work
on for the Zoo because,.developed in a vacuum, such programs might
have little or no connection to the Zoo Board's needs or plans for the
Zoo, and, without the support of the Zoo Board, such programs would
likely be doomed to failure.

The Minnesota Zoological Society has remained in a holding pattern
for the past few years, anxious to resolve the issues that have
separated the Society and the Zoo Board and even more anxious to
resume the Society's activities in support of the Zoo. The Society
Board members wish to see that such a resolution now be brought
about to benefit the Zoo and provide the Society's members the
opportunity to assist the Zoo with the challenging (and difficult) tasks
that lie ahead. If the Society simply dissolves, a golden opportunity
is lost-- both for the Zoo, which would lose the value of a potentially
important citizen support organization, and for the Society's present
and potential members who are seeking a channel through which
they can direct their energies to promote our Minnesota Zoo.




The Zoological Society Board holds firm allegiance to the Minnesota
Zoo and wishes fervently to justify the great amount of effort carried
out by former Zoological Society members and board members who
gave so much of themselves to help initiate and support the Zoo.
Society Board representatives would like to meet with the Zoo Board
or its representatives and have a spot on its agenda at one of the
next meetings of the Zoo Board to discuss this proposal, to obtain
input on the proposal from the Zoo Board and to discuss the method

of implementation if the proposal is received favorably by the Zoo
Board.

Sincerely,

St b Cad ) El il

Adela S. Elwell, Ph.D.
President, Minnesota Zoological Society

CC: Bernie Klein
Dr. Peter Jordan
Dr. Daniel Svedarsky
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MZG/MZS Histor

The Legislative Auditor's report (published April 1979) on the Minnesota Zoological Garden
for the years 1975, 1976 and 1977 included a finding that the zoo board's relationships
with the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation (MZGF) and Minnesota Zoological Society
(MZS) had a potential for conflict of interest.

The boards of both the MZGF and MZS included members of the zoo board, or members
appointed by the zoo board chairman to represent the zoo board, according to the by-laws
of each of those independent organizations. (See Attachment A for the full analysis and
recommendation. )

In late 1980, two zoo board members were assigned the task of reviewing the zoo board's
organization and the division of responsibilities between the board and the General
Director, as well as relationships between the Zoo Board, MZGF, and MZS. The task force
recommended that a special committee, composed of members of each of the three separate
organizations, consider whether one umbrella agency could cover both the Foundation and
Society (perhaps on the zoo site), and whether existing contracts should be renegotiated.
As a result of this report, and subsequent discussion at the January 1981 zoo board
meeting, the Society was notified of the zoo board's intent to renegotiate the reciprocity
contract, which was to expire in May of that year. (See "Attachment B" for a report
issued by the MZGF at this time, explaining that its operating funds would be depleted by
July 1981.)

From January 1981 through October 1981, four extensions to the Society reciprocity
agreement were authorized to allow additional negotiations; however, no agreement could be
reached which was acceptable to both the zoo board and the society board, and the
relationship became even more strained than in the past.

Also attached: MZG/MZS Operating Relationship, including a new Legislative Auditor report

on relationships; pertinent sections of November & December 1981 board meetings; and
letters sent to "capture'" Society members for the zoo's own membership program, begun in
January 1982.
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The Legislative Auditor's Report, dated April 1979, for the Years ended Jume 30, 1975,
1976 and 1977 included a finding, quoted below:

" Z0OO BOARD'S RELATIONSHIPS WITH NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Finding

The zoo board's relationships with the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation (MZGF)
and the Minnesota Zoological Society (MZS) have the potential for conflict of
interest.

Analysis

In April 1975 the zoo board approved a resolution to support the creation of a
nonprofit foundation for the express purpose of raising money for the. zoological
garden to meet the matching fund provisions of Minn. Stat. Section 85A.05, Subd. 6.
Subsequently, the MZGF was incorporated. Five of the six incorporators were or are
members of the zoo board. We were told by zoo board personnel that zoo board members
were incorporators because it was a federal tax requirement for nonprofit status for
the foundation.

Two private.foundations had approved grants-to-the.zoo. board.— -At-.the-June 1975
meeting of the zoo board, a motion was approved that the zoo board take the necessary
action to divert funds from the one foundation grant, pursuant to their approval
already received, and to obtain approval from the other foundation to divert
sufficient monies from their grant to fund initial operating expenses of the MZGF for
one year. Subsequently, $6,642 was given by one foundation and $75,000 was given by
the other foundation to the MZGF, thereby reducing the amount of grants paid to the
zoo board. &

The MZGF board is composed of 21 members. Currently, nine of those members are also
serving on the zoo board. The foundation's bylaws require that the zoo board chairman
appoint eleven members of the foundation board.

The MZS was incorporated in 1961 as a nonprofit corporation to support a zoo in the
City of Saint Paul, Minnesota. The articles of incorporation were amended in June
1975 changing the society's purpose to assisting and supporting the Minnesota
Zoological Garden. The society's board is composed of fourteen members of the society
and seven members who may be members of the zoo board or selected by the zoo board to
act in place of the zo0o board members.

The zoo board has a reciprocal agreement with the society. The agreement provides for
society members to have free admission to the zoological garden. In return, the-
society is to reimburse the zoo board for the costs of the free admissions based on
the group discount rates by providing volunteer workers for the zoological garden at a
rate of $3.25 per hour and cash payment.

Two brochures entitled "Wildness is Right Here in Minnesota" and "Where in the
World..." have been prepared and distributed by the zoo board. Included in each
brochure are promotional statements regarding the foundation and the society. No
disclaimer is included in the staements that the foundation and the society are
independent organizations. Also, the organizations did not pay the zoo board for
inclusion of the promotionl statements in the brochures.

Invitations to a pre-opening reception on May 21, 1978 at the zoological garden stated
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that the general director and members of the zoo board were inviting persons to the
reception. However, payment for the reception at $12.50 per person was to be made
payable to "MZG Foundation" and sent to the foundation's office with the response
carde.

Zoo board personnel told us they were advised that they could raise and receive money,
but under the state constitution could not spend state funds for things such as the
personnel necessary to raise those funds. We know of no prohibitions against
fund-raising by zoo board employees in the state constitution. However, we believe
the board should request a legal opinion from the Attorney General on this issue.

Although there may be no legal prohibitions against zoo board members serving on the
boards of the foundation and society, we believe the interlocking relationships
between the boards has the potential for conflicting interests and responsibilities
for the zoo board members, and may be confusing for the public. The zoo board is a
state agency and therefore the board's members and employees are subject to certain
standards regarding their conduct and compensation. Board members and employees of
the foundation and society are not subject to similar provisions. Also, the zoo board
is expressly created to serve the interests of the public; the foundation and society,
while having similar goals, are not legally charged with the same objective.

Recommendations

11. -The authorities of the zoo board as stated in Minn. Stat. Chapter 85A should be
expanded to provide authority for the zoo board to engage in the activities
presently performed by the foundation and the society.

Promotional statements for the foundation and society should include a statement
that the foundation and society are not subject to state control through the
state board.

"~ 13.7 The foundation and society should be charged for the cost of their promotional
statements in the zoo's brochures.”




MZGF REPORT TO ZOO BOARD

January 8, 1981

Tt is difficult to convey once each month to you at the Zoo Board Meeting the
summary or any detail on the position of the Foundation's policies, positions or
programs in just a few minutes. As a result, some of the things that are happening

and some of the ideas that are behind the Zoo Foundation's efforts are often uncom-

municated. This month I have attempted to put several significant comments together

in the form of a wrltten report to you.

Or1g1na11y, the Foundatlon was establlshed by you, the members of the Zoo Board,

"1n order to develop a program w1th1n the prlvate sector for financ1al"support of“ g

the Zoo, a State agency. For the flrst several years, all of you, or your predecessors

on the Zoo Board, regularly attended the Foundation meetings. During the past two

years, this procedure has been changed. While there is some overlap by appointment

from the Zoo‘BoeraAtowtﬁeAFoundetioﬁ—éoera; there is‘alsgtaﬂnggd_for,gll of you to
be Setterbaware of the Foundation's philosophy and posture. The Foundation has
attempted to keep all of you inf5££éa through minutes of each meeting and copies of
proposals or position paoers. You all have a standing invitation to attend any and
ell of the Foundation meetinge. :

VThe past couple years have been a difficult time for the Foundation's program as
well as your Zoo's progreﬁ. In order to successfully convey and convince prospective
donors on the buildiné program needs of the Zoo as well as the benefits whicu will
result, the Foundation has been attempting to stress the many strengths and accomplishmer
which are truly significant. However, much time is also consumed talking to .the other
iésuee which are in the public vieu.

The high level of comuitment and financial support developed during the first
couple years has not beeu maintained during the past two years. This is not any new

news to you. Part of the results are because of negative image and reactions - part of
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MZGF Report to Zoo Board ‘ > Page: Two
this is due to a less aggressive development program by the Foundation. It is the
Foundation's hopedthat this present trend can be reversed and once again secure the
high level of private sector support that is desired. In order to achieve the goal
of bringing private sector philanthropy into funding development of a state agency,
the Foundation has researched and proposed several extensive fnnd ralsing programs.
While several of the major proposals have not been 1mplemented, they are Stlll ;
£ it s i3

accomplishable under favorable circumstances. It is now a point in time when an

extensive development action program 15 once agaln needed

P

Some of the supporting pleces are belng assembled and they are startlng to fit

-

together. Let me try to share w1th you two major concepts whlch are at the top of

TS S e e T T _.4-_»' z t-..,_—-:-,,_-L-A—:“.-q.;‘«” A T NN b D o, Y A W - e
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the Foundation s current list for 1mplementat10n.' Tl

= .,.,‘Am. e

P ageth

The Foundatlon is currently worklng on two operatlng proposals - first a six

month plan and second a six year plan.

- S If_;he=;;xnggn;h_plan~;§ﬁ§ggcessful, then, and only then, w111 the six year plan

&ain)

be p0551b1e.

Te The Six Month Plan

The basis of this Six Month Plan is to test the thesis that certain elements
are necessary to ralse glfts and grants for the Zoo s bulldlng program. All ex1st1ng

research and experience 1nd1cates that in order to ask for f1nanc1a1 glfts and get

them, basically you need to cons1der the att1tude and loglc of the donor as well as

the need of the recipient. A donor wants to be on a wlnnlng team. To secure contrlbu-

= ,.,,..‘,A.v. PR S LI S

you need:

A good organizational purpose

Successful operations

A well documented statement of what the requested funds w111 be
used for.

Measurable benefits and financial justification.

Quality leadership and positive image.

Other statements of the same nature.
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Let me now put these ideas into a description of the Foundation's Six Month

Proposed Plan:

1. The Foundation has as its purpose the best reason of any
community effort in the State. The Foundation also has
experienced leadership on its Board. '

The Foundation can point to an initially successful develop-
ment program, a good product for future development and good
potential for a justifiable on-going development effort.

A well documented case statement is being assembled. Initial
proposals have been delivered to the Governor and others in
the appropriate State Agencies.

-

The benefit package points to increased attendance and more
“*visitor”benefits:umw—ﬁ—vww«vah*ﬁﬂ;w. i e sl et

Donor constituency potential was measured last year and several
of the recommendations proposed have been implemented. Others
are still in process of being studied for future implementation.

So what is next?

1. A special task force will be brought togethe¥ during the nexXt " ——— —77°
three months to encourage leadership awareness of the Minnesota
Zoo's strong benefits and to recommend policy considerations
in order to build a public/private partnership process to
strengthen the Zoo. Dick Gray will chair this task force -
Jim Hetland and Ed Kohn will provide input into material
presented and goals requested.

The Foundation Board will consider taking formal steps to establish
the basis for a "mini campaign" to be tested during the months of
May and June, 1981. This involves updating basic data already in
existence within the Foundation and putting a sharp pencil to the
top prospect list of approximately 100 best prospects within our
community. It is proposed that each Foundation Board Member will
have an opportunity to help make a presentation to a corporate or
Foundation executive or designated committee during that time. The
purpose of the presentation will be two-fold: one to inform and
two, to specifically ask for a commitment of support.

The "mini campaign” is predicated upon two things:

a. A positive response from the Legislature.
b. A positive response from the Task Force.
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Expecting to get good indicators from both sectors, then the
probable success of the mini-campaign will be much higher.

A lesser degree of success from these two segments places a
higher need for the "mini campaign” but a lower probability of
significant achievement.

4. The alternatives aren't necessarily very encouraging:

a. Delaying a major campaign until a higher degree of
predictable success will be essential. Several
community organizations have in the last few years
launched major capital fund drives with poor tlmlng
and poor preparedness - the results have been
disastrous. Recovery from these poorly timed and
prepared campaigns has been slow for these organizations
to reach a starting over point. .The question of how

to maintain the“Foundation until the timing is right™™
for a major campaign without enterlng lnto programs
~has not been talked to. :

I Al g IR @SSy,

S

b. "Without significant achievEment.eurrently and without
significant commitment from the State to participate
in the Zoo's long term building program, a short life

new approach is established for fundlng “the Foundation's
future operations. It is predictable at this time that
7~ the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation will deplete
all of its current reserve for operating programs by
“July 31, 1981 - unless additional funding is secured.
Future funding is predicated upon having both a currently
" successful track record as well as feasible programs for
future operatlons. i Rl S

c. Alternative development programs will need definition,
"“support and budgeting too.- These optlons have not yet
been thoroughly con51dered I ane / 3

oy & . R e o

Let me summarize br1efly and succ1nctly the Zoo Foundatlon s present state of the

Securing major philanthrophic gifts from potential community
needs a strong and positive environment. The Zoo has it. The "
story needs to be told and retold. Community awareness of the
many positive benefits is growing every day. Without this
conviction, a less SLgnlflcant level of donor support w111 be
obtained.




MZGF Report to Zoo Board Page Five

The Foundation has two major activities in process to build
achievement in the next six months. The successful accomplish-
ment of these two tasks will need your support.

The Foundation's. existence (on present funding approaches) will
need new financial commitments from external funding sources to
underwrite programs beyond July, 198l. An untimely demise of
the Foundation would bring adverse affects to the Zoo's image
and adversely affect the potential support from the private
sector. T ta

IT. The Six Year Plan - What Is It?

First, it is predicated upon a successful Six Month Plan and securing funding for
the continuation of the Foyndation's development program.

i irieie—-Second; the goal will bew;q_§egk_g§;ab}ishment of a major capital campaign in

s e = Ty grmare A
o/ e R T R e
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1982 and subsequent establishment of several related deveiopméht‘programs in Suc:eeding‘
years. (annual giving program, deferred giving program, etc.) These are not new

proposals - for a number of reasons they have either been temporarily rejected cT

These goals are based upon the 7Zoo's written statement proposing a developm=2nt
program and capital budget request which was presented to the Governor and the Minnesota

Commissioner of Finance on December 22, 1980. This proposal jndicated a phasinc of

public and private'contributions between 1981 and 1987 amounting to $21,500,000.00.

The propoéed target for-private requests amounts to approximately $7 million.

The Zoo Foundation is willing and anxious to accept.this long term funding
challenge. It is an opportunity that can be met. The potential exists for even greatex
accomplishments. The Foundation Board consists of experienced people who have éhared
these skills during these tough formative years, and can draw upon their other zssocia
and contacts in our community to do much more. Their pelief is strong. Their #dealism
of what can be is still strong. Their commitment can be challenged with a joint effort

to secure the tools necessary to build a successful private sector development program.




and assistance in developing your programs.

The Zoo Foundation looks forward to working with you each step of the way"to.‘

which the Foundation can build.

1/8/81“’
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James Hetland, Chairman DATE: " October 28, 1981
Minnesota Zoological Board : o

Edward Kohn : PHONE: 437_9010 x300
General Director ;

SUBJECT: *  MZG/MZS OPERATING RELATIONSHIP s
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- You have asked that I review the zoo's operating alternatives in the event of reciprocity
contract termination and in the context of the overall relationship of the MZG and the MZS

-
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In so doing I suggest that contract renegotiation, though of significant practical
import-to the operations of both parties, is secondary in importance to another concern.
- The overriding issue.isthat of the-respectivezrolesrof:theizo0%sTSlpportiorganizations
- rand-of:the:Zoo Board’and .the-Zoological -Garden.=: .3+ - Bt sl e Syt Ty e
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In a-thoughtful 12-page section devoted to these relationships in his report of June,
1981, the Legislative Auditor- (please see Attachment "A") comments, “One of the most -
confusing aspects of the zoological environment.in Minnesota involves the question of
purpose and responsibilities of the MZG and the State Zoological Board, the MZGF, and

the MZS" and "Depending upon who you-talk to, you will get various opinions as to -
whether it is best to continue the current organizational structure for zoologicat— — ——
activities or to combine the Zoo, the .Society and the Foundation into one or two separate
entities." Although the report notes, "We do not intend to take a position on that
question in this report", it expresses clear support for the process of review and

remedy ‘initiated by the Interboard Committee early this year.: Fin CRARE
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The Zoo Board's February 12, 1981 "Recommendations for the Organization of the Minnesota
Zoological Board” and the Legislative Auditor’s previous report to Zoo Board (for the
years ended June~30;-1975,°1976, and 1977) both have dealt as well with the issue of the
tripartite assembly'of boards and possible overlap of their functions. In addition;

the -three Boards 'in 1978 gave extensive consideration to funding a directed study on -
the subject of Society/Foundation merger on the basis that merger might advantageously
-incorporate the strengths of two support organizations into one. The resulting benefits
of presenting a clearer image to the public would be notable. . There- is-ample- awareness=:
-of=how unaware-the-media*and-Society annual ‘membersyare of the organizational separdteriess
of..the-Zoo.and. the-Society;Zin contrastiwith both:Boards' members-clear:sense-of =% .
distinction between-the  two® The issue of role combination is not a new one and by %
speaking to it now, the Zoo Board would serve rather than expand an ongoing agenda of -
concern. The tendency for most three-body problems is to reassemble in one good pair
bond and one isolate, or "odd man out.” Merger may be a viable management alternative
to that outcome, :

1. Common Site. The Interboard Committee proposed that the Society and the -
Foundation combine office functions at one location, as one step in the process of
possible future organizational consolidation. The zoo can provide a sound building on
Johnny Cake Ridge Road with 1,600 square feet for use by our support organizations.

.
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- The space mwght be rev1ewed by the part1es as an optxonal s]te for re]ocaulng a]] or
most of their continuing functions. The disadvantage of separation from urban
‘population centers should be at least partially offset by the advantages of closer
support and interaction with the zoo they both serve. ' Competitive rental terms : '
(required by the State)} can be established. To take fullest advantage of the consequent
closer physical association, the Boards might then consider initiating a deliberate
study of the viability and need for organization  merger of the Foundation and Society. .
(Perhaps the jointly managed Freshwater Biological Research Foundation and Society pose
one model. There are others worth studying. ) : i :

7 2. ~Support Role Clarification.. t«S1nce-ltseJncorporat1on in 1975 under the :
~Minnesaota Non-Profit Corporation-Act; the Foundation-has-been-directed and operatedr_;,.g
-exclusively in-a-support-function-to-the-zoo.-.The.Foundation.has. never deemed .its.. -~ -

appropriate to-require-that the Zoo Board-apply-to it and-negotiate with it for the use -

.-of funds it has raised for the zoo:: Though its views are sought, the Foundation awaits
and then serves the Zoo Board's determined capital pr1or1t1es Nor have its articles .
of 1ncorporat1on ever contemp]ated 1ndependent purposes = 2 e 70N

respon51b111ty to.establish- and operate 3~ zo00 as‘well as"“To ‘encourage public” lnterest
_in the science_of7zoology;- to conduct" p]aces of’recreatlo 1-and education for the” beneflt
advantage-and amusement- of the public’so that it may acquxre -a better understanding of
the science of zoology and kindred subjects; to engage*1n ‘research=in;=and-to prepares;:
publish-and disseminate-information to the public concerning the:science of-zoology:"::
(Article 1.3.) In:1975 the Society Board authorized a change in articles-replacing....
-entirely-the-original~purposes-statement with=the” be]ow1ng,.“To assist and support’the:
Minnesota Zoological.Garden. in.the. accomplishment of its*purposes whether-throughz=
rendering. financial: aSSIStance or_performing “services:or-otherwise;=and to do-all-other
acts and thlngs incidental to the” furtherance of’the author1zed.ob3ect1ves nf;sald_.e_e-_;

‘The po1nt here 1$Wthaf“the*50c1ety acts 1n part;as thoughklt remains: governed hy’the~~
original¥article-of: purposes.® When mention is made by some of its Board members of

the Society's interest”in= perform1ng*1ts -own-research-and: pub]xshlng its-own-findings
independent of “the“zo0,”it is not“a“support" organlzat1on that“is speaking but’ rather: i
that-of=an~independent-organization:with-a-mission-ofzitszown: A lot of the cont1nu1ng
sconfusion and uncertainty regarding respectlve responsibilities, I believe, rests on-

- perception, by at least some, of the Society's purpose and role as a body not only-
independent of the zoo in origin _and incorporation but in mission as well. Some of L
the recent misunderstandings.on the appropriate process for fellowship funding, as . Hao
well as the question of respective responsibilities for publication content and - “~*:‘¢g

- program coordination, may stem from a role perception that might not yet have made the =

= full trans1t10n to the operat1ng reallty of the zoo today.-:. - E B

'Rec1proc1ty Agreement

The issue of termlnatlon of the rec1proc1ty agreement carrxes thh 1t a number of
practical considerations. : 1F Fed

In 1978, the Zoo Board waived contractua]]y all costs to the Society for the 1atter's

membership service of unlimited annual free entry into the zoo, in exchange for the .

receipt by the zoo of volunteer services at estimated value as great ‘as that of the .
~lost gate. Those volunteer services, being substantially available to the zoo independ- -
-ent of contract with the Society, provide no basis of fair return to the State for the

vdlue of goods {free entry) provided by the State. This inequity has been perceived

ever more consistently over the past two years, necess1tat1ng reneootlat1on. TR

L.
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7 on January 22, 1981, the Minnesota Zoological Society was advised of the Minnesota 3
Zoological Board’s intention to seek renegotiation of the reciprocity agreement between
the two. In the months since, members of the Minnesota Zoological Society Board and
the Zoo Board have sought earnestly and in good faith, though without success, to
define clearly the terms of a revised and acceptable balance of benefits to both
parties as a basis.for contract renewal. : b “r, i

In their searching for alternative modes of payment for members' free admission there
has recurred one distinct difference between the positions of the two parties. ' °
Whatever the estimated dollars, the Society has proposed to pay only in amounts that
are net over all other expenses in-its accounts at the end of the accounting pariod.
Since-the-Zoo Board cannot waive ‘its responsibility-to make sure that the State gets»
a-fair-return for—its goodss~it-has-had no.choice but.to propose looking over the ...
Society's shoulder.at.its-budget,-fiscal-operations-and operating reserves -thus con=%%
flicting with:the Society’s-sense of independence-and responsibility. S TE Al L VI,
The clear alternative (practiced elsewhere) would be to seek payment for the goods up
front. Portland's Metropolitan Service District and the Frierds of the Portland Zoo
recognized this in their agreement (please see Attachment "B") under which the Friends
.pay a set fee to the- zoo for: each membership sold. - (A second feature of the Oregon--
“.‘contract is perhaps quite germane to another area of concern here: the distribution of
-donor income. -In Portland, such funds are deposited to an escrow account to be cleared
.periodically -for the zoo's capital needs by mutual agreement.) P R

TANITI
o s o e Y P S 3 -

At the North Carolina Zoo, as well, direct billing is made for society member entry.
- At the Cleveland Zoo a contract between its Society and Metro Parks has been based on

direct-pay-at-regular-admission“rates~for the past=iwo’ years, “The use of such a * *

method will likely become :increasingly=standard-for-publicrzoos subsidized-through: -

. extended=tax:districts orijurisdictionstizs 5 : : Ty w5 xSl ik v
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~——Here; the Zoo Board's—negotiators -have not beén- .granted recognition from the Society
Board of the merits of such a direct pay approach, though it has been presented clearly
several times. Indeed, it has been rejected outright. HWere it to be applied here, the
Zoo might propose-the fee be based on group rates and an estimated two visits per year
by a family size estimated at four members, perhaps adjusted for the direct net costs

of other solicited services. :. .. ... SRSV INIE I e s _ A -

e e LAy L . s & w2 i e I 55 WS . e N P 4
LAY

i i | dpras e AT o R TR RIS by e tnss & 2B S Y T, v e
“In the absence of an acceptable direct pay method, there appears to be no alternative
to contract termination.: In such an event, a number of practical concerns regarding
operations and the timing of. their change need be considered. - FEw Bt
o TN e QIR I e, BT SIS I T BB AR R e, I TS
e 1. . Annual Sale Transition Campaign. - The ‘current Society membership Tevel of:-
approximately 8,000 families and 1,000 individual memberships with a 70% -renewal rate
“represents quite a working investment.’ To realize as fully as possible the benefits®™
of this extensive investment would require a very deliberate strategy of conversion #7
from Society sale to zoo sale of annual passes so that from the consumer's perspective
there is scarcely a hiccup of concern. This will take months to carefully stage with
sensitivity to public relations planning, lists management, continuing renewal manage-
ment and more. Such a conversion can best be accomplished with the full cooperation:

of the Society Board and staff.. There is no reason to assume that such cooperation
cannot be achieved. If it is clearly in the best interests of the zoo to directly
manage annual sales, then the people of good will who have the interests of the zoo at
heart can find a basis to work together on the transition. i

b3 e Congre 5 S
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e 2. Current Fiscal Year Commitménts. fDﬁrihg the early stages of negotiationtf
with the Society, the Zoo Board agreed to honor the Society's current fiscal year budget.
The Society asked for such assurance ‘in the late spring so that it could soundly commit

Sue L e vear S 1S 1 puuEu _adS LANIUIL L.
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to its membership renewal drive and so that its activities could begin their new ,j_,
fiscal year on June 1, 1987 with approved budget plans for the year. The Zoo Board ™
gave such assurance and suggested that except for the Society's obligation of $42,000
in grant monies to the zoo (reserved for that purpose by the Society as an end-of-year
balance from the previous year), and except for assurance that the zoo would receive

no less than 70% of the gross receipts from the sponsorship program, there would be

no other anticipated ¥mpacts on the Society's current year budget. -Reciprocity -
negotiations instead would impact primarily on the Society's next fiscal year budget .
beginning June 1, 1982. .= = , i N T S e IR

AL ekl - ~BE - 2% 24 2 e St~ £ Pt

There may thus be fair reason, in addition to sound management of a transition campaign,
to defer until late spring 1982 the zoo's assuming full responsibility for annual sales.
The intervening months would be needed to work out with the Department of Finance.and
with our legislative committees operating plans for distribution of annual sales proceeds
and to do so hopefully in cooperation with the SocTety. sw 2w 2 25 s i vt il

» 3. Mutual Work on Close-OQut. Contract procedures for termination of the annual
sales/reciprocity agreement call for the parties working together on close-out procz-
.to best assure the mutual good... Under such a process.could come understandings on i
availability to the zoo of portions of present fund balances as an operating source for
- the zoo's start-up management of annual sales and renewals. -The Society has pointed out
. that its membership-income is greatest in the spring. : Consequently, as an alternative
to some adjustment of its current fiscal year budget, dedication to the zoo of a portion
of undedicated funds would be desirable to enable the zo0 to conduct the sales program.

These comments are based on the'éssumptionvthét“fhé'Séafé€§‘§odld”cﬁboSé"td continue as
a.viable entity. . Should the Society Board choose instead to dissolve its corporation
then, under its articles, all of its assets following payment of all liabilities of the

corporation would be distributed to thﬁ,?PQ-, Sh b e

ol gy gl 5 . - e P <5t — Soum f?‘.‘_?:-"“"
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The following brief comments on joint activites assume .Society continuation and, thus,
partial service to the zoo in several areas. Should such service not be possible,. then
operating plans could be made ready promptly for full performance by the zoo of all ..

sprograms. G e g T R Y
0 S i I PR Ceaentae e T it g ndnimig el el b an D et S Bt Pt o

-~ 1. Continuing Education. -The Society has funded through an $8,000 annual -3¢ -~

grant to the zoo our coordinator- of continuing education through February, 1982.-.-In
addition, it schedules, promotes and administers the fees and professional payments

for the courses. - We propose to not offer spring classes in 1982 and to plan instead

on a new program beginning in the summer season to be funded through zoo-administered
class and summer sessions with fees collected directly by the zoo. -Special classes are
integral to the zoo's overall education program. . Breaking out one cluster of them as

a Socjety operation is not efficient and is a source for role confusion in the public :
mind. LR P el T LTI e S A R s e i B e T S e e

-

- P el

We may welcome continued Society intéfest andvgranf-SprdrtPfd% futufé'br6§r£=s; wit
a discount option for annual members. Enrollment drives, however, would be broadened

well beyond annual members. 4y AL I ire Limernte f sempee

Several new and more extensive class options would be explored. - One major option that =
has proven very financially successful at other institutions such as the Bronx 200, 50k
Cincinnati Zoo, and Busch Gardens is summer camps for students. A 10-week long program,
~with repeat curriculums, could deal with 15 students per.session.. Running from .- :-: -
10:00 - 4:30 p.m. daily, the classes could be staffed by naturalists, volunteers, :




}yinterns, and temporary help as needed. The fees charged, approximately $75-$1U0 Se}
“student, could make the program entirely self-supporting.

A brochure could go out for fall/winter (September-February) paid for by summer monies
. with an accent on adults' and young children's classes. Included in fall/winter would
be the special contract classes for the gifted and Breck Schools. Other options
include film series, Tectures and field trips for a fee.

By changing the format, class schedules would be produced at a lower cost and could be
made available to a wide range of individuals through distribution at professional
offices, organizations, on the zoo site, to school groups, 4-H groups, Scout troops,
and Park and Recreation programs. : &

2. Publication. The Society's primary orientation in recent years has shifted
to membership services.  It's publication services have logically borne this emphasis.
The Society staff has been exceptionally cooperative and professional in their effort
tc cast their membership service newsletter in a manner useful as well for the zoo's
public needs. But there are practical limits to such accommodation and I believe,
therefore, that the zoo should return directly to the task, unless at some point the
Society should decide to reform its priorities to focus on public education and . ...

Tt %
= G\ e

communication, . oRLSTE HAN

We would review options for direct production of a zoo periodical through contrac RS
advertising assistance and in cooperation with other public programs in the State, such-
as other public zoos, 4-H, Minnesota Naturalist Association, horticultural and

waterfowl societies and education groups. s

3. Volunteer Program. Suppdrf bf the voiuhfeér program“is one ofithe Society’s
proudest. achievements. Ue now directly manage all facets of the program except for
initial recruitment and annual recognition. We do so in cooperation with the volunteer's

own organization, ZooVAP. Though we believe we could take on—recruitment and recognition
services with additional part-time clerical support, I recommend that we continue to
- welcome- those services from the Society should it wish to provide them. . . P

4. Animal Sponsorship Program. In the first eight months of the sponsorship
project, revenues gained by the Society have not matched the Society's expenses. If
we add the cost of zoo services sought by the Society for the program's support the
Jmbalance is greater. Comparable programs have proven to be profitable elsewhere but
usually by on-site administration. Until one full year of the program has passed, it
is premature to judge its viability. I recommend that we continue with the program
through the Society until Spring 1982 and then, with the Society, thoroughly review
peformance and potential in addition to considering whether direct operation might
reduce costs and increase net proceeds to a level adequate to justify continuation.

‘5, Donor Programs. I recommend that the Society and the Zoo Board study and
adapt the Portland Metro method (see Attachment "B", Paragraph 7.4) for management of
donor funds and gifts received by the Society on behalf of the zoo.

6. Annual Memberships. I have suggested earlier in this memo some of the
time constraints and practicalities of the zoo's assuming annual sale responsibilities
as well as the desirability of a thoroughly professional marketing transition.

For the purpose of illustrating how annual pass revenues earned directly by the zoo
could be distributed several assumptions are made based on Society projections for
FY 1982. el ' , =

With 7,300 family, 1,500 individual, 250 supporting, and 250 donor passes at adjusted
rates’ of respectively $30.00, $20.00, $50.00, and $100.00, total annual revenue would
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round "to $290,000. 537775 L BIRELENL B 0k AR RSt
With payhent made qdarter]y-to the General Fund for actua]tgate attendance at the
group sales rate, $100,000 of the annual revenue would be so directed. ;e
On a preliminary basis we estimate need for a program budget of $105,000 including =
approximately $55,000 in salaries and $50,000 in supplies and expenses (data processing,
postage, special printing, poster and other expenses). On this basis, $85,000 would
remain net to the zoo gift fund. - : S A
Since payment would be made to the General Fund hy
quarter, all revenue could be deposited in our gift fund under current authority. " ™ .~
_ However; in order to hire against the fund, special authorization would be needed. from .
" LAC or the Legislature. ' We could seek such authority in early 1982.- ' S K e

SadTRi e e B

As a direct zoo operation all facets»df oufjméfketfﬁé'dﬁdfpfoﬁotions\§efvices co&'lf!f~
effectively carry annual sales promotions including group sales, general admission  *~
marketing and on-site sales. For example, admissions-operations could be expanded to

explicitly give every visitor the option of applying the day's admission charge as a ..
credit against annual pass purchase on the same day.':f’Fffﬁ e e o e o

Again, the zoo's chances tolsustainﬁthe,high:rehewal;réte achievedlbyéthefSociety»,iifﬁén
. would rise with thorough cooperation of both parties.” . .. .o T

EK:gd
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76 ; AU ATTACHMENT “A”
AEARS ENDED June 30, 1978, 1979, 1980
& STATE Z00LOGICAL BOARD

SECTION I
:RELATIONSHIPS AMONG Z0OLOGICAL GRGANIZATIONS

: One of the most confusing aspects of the zoological environment
in Minnesota involves the question of purpose and responsibilities of the
following zoological organizations: | 3 ‘ i o b :

Minnesota Zoological Garden and State Zoological Board
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation
Minnesota Zoological Society

. Each of the organizations has played an imbor%ant role in the development
and continuing operation of the state Zoo in Minnesota. :

Sy 1

- 7% Following are brief descriptions of the structure, funding, and

- purpose of each of the organizations and a discussion of various problems
encountered in their inter-relationships. Another zoological organization,
Minnesota Zoo Ride, Inc., which also has had a significant effect om activ-
ities at the Minnesota Zoo, is discussed in the second section of this
-report dealing with the monorail. SRRy S e ST

Minnesota Zoological Garden (de) and State Zoological Béard (Zoo Board).

The Minnesota Zoological Garden is under the supervision and-
control of the State Zoological Board, a state agency created in 1969. As
a state agency, it is subject to the ultimate control of the State Legis-
lature. The Zoo Board is composed of 12 members appointed by the Governor,
one of whom is a non-voting member from Dakota County. The Zoo Board
appoints a director, who is responsible for organization and operation of
the Zoo. The approved complement of the Zoo is 164 positions.

The Zoo receives funding for daily operations through Tegislative :
appropriations from the state General Fund. ‘ The original capital develop-?® -
ment funding for the Zoo was provided from general obligation bonds of the
state. Laws of 1973, Chapter 207, Section 3, Subd. 6, authorized the sale
of bonds totaling $23,025,000 (plus an additional $2,350,000 if equally
matched by other than state appropriations) for construction of the Zoo.

The Zoo charges visitor admission fees which are set by the Zoo
Board within limits established by the Legislature. Visitor fees, as well
as any concession or gift store revenuess, are depasitad ar nondedicated
receipts in the General Fund. Fees for the monorail and international
-species inventory system are deposited as dedicated revenue to the Special
Revenue Fund. i

A summary of all receipts deposited with the State Treasurer
during fiscal years 1978, 1979 and 1980 is included as Exhibit A to this
report. Further analyses of various receipt types are included in other
report sections. A summary of expenditures, including encumbrances, for
the _three_vearc ic inclndoad ac Fvhihit R {5




32,

STATE Z00LOGICAL BOARD - -

The Fallowing comparison shows the percentage of General Fund
operating expenditures which were funded from revenue collections deposited
to the General Fund by the Zoo: : i

: " Year Ended June 30 “'*t},r
General Fund e L LY . . o 1980 -

Revenue : . .5 $ 678,250  $2,385,533 . $2,204,224

Expenditures, Including - - : - Hairu sl g
Encumbrances . - o o

Portion of Operating Expen-- -
ditures Recovered From - AEEE TR TR TR
Revenue Collections - -~ A IESRaT oAt GEY T

$3,437,383° = '$4,362,672 ~

=

7 $5,254,336

Tas

= I ek G (A

""" Minnesota Zoo]ogica] Saciety (Society). ™

- The Society is a nonprofit organization whose stated purpose is
~to provide public support to the Zoo through financial assistance and
program services. The Society was incorporated in 1961, is governed by a
- 21 member Board of Directors, and currently operates with six full-time and
two part-time employees. TR S T T Sl  Er%oy

7 The main source of funding for the Society is from their member-
}.-——____ship_program___Persons_ who-purchase annual memberships in the Society -
b receive various publications in return, as well as free admission to the
Zoo for  the year. . The curr :
‘members are as follows: - = ..

r

o e ol i B Bl A BN W o i . ot At s s L

=210 T Approximate

o FOGE e U TIPSR - 2 " Number of ‘: EEROX
Membership - c Sl Ty Yoo Annuals <Loac ok Current Yo
__LG_\_/_Q]_ ; el yE> SEFRTDEES Faer s S3LE o - -~ Members ~Gi .-

BT 5

cIndividal oo L iaod g 1a 50 ek g Jgng

O Famfly il wosdiiiEE Tsnmag s i Sg 30p
Supportiné Sfte s e S XY 1}§5¥35§?50,004????__ 43
= Family plus 4 guest passes * ‘' . ioof ZEined ate sl

Donor 488" <7 X yint
- Family plus 6 guest passes

eay i Total

During the year ended HMay 31;'1980,-thé Society collected épproximately o
$190,000 from membership fems. o mo o T R AL B C PO AR = TSR, 26 s O
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The Foundation was incorporated in 1975 and had as its initial®
objective, to solicit and collect the $2,350,000 in construction matching
funds. By 19,3, pledges totaling $2,350 000 were received from commltments
made. both to the Foundation and dlrect]y to the Loo. . g iR T ;

The Foundation does most of its so]1c1t1ng and receives most
dopations from corporations in. the Twin Cities area. In the four years
ending June 30, 1980, the Foundation rece1ved contrlbutlons or commItments‘~

tota]xng 31, 418 430.”ﬁ e SN B D 20 ,e,(: B S D T

el g oy, ¢ ‘.".;: Pl o -»f -_". g ‘__ ey ¥ Sl "\'. e
== X 4 e 2 e

» The maJomty of the donatwns received are restﬂcted for Zoo
: capxta] improvements, in some instances for specific projects. - The Founda- -
tion also receives limited unrestricted contributions and other revenue,
such as interest income, which are used to pay their operating expenses.

For the year ended June 30, 1980 the Foundat1on expended the fol]ow1ng o

3 "7""."."
& 45N

;amounts.:xu_ oL

Program Area

Sia Management and Genera] LT $741,955
Fund Raising = #3Eoan 60,401
Contributions to Zoo: Ot .

. Capital Development -~ 91,292,000 -
Educational Fac111ty CTATRTEE]30,000:
Program Grants LP7is AT g 8730

Emergency Fund = == fﬁ‘fﬂ-'T4,959“2f-1t:1>~i1“‘

Total $1.,.544,188 o

- There are certain advantages to hav1ng three organlzatlons in-
volved in activities of the Zoo. For example, it allows a great many
people who have an ‘interest in zoological activities and a desire to pro-
mote and improve the Minnesota Zoo to work in these areas without being
direct employees of the state. Also, there is a theory heard often that
private individuals and businesses do not like to donate money to the state
but instead would be willing to provide funding to a private foundation to
work on behalf of a specific program such as the Zoo. As a part of this,
the Zoo is probably able to operate various different programs or projects

which. normally would not be funded by the state espec1a11y in a tJme ofﬁd;f;

lnflat1on and budget cutbacks

: i However, there are a]so d1sadvantages to the current arrange-‘f’””
ments. Having three separate organ1zat1ons with three separate governing R

boards, each with their own ideas on how bast to promole zcological activ-
ities, could create the epportunity for chaos in attempting to efficiently
operate and effectively manage the Zoo. Zoo staff ars in the somewhat
untenable position of not only having to satisiy the Zoo Board and the
Legislature, but also having to work effectively with the stafi and boards
of the Society and the Foundation in order to pxuaerlv operate the Zoo.

: There also is a po:s1b111ty of dup]1cat10n or overlap of ser-‘
vices. For instance, both ths Society and the Zoo operate media promo-
tional and advertising campaigns on behalf of the Zco. Also, all threse of -




STATE ZOOLOGICAL BOARD

To provide for compensation to the Zoo for the free admissiens
and other benefits granted the Society, the 700 Board and the Society have
entered into a reciprocity agreement. In accordance with the agreement,
the Society is to compensate the 700 for all visitors who use Society
memberships or guesi passes to enter the Zoo. Compensation currently is
based upon the Zoo's established group admission rates. The Society does
not directly pay the Zoo for these admissions, but instead, the total
dollar value is used to reduce the accumulated credit which the Society
receives for the volunteer activities program (Zoo VAP). Under the agree-
ment, the Society receives a credit equal to an agread upon hourly rate of

: pqy~forceach‘hourﬁofyworkwperformedwby vo]unteers;~aThe,Society'receivesf
‘credit~f0r'allzvo1unteer>hours:workedawhether or not the volunteer is=a® .
Society member:® During the year ended June 30, 1980 over 28,000 volunteer
hours were worked at the Zoo. : '

; The reciprocity agreement between the Society and the Zoo was to
expire on May 31, 1981; however, a 60-day extension was granted. Repre-
sentatives of the Boards of the two agencies are currently renegotiating
the agreement. One of the options under consideration is to eliminate the

offset of Society admissions against volunteer hours worked. Different

methods of compensating the Zoo for free Society admissions are under — =
consideration. T o : :

The Society operates various programs,'to‘ promote the Zoo and
inform citizens of Zoo activities. For the year ended Hay 31, 1980, the
Society expended funds on the following programs: -

; ' : R G i—lﬂAmount, .ﬂ;;,
Program Area Expended

Membership Activities : ‘ ©$ 60,022
Membership Procurement R 79,311 =
Volunteer Activities onrs naven 5,363
General and Administrative Support P T T

.qurggthUPPOKtJtcﬁzooﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ﬂg;f”ﬁ?%??&?%§ﬁ$18;975ﬁ§.>“

Total T $2265796 E0

.4 4

Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation (Foundation).

The Foundation 1is an indenendant,” ronprofit corporation estab-
lished to develop a program within the private sector for financial support
of the Zoo. The Foundation has a board of directors consisting of 35 mem-
bers, 11 appointed by the 7oo Board and 24 selected from the general public
by. the Foundation Board itself. The Foundation currently has toree full-

- time staff members. ’ ! e
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the organizations publish various informational and promptional brochures
or newsletters. Having all of these functions under one organization could
provide savings through better planning and coordination of services. .

Finally, the current organizational arrangements do not subject
all activities and programs related to the Zoo to the applicable state
procedures and controls which are designed to assure accountability and
management stewardship. ;

; : Dependwng upon who you talk to, you will get various opinions as i
to whether it is best to continue the current organizational structure for =
zoological activities or to combine the Zoo, the Society, and the Founda-
tion into one or two separate entities. We do not intend to take a posi-
tion on that question in this report. However, in this section we will
address some of the problems with procedures and controls which we feel
exist under the present organization.

e A special commlttee composed of three members each fron the Zoo,
Society, and Foundation Boards, is reviewing the current relatlonshlps
among the groups -to determine ifaany changes in-organization-or procedures
should be made in the future. We feel this is a positive step and hope the
committee will address some of the questions raised in this report.

Current financin rocedures between the three zoological organizations
provide 1nadequate control over the expenditure of funds and lncomgletee__d,-_
financial lnformatlon for decision making.

itk The Zoo recelves various gifts and grants for operating and
capital development purposes. A majority of this funding comes from the
Society and the Foundation. The Zoo has statutory authorlt/ to accept
either cash or in- k1nd gifts and grants SR

: In December 1979 and July 1980 the Soc1ety approved grants to the
Zoo totaling $106 400 for eight progects as descrlbed below ' :

January 1, 1981

Project.

Biotelemetry Computer Program .

Animal Health Interns and Equipment
Silk-Screening

Zco Lab Relocation and Equipment

Public Service Commurication Equipment
Lectureships and Professional Development
Short-Term Seasonal Internships
Continuing Education -

Ba]ance to be Reprogrammed

Original
* _Budget _

$ 25,000
10,000
25,000

5,630
8,400
15,000
10,000
8,000

Revxsod

‘Budget

$ 25,000
r 44
-0
4,959
8,335
15, 000
4,698

8,000

38,232

$105,400

$106,400

025 -

=
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Although the Society provides funding for the Zoo, they do not %o

normally make a cash payment of the grant amount. Instead, the Society
itself operates the various programs or purchases the appropriate equipment
or supplies provided for in the grant agreement. The completed praject
(whether services or equipment) is then given to the Zoo..

Since April 1979, the Foundation has provided funding for a
short-range development program at the Zoo. The individual projects within

the program are determined by the Zoo Board with approval by the Foundation -

Board. Reallocation of funds between projects or inclusicn of additional
projects is approved by both groups. The following summary identifies the

- sasre o e iy B kA a2

s

-

type of projects included in the program: © - - SR A SR s v

P e March 1, 1981 &
! 4 per oo Original [ Revised . °
Project iissnrmic Budget ... _Budge

eua o

Public Space g
: Conference Center

. Winter Entry Redesign -~ oo oo 03 o 300000 - 6T 1107 T E T

T Discovery Center ' pEat et el Er e 2] Y85
" “  Plaza Retail Development e L ke 20,000 5
Other - " ' -2~ 122,000 22,260

Total _ $293,500  $385,125

‘Staff Space LS : RELEIF L it LT AR ERASE TR ST e e :
Zookeeper, Scuba, Office ot et § 20,000 22~ $°35,955 - o
~ Public Safety, Communication Vi 2270,000  m e e =0 e -
.. Other Trnocarnshy MRTMG TR 20000 ettt 0] - 306

. Total ' kg aion$ 50,000°97E S 37 281

Operational Modifications § S g o e
.- Storeroom - : T 7 9120,000 5 v $118,000
Haybarn . s im0 TR
- Small Animal Management Facilities -~ " 50,000 °
-~ Plastics Production Shop : Girenrre o 000
‘Other = : T 65, 000 -2

reeTotal e < 0 il v pias 1 75265,000 ~ - $229,277

e G ek g

W

Exhibits : = AT T SR R R Fig ey o i
Bison/Wapiti/Musk Ox T 8325 000 T SAT7.088
Pheasantry 1 : s 150 000 et mrr ey s
Tiger Partition ' '

Tiger Maternity
Artificial Trees/Rockwork
Other 2 :

Total 5o e TR R 613 000 gl 6
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March 1, 1981
Original Revised

Project ' Budget Budget

Graphics : .
Master Graphics $ 50,000 $ 96,000

Other 7°000 1,014
Total : $57.000  $ 97,014

Equipment - =~ G ¢ : :
“Silkscreen Shop ' S : -0-
Electric Carts ' o ¥ 9,831

Picnic Tables : 8,088
Other - g 21,381 .

$ 39,300

Horticulture - - RS ERETE S iy ey P AEES - men 2
~—Other i, - _ | S % $12.000 -0-

Animal Acguisition =~ = - B i AP
~._Bison A : $ 4,000 $ 7,500
Clouded Leopard : 10,000 18,500 -
== - Tapir - find : 10,000 14,495
sk DX ST R SR L S S e i i P 20,000 -

. Othar s AUEESISTRL T Sk i it 6,000 Fue 721,397

. Total $ 30,000  $ 82,092

Grand Total . $1,255,900  $1,522,226

. The procedures for operation of the Foundation grant program are
“somewhat different than the Society. The majority of grant funds are
received in cash from the Foundation. Yhen money 1is needed for current
obligations under the program, the Zoo submits a request for an advance of
funds. From April 1979 through February 1981, $1,160,609 had been received
by the Zoo in cash advances. These monies are deposited in the State Trea-
sury in a Gift Fund appropriation account. - Expenditures are made. in accor-
dance with appropriate state procedures and guidelines. .. - b :
5 However, the total of all Foundation grant funds is not receivad
through cash advances. Instead, when tha Zoo does not want to process an
expenditure through the state system, thsy sead the invoice directly to the
Foundation for payment. This procedure eliminates the established state
controls over such areas as contracting and selection of vendors. The
Foundation has not established any procedures to monitor these paymanis -
either. They do not require formal coniracts with the vendors. Instead
they pay whatever invoice the 700 submiis and deduct the amount from the
next cash advance. The following amounis have been paid directly by the
Foundation for the short-range davelopmant program from June 1979 through
February 1981: :




7

/" 'STATE ZOOLOGICAL BOARD

i ; : Total
Goods/Service : AT Paid

Graphic Design and Signage i $.97.172 -

Construction and Remodeling : 28,760 -
. Furnishings and Office Equipment : 13,378

Netting, Trees and Plantings 9,932

Total 3eiiy <o+ $149,202 {7 T- LEEE

: i3
Sin T

In addition to the short-fangeAdevefoﬁmehtrprogrémijtﬁé'Foun&é-
tion has also established an “emergency fund" for the Zoo. . The fund is to

be used for the procurement of supplies and equipment deemed by the Zoo
Board to be of an emergency nature or not able to be purchased because of

‘budgetary constraints.. From July 1978 through February 1981, $46,539 has

been expended from the fund. Among the items purchased were a video camera
costing $32,018 ($15,000 of which was paid from a contribution from the
Society), public address system equipment, strollers, fencing, bleachers,
typewriters, a currency verifier, resuscitators, and a microwave oven.

The payments from this fund are made directly bj‘ihé Foundation

also. They have not established any control procedures to monitor the fund

except to require the Zoo to provide a justification of why the equipment

. is needed and the reasons it cannot be purchased through the operating

~budget and the-stateprocarement system.. All decisions regarding selection -

of vendors are made by the Zoo with the Foundation acting only as a paying
agent. .. vdio L iy amEae R ER ke

R

Operating the various grant programs under the current procedures
whereby the Society gives completed projects to the Zoo and the Foundation
pays individual invoices upon request is advantageous to the Zoo. They do
not have to become involved in the detailed administrative procedures
necessary to complete a specific project. They also are given more flexi-
bility in the selection of vendors and the determination of type of ser-

‘yites to be provided. - oiied Liistinocwsmeneadiiiios 2astiipd o

"However, ‘operating in this way eliminates the purchasing, con- -~

tractual, ~and accounting-control features present ;when . transactions ‘are

processed through the state system. ' It is the responsibility of the grant-.;iﬂi‘
. ing agencies to establish adequate procedures to assure accountability over '

the expenditure of fynds. ' In addition, since there is nc direct flow of

cash between agencies, the gifts and grants are not recorded in the state's "

accounting or budget systems. As a result, the Legislature, wirich funds
the Zoo's operating costs, is not given complete Tinancial information on
the total capital and operating expenses of the Zoo. This is particularily
important with capital development costs, because although the state may
not provide funding for the actual construction of new buildings or ex-

hibits, the operating expenses which are paid from state approgriations may -

increase as a result of the construction. . «i ;¥ ccvrcs viizon By -

3 T -
ey o
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Zeco Board should develop a formal policy defining
— procezures for the acceptance of cash and in-kind gifts
and grants. As a part of the policy, the Zoo Board
should work with the Foundation and Society Boards to
establish adequate control procedures over the expendi-

ture of in-kind grant funds.

The Zoo Board should disallow the transmittal of in-
voices to the Foundation for payment where adequate
procedures have not been established to assure proper
accountability.

When preparing annual financial reports and biennial
budget requests, the Zoo should include information on
the type and amount of in-kind grants received. -

-G v S eing - ne

The Zoo Board has not deve]opéd‘édequaté’brdceddres and controls over the
use of funds raised by the Society through promotions made on behalf of the
Zoo. e : LEEE VORI

One of the primary purposes of the Society is to‘promote the Zoo

-~ to the general public. This is accomplished through various advertising
tem—— campaigns_as well as spacial promotional events. In some instances the
————-——promotional—events—are —also—intended to raise funds for Zoo activities.
Prior to the Zoo's opening, the Society and Foundation sponsored horse
shows and zoo walks to raise a portion of the matching funds required for

Zoo construction. :

In 1981 the Society, with the approval of the Zoo Board, began an
animal sponsorship program. Under the program, persons are asked to donate
a specified amount of money to sponsor the care of an animal for one year.
The amounts varied, depending upon the type of animal and ranged from $10
for many smaller animals to $4,000 for the bhottlenosed dolphin. In ex-
change for the donation, contributors will receive various information
regarding their animal and the program and will have their name and the

animal's name shown on a special display at the Zoo. ‘ . i

The Society developed various brochures and media advertising for
the program and there was a kick-off promotion at the Zoo in March. The
advertising did state that the program was sponsorad by the Society rather
than the Zoo, but did not identify that the Society is a separate organiza-
tion not subject to state control. '

: A1l donations for the program go directly to the Society. At a
Ylarch 1981 meeting of the Zoo Board, Society personnel stated that they.
. hoped to collect approximately $100,000 during the {irst year of thz pro- -
-gram.  (As of April 1981, $27,000 had been donated.) The Society has
budgeted $40,000 for administrative costs of the program which will be paid

from the donation proceeds prior to any distribution to the Zoo. (The

aministrative costs are basically fixed costs regardless of the amount of
donations.) :

17
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The Zoo Board did not have any formal written agreement with the
Society detailing how or when the Zoo would receive any funds from the
program or what the money would be used for. The Zoo Board adopted some
proposed financial guidelines for the program at its February 1981 meeting,
but these were not formally accepted by the Society prior to implementation
of the program. The guidelines did not address the issues of payment
procedures, administrative costs, or allowable uses of the funds received.
Society staff stated that it was their intention to make quarterly payments
to the Zoo of the net revenue after deducting for administrative costs.

The promotional literature for the program is somewhat misleading
in stating that individual contributors will be sponsoring the care of a .
specific animal for a year (a procedure under which it most likely would be
impossible to function). Society staff said that the only restriction put
on the funds given to the Zoo would be that they be used for general areas
of animal care such as shelter, presentation, behavior enrichment, and
exhibit development. = These funds are to be over and above the amounts ..
received from state appropriations for normal operating expenses. . = - .

e o Since the Society is an independent organization, the Zoo Board
- would not normally have the authority to tell them how to run their agency
or programs. - However, the Society regularly~solicits-funds-en-behalf of
- the-Zoo""Qutside-parties~may~be-canfused by thé™structure of the various?
QZoo]ogicaljgrganiza;iqgg'ahd could assume that’donations to“a program such™>
_as7animal”'sponsorship are going-directly to"the Zoo to be used exclusively="
~_forzanimalzcare. The Board, therefore, has an obligation to ensure that
artsvticitations made on-behalf of the Zoo are handled properly. .

i RECOMMENDATIONS 7 0 2 ™ o S iR e e e

* SRSl T IS ¥ I AR T G Tp 0 e ¥.d 1T e

4. The Zoo Board should develop formal written procedures -
for the operation of any fund raising or solicitation
program conducted on behalf of the Zoo by a non-state s
agency such as the Society. ¥, Al %S By AR PR s
The guidelines should be incorporated in a formal oy
agreement between the Zoo Board and the Society, or -
other agency, which would include a definition apAeite

-~ the purpose of the fund-raiéinﬁuﬁrdbféhléHd-hdw’itu;--'
. is-to be conducted; TR Ll e se B Y e et B

- _._the relative roles of the organizations involvedf:;ﬁiﬁ?,iig
- and whether the Zoo will have to provide staffing, =t ivets
~supplies or other services; = . % e e o e,

the estimated amount of administrative costs and
whether -they will be paid from proceeds of the
fund-raising program or by existing resources of °
.the Zoo or Society; and " :: STy e

_ the a]]owab]e‘usqs of the reQénuéHéécruing to the -
Zoo from the program and how these uses relate to
the normal- operating budget of the Zoo. :

TN O b n i b A e . oo s
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Promoticnal material should include a statement  that
fund-raising activities are being conducted by the
Society or other agency, which is not subject to state
control.

Current procedures do not provide adequatas control over admission of Soci= °

ety members to the Zoo.

As stated earlier, the Society members receive free admissions to

the Zoo as a part of their annual membership fee. From its opening in May

1978 through December 1980, approximately 78,000 adults and 55,000 children
were admitted to the Zoo based upon Society memberships. At the estab-
‘ lished group rates, these admissions are va}ued_at‘oggr1$220,000.

20 55

% The justificationAfor allowing free admission to Society members
“is that the Society provides valuable services-forVthe,Zoo”in‘return._”If,
this theory is accepted, it is important to verify that only Society mem-

bers are granted free admission.

As Society members enter the Zoo, they are required to show only
‘their membership card to admissions personnel at the entry gate. Since no
additional form of identification is required, it would be possible for

~Society members to-give-others—their membership cards to use to gain free

Zoo admission. ;

" Requiring a second form of jdentification is not an unusual
procedure to assure proper usage of membership cards. Other area organi-
zations have implemented this control feature.

RECOMMENDATION

7. Zoo admissions personnel should require a second form
of identification when allowing visitors free access to
the Zoo based upon a Society membership card.

.

Zoo employees have been given complimentary Society memberships in conflict
- with state rules and regulations.

For the last year, all permanant and seasonal emplovees of the
Zoo have been given complimentary memberships in the Society by that ergan-
ization. Depending upon’ the employe2's marital status, they received
either an individual ($18.50 value) or family ($28.50 value) membership.
The complimentary memberships entitle the employees to publications of the
Society as well as unlimited free access to the Zco for all family members.
The Society began giving the complimentary memberships following a deter-
mination by’ the Attorney General's stafi that Zoo employees were not en-
titled to free admission as a part of their employment.

: The rules of the Department of Employee Relations (formerly
Department of Personnel) (2 MCAR §2.277) provide in part:
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"An employee shall not directly or indirectly receive or agree to 4
receive any payment of expense, compensation, gift, reward, -
gratuity, favor, service or promise of future employment or other
future benefit from any source except the state for any activity -
related to the duties of the employee unless otherwise provided -

by law."

In additioh, Minn. Stat. Section 85A.03,'Sub&-vz, which relates to employ- -
ment of staff at the Zoo, provides, in part:tai-f;;f“i-ﬁr%g-a1g3§%+~;&;;f;'f

- "A11 other such persons employed shall -be in the tlassified'{.f7
service of the state civil service with the same'rights<and

privileges as other state officers and employees.” - "o -

R T i Y 5 SN

- The gift of'comp]imentany Sdéieﬁyﬁhémbéfshiﬁ-toM266ﬂ§taffJis a
benefit related to the duties of the employees which is not granted to
other state officers and employees. i A ¢ 3 e AR TS Lt e
RECOMMENDATION - = o b

8. The Zoo Board should not a]]owmfhé'sbéiééy:fb giﬁé'%reé 5
memberships to Zoo employees.. s L PO W o B
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gate recelpts, by statute, must be returned to the State General .
Fund. R. Slowes, Special Assistant Attorney General, confirmed that
the proposed agreement seems to establish a sale of admission to

the zoo. The closer the structure of the agreement gets to admission
based payment, the more likely that all proceeds would be required to
be deposited in the general fund.

J. Weaver asked if the negotiations had ever focused on the $200,000
in certificates of deposit adding that, in view of the forthcoming
budget cuts, those funds could be put to good use by the zoo. R. Arnd
reported that the $200,000 was unrestricted but was reserved as a
. working capital fund for the Society. Within their articles of
incorporation the Society may do with the $200,000 as they wish.
M. Jacobson reported that a reserve was needed because most of the
Society's revenues come in March through May; but expenses are constan
throughout the year. S. Doyle, noting that 70% of the memberships are
- renewals, asked if the 9-month reserve could be reduced. M. Jacobson
responded that the Society could try to develop some kind of deCllnlng
scale of reserve. p 3

e e demoreem

R. Arndt, responding to H. Goldenberg, reported that the year end cash
balance (May, 1981) was $327,000 with $60,000 restricted for direct
support to .the zoo. M. Jacobson said the current unrestricted fund

~ balance was $196,000 which must be obligated to purchase and pay for
benefits to members. T. Hengesteg stated that membership benefits
are recorded on financial statements as a liability; the fund balance
is the total of assets minus liabilities. A cash balance is an asset
account while a fund balance is an equity account.

Ry
o ———— v —— - ———
- . Pt

Responding to H. Goldenberg's question on the Society's budget for;
—the -year-ended-May-31;-1981, M.- Jacobson- reported-that-Society-revenue
including membershlp and an1ma1 sponsorshlp receipts, totalled $418,00(
-with expenses”of_ '$398,000," Jeaving:a net increase of $19,000.  In-
cluded*in“the~expenses” were- -$269'; 000 “for membership act1v1t1es ands
.education;=$35,000 for sponsorship program expenses; $10,000 for tbe
volunteer“programnand”direct support -to the zoo of $29,700.

r— - ¢

R. Arndt, referring to a worksheet distributed to the Board, noted
that including an estimated $300,000 in revenue for 1981, Society -
revenues and credits for the past three years, including volunteer
hour credits, total $997,000; with direct contributions (according .
to the Society's audited financial statements) of $76,000, Expenses
for membership procurement and general administration was $420,000 =
or 42%., (Revenue deoes not include fees for education classes Whlca
is not within the scope of the audit,) : : ;ﬁ%

_e-.__mgl_;:L:ﬁi:f:ifilﬁ.;fffffi“‘

M. Jacobson reported that direct benefits to members costs the éﬁ?
Society $13. R. Arndt disagreed, noting that the Society costs, -«
as given to him in May, were $5.91 per membexr, leaving a $27 proflt
from a family membership, R. Arndt noted that 1981 Society gate =
usage was $116,000 as reported toc members, the cost of which is only
on paper, ; e

e

somiai s

)

e

T. Hengesteg noted that the duplication of expense foreétaff rent,d
utilities-and off1ce~equ1pment wculd be eliminated if the zoo were

to assume the programs currently run by the Society. R. Arndt noted
that E. Kohn projects that zoo staff could provide the same membersblp

o Yl TR AT 2 L = e e
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benefits at significantly less than the Society's costs.

H. Goldenberg noted that the perception of most Society members is =
that the money goes . to the zoo and it does not. M. Jacobson
countered that many of the Society's programs are geared to zoo pur-
poses and most of the Society's funds are used indirectly for the zoc.

H. Goldenberg commented that he thought the Society existed to benefit
the zoo; however last winter, the zoo existed so that the Society
could get trial memberships; only the Society benefited from that
program. He added that he did not think it appropriate that the
Society decides how the zoo may spend contributions from the Society.

M. Jacobson stated that he supports giving as much financial support
to the zoo as the Society can afford without impairing its membership
services. He added that the -$42,000.previously“committed to the zoo™

~by-the:Society.would be forthcoming when the realtionship normalizes..
R. Arndt strenuously objected:to such conditions _being tied to the
~-grant. M. Jacobson replied that-he-did-not mean-to-say:the money was=z
belngkheld aswa~1ever to which.both T.: -Hengesteg -and R:=Arndt replied:
thatsthe- Society*Board minutes ‘reflect-that that. .was-the-intent: .
R. Arnthempha51zed that'the Zoo Board-was only cancelllng the recipro-
city agreement and was not terminating the Society. H. Goldenberg
asked what the relationship with the Society would be if reciprocity
were not renewed. J. Weaver asked M. Jacobson if the intangible
benefits to the zoo would continue without the contract. M. Jacobson
replied that it is his hope that the Society continue as a support
organization; however, if the Society proposal is rejected, it won't

“‘“_“_hﬁu‘y———He—added—that—theIe.would be. reactions to the rejectioniin
s some people's minds. < T. Hengesteg noted that the Zoo Board has

granted several extensions over the last six months while trying to
negotiate a contract agreeable to both parties. The Society, not the
Zoo Board has rejected each contract.

S. Doyle empha51zed that a bu31ness contract was being rejected; 1ega1
bonds with the Society continue. He added that he was concerned that
there might be a carry-over: attitude that will affect the relationship
between the 8001ety and the 200.

M. Jacobson stated that a support society provides a benefit to the zoo
that is not measured in dollars. He added that the Society could
continue selling memberships and pay for its members admission to the
zoc. He stressed that while the Society might be able to increaseithe
level of cash contrlbutlons ‘they would be hard pressed to do a better
job of publicizing. : ' s

H. Goldenberg expressed concern that the Society might continue to sell
memberships providing free admission to the zoo. R. Arndt noted, and
R. Slowes agreed, that they could provide their members with admissions
to the zoo and pay for them at the 20% group rate discount. However,
R. Slowes pointed out a one time annual admission could not be provided
by the Society. H. Goldenberg stated that his concern was not so much
with free admission to the zoo as it was that Society members believe
their membership dollars go to the zoo.

R. Gort said that he would like to go on record enccuraging the Society
to continue to support the zoo, and expressed appreciation for the
Society's past contributions. S. Doyle reiterated R. Gort's comments,
and noted the Society's education programs. J. Weaver said the contract
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involves money for memberships which include free admission to the
zoo; it has nothing to do with the support organization role of the
Society.

3

M. Jacobson stated that the Minnesota Zoo would be the first zoo
which does not provide free admission to its Society's members.
T. Hengesteg countered that the MZS was the only Society that
attempts to direct how the zoo shall do research.

MOTION by R. Arndt, seconded by J. Weaver, that the Board's..
overall responsibilities are to (1) operate the zoo in a ... .
reasonable and prucent manner for the citizens of the State
of Minnesota, (2) oversee and approve all activities which . & -
take place in the name of the zoo by any organization, (3) make
the zoo accessible to all the citizens of the State of Minnesots:
and (4) enccurage and maintain a broad base of support from

the citizens and communities of the State; and considering that:

(1) The Society has provided a wealth of support and
valued services to the Minnesota Zoo since its inception down
to the present time. Without the Society, those early years . .
would have been considerable more difficult. For this contri-
bution, the Zoo is, and always will be, very grateful. In 5.
addition, the Zoo looks forward to continuing support from thq

Society in areas other than the reciprocity area.

r 0%
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 (2) The Zoo has come of age as it has been operating fé;i:
over three years and the initial relationship of the Society }
to.the Zoo is no longer necessary.

_(3) _The June, 1981 Legislative Auditor's report raised ;
certain questions regarding the Zoo/Society relationship in .
the following areas: R

v->»: (a) The ambiguity and inefficiency associated with
working with several independent boards

(b) LCuplicate media promotion

(c) Duplicate advertising campaigns
(d) Individual newsletters.

(e)
; programs, s, 2 -l
(£) Each organization has its own ideas how to bestipfagﬁe
mote the Zoo. This could create inefficiencies inéﬁ@

operating the Zoo. P = o 2

(4) The Zoo Board believes that a potential exists fof

conflicting interests between the Zoo and the Society. 5
- b - .Z@’

(5) The.Zoo Board beleives that all activities carried o>
on by the Society on behalf of the Zoo should be performed only
with the prior approval of the Zoo Board. T s

%f

(6) The Zoc Board believes it needs a broad base of citizen
and community support to prosper and function in an efficient -
manner. p ; 3 e
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(7) The Zoo believe
membership drive, the vol

Based on the above, and the financial facts attached to these
‘minutes, the Minnesota Zoological Board will not renew the

i i t with the Minnesota Zoological Society
ember 19, 1981 and March 31, 1982, the
ignated committee will

the Society to carry i

subparagraph '"D" of the Reciprocity Agreement. , the
Chairman of the Minnesota Zoological Board shall notify the
Society in writing of this action.

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. Chairman Hetland, after the vote
and noting his custom of not voting except to break a tie, asked
that his opposition to the motion be recorded. ;

Chairman Hetland reiterated his appreciation of the Society's past

) the motion just passed is a reflection
of our concern that the relationship is changing as both organizations
mature. He asked that M. Jacobson convey to theiiSociety the Bozrd's
hope that the relationship may be maintained in areas other than
reciprocity. -

_Chairman Hetland then designated R. .Slowes. and E. Kohn to join with

Mﬂhim-or_hismdeiegates—in—werking“with Karla Williams and Mark Jacobson

to plan on meeting obligations under the contract. (After tke
meeting, the Chairman designated T. Hengesteg and J. Weaver as his
delegates.) '

Discussion on the appropriate release of the Board's decision to
not renew the reciprocity agreement followed.
director should draft a sim

cards for free admission, (2) the zoo will offer an annual pass pro-
gram, which staff was directed to begin planning immediately, (3) the
Zoo Board appreciates the Society's contributions in the past and
thanks the Society for its role in contributing to the zoo's success,
and (4) only the reciprocity agreement has not been renewed; the

Zoo Board looks forward to the Society's continuing community support.
The release will be reviewed by both R. Slowes and J. Hetland prior

to release. Documentation and figures will not be released unless
Tequested. The Board agreed that the release should stress that the
Board did not feel that the State was getting quid pro quo; and thus
the difficult management decision was made. The Board also recommended
receiving the Society roster so that the zoo could communicate directly
with Society members, assuring them of the zoo's continuing obligation
to them. All inquiries regarding this action will be referred to R, Arndt.

R. Arndt reported that E. Kohn had received a letter from Fred Norton,
Chairman of Government Operations Committee, stating that a constituent
had written his committee asking that his "membership in the zoo" be
extended 23 days because he could not visit during the strike. R. Gort
Stressed that the Zoclogical Society member be informed that his
Membership is in the Society, not- the Zoo. E. Kohn offered to work out
a practical offsetting adjustment with the citizen. : ‘

R
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SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL FACTS PERTAINING TO
THE SOCIETY/Z00 RELATIONSHIP

Society Revenues for the Year Ended May 311
1979 $386,000
1980 $311,000
1981 $418,000

$1,115,000°

Society Cash Contributions to: thesZoo ~for Years Ended May 31
g |
1979 $ 27,813
1980 v $ 18,975
1981 : ‘ ' $ 29,737

3 76,525

Society Value of Zoo Support for 1981

Volunteer program $ l6,000n'
Education program 3 $ 25,000

Society Value of Zoo Admissions for 4';
1981 offset by volunteer services $116,000

Cost of Memberships to the Society for 1981 (per Society worksheet and exclusive
-of advertising, promotion and general administrative costs). ;

, Membership
Cost ; Fee.

Family g $ 5.91 ' $32.50

Individual -, $.5.9) siwiis . $25.50

Donor e $ 5.91 <5 $50.00 to $99.00
Chaiiis 8100.00 and up

Supporting ifﬁ'ri A o $25.91 s

i

lSoc‘:iety has spent over $406,000 on membershipAp}ocurement and general and
administrative expenses over the past three years.

2Revenue amounts include volunteer service hour credits totaling $263,363.

3Soti.ety keeps all tontinuing Education course fees. The zoo houses the progrémig
~ the Society pays out-of-pocket costs, including teacher costs. (The majority of"
classes are taught by zoo eémployees on their own time.) g

Approximately 1/2 of the volunteers are not members of the Society.




oluhteers for the January class and is revising the curriculum for
kheir training. E. Kohn confirmed for P. Davies that the volunteer

iT. Hengesteg reported that the Board representatives on the transition
lcommittee feel that until the membership roster is received, there is
ino work for the committee; she suggested that J. Hetland disband the
{committee or take over the task himself; Chairman Hetland asked that

iboth J. Weaver and T. Hengesteg remain ready to assist in transition.

iS. Doyle congratulated the Board and staff for their restraint during
this time, and noting that he had friends on the Society staff,

| expressed regret that he felt the need to comment on the divisive cam-
ments and actions by the Society. He asked why, if the Society is a

i support group of. the zoo and a friend of the zoo family, a press

{ conference was scheduled by the Society after an agreement that no
public issue would be made? Why, if the Society is a support group,

{1 did they explain Zoo Board's action to their members in a one-sided

! fashion and then neglect to say that there would be a follow-up program

i by the zoo0, a-regrettable omission? Why was it recommended by Society

§staff that the volunteer corps write to Board members, the Governor

4 and legislators deploring Zoo Board's action? Why was the issue pre=e

4 sented as a termination of a relationship rather than the termination

4 of a business contract? Why were the volunteers told that they were

§ now the only wvoice of the citizenry and that it was now their responsi-

% bility to act as a citizen's advocate group? Why, if the Society is

@ 2 support group, has the Society not provided the membership roster

4 when it is obvious it would help the zoo's program? S. Doyle concluded
! his remarks with a statement that the Society's actions have been
:disappointing and unfortunate, adding that it appears that the Society
fwis-onlyna—suppart_gxgup when it works to their benefit.

! R. Arndt reported that he had received several calls from former Board
§ members who had been told that E. Kohn was responsible for this action
1 and the general director has also taken abuse in the newspapers.

4 R. Arndt emphasized that this was a Board action and not an action of

the general director who had tried to facilitate the negotiations, not
destroy them. R. Arndt added that E. Kohn deserves an apology.

4 S. Doyle stressed that bothfpartjesghad'beed“ﬁégdtiifiﬁg“in“goodffaith;
1.butﬁthere'iS'confusion”in*the”pﬁblié's mind about the relationship -as =y
pointed .out.in the Legislative~Auditor‘szeportuonwthewZOOuwxltwisinot@;
generally understoodmthatMZooaBoardtacts.onebehalffofjall;the taxpayers %
of -the state, while. the.Society.acts.at the behest of its 92,200 membersoxi

Minnesota Zoo Goer Membership Program

R. Arndt, noting that seven Board members were present at the committee

meeting when the zoo0's membership program outline was initially presented,

advised that some changes had been made because it is important to make
a distinction between a membership program and a fund-raising program,
especially since the Foundation is preparing to launch its capital drive.
He asked that the Board consider the imminent capital drive and the need
for staff to coordinate closely with the Foundation.

D. Bender reported thattthe Minnesota Zoo Goer's Association will entail

a division of labor among staff. The direct administration, cash control,

renewal process, issuing of passes and all financial aspects will be
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R. Arndt reported that he had been invited to attend the Foundatidﬁ%
Board meeting on December 2 to explain the Board's decision regardiﬁg
reciprocity. At that time, M. Jacobson asked about the possibility
of reopening up negotiations. R. Arndt then polled his committee to
find out if there was interest in reconsidering the Board's decision
and found none. R. Arndt then asked T. Hengesteg to report on the :&
transition meeting. 5
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T. Hengesteg reported that the transition committee, consisting of. 3 3
T. Hengesteg and J. Weaver from Zoo Board; M. Jacobson, R. Bonawitz;
and D. Block from the Society Board; K. Williams, E. Kohn and R. Sloweg|
met on November 25. At that meeting, she reported that.the .zoco would
begin a membership program and would assume the remaining aspects,ﬁgt._
volunteer program and the speaker’s bureau. The Society was asked to
participate in the publication of a newsletter and to continue their:
education programming through the winter quarter. The Society requested
a written letter that zoo facilities would be available for the winter
education classes, which E. Kohn sent to M. Jacobson. The membership
list was requested to enable the zoo to verify Society membershipsgﬁg-
at the gate. At that time the Society felt the zoo did not needxt%gg,a
‘list and that in the absence of a_membership card, the Society office -
should be called for confirmation of membership. Another meetihg}ﬁﬁ L
planned, but later that weekend the Society held their press conference,
the mails delivered the Society's moratorium notice to all of its i :
members, and the transition process slowed down. =y

T
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T. Hengesteg reported that she had contacted M. Jacobson on Decembgil
to ask for the membership list for use in the zoo's annual pass pgdﬁma.
J. Hetland also sent a letter requesting the list by December 16 .j
list has not been transferred; the Society does not see a need to-a%F
transter a membership Iist, but they have offered to inform their;ﬁ%
members in their newsletter of the zoo's annual admissions programgé
J. Hetland reported that M. Jacobson had telephoned that same message
“to him also, including the offer to communicate with their membership
if the zoo's annual plan was adopted by Zoo Board. T. Hengesteg“ﬁﬁﬁ
reported that membership applications and inquiries have been heldi@y
the Society office since November 19; M. Jacobson was asked to foxgg£d>
those applications to the zoo which he agreed to do. Thus far, thex:
have not been received. M. Jacobson advised that he had neglectedifo -
inform K. Williams of his agreement to forward the applications t

Z00.

R. Arndt advisled that he had spoken with a former ZooiBoard member >
informed him that his application and check had been returned wiﬁggg s
letter stating that the .Society was not processing any membershipsgbut..
there was no mention of the zoo's plans to sell memberships. M.éﬂ?g@bji
son advised that the Society office has kept track of all applications
"returned to the sender which will be forwarded to the zoo. E. Ko :
reported that although nothing had been received from the Soclietyag -
we have a list of 100 names of people who have expressed interest ig -
the new program directly to the Zoo. g

‘Responding to J. Weaver, E. Kohn reported that the zoo is prepared:te

fully administer the volunteer program, effective January 1. As 2@ "

practical matter, the daily planning and coordination with the voluntee™
“continues as usual. D. Bender added that daily meetings with the &%
~volunteers have occurred to answer their concerns and he was unawzg;;

of anyone who has left the corps; staff is actively recruiting new_.
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feplled that the Society has recognized the volunteers in the past.
f e zoo must-now-assume budget responsibility-for volunteer recruit—
fhent, recognition and supplies such as training manuals.- E. Kohn
.oted that the proposed budget was an attempt to reflect feasible
osts for the zoo's assuming the membership and volunteer programs.

MOTION by R. Arndt, seconded by J. Weaver, that the Minnesota
Zoological Board approve the membership program as outlined with
an annual budget of $75,000; and authorize $20,000 expenditure
from the gift fund for start up funds, which funds shall be
returned to the gift fund. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

|
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jlinnesota Zoologlcal Garden Foundation Report

R. Voigt reported that the Eoundatlon Board members, having been informed
f the.plan, are supportive of the concept. Input received from Foundation
Loard members regarding membership categories has been shared with staff
;nd incorporated into staff's proposal which Zoo Board has just approved.
irfhe Foundation is looking forward to working on thls program and the
putual use of llstlngs. L : ik :
%he Foundation Board meeting of December 2 reviewed the status of ..
,elatlonshlps and answered many questions for Foundation Board members.
At that meeting, the Foundation Board also approved the beginning of

-

ihe major capital drive in the first quarter of 1982. Beginning
ffanuary 5, weekly meetings will be held to establish goals and review
brospect llsts. The presentation process will be practiced and should
ienew enthusiasm for the project. In addition to rating of prospects
2t these weekly sessions, additional yvolunteers will be recruited to
teachﬂthencurrent}y-tden%tfied—éee—prospects 10% of which are to be
;ead giftas. . 3

f Voigt then asked each Zoo Board member to make their contributions

ito the drive to Foundation President, Stanley Nelson, along with their
suggestions for major prospects and prospectlve volunteers to work on
the campalgn. 4

f

tlnnesota Zoologlcal Soclety Report
&

8. Jacobson, Society Pre31dent responded to comments made earlier in
the meeting, stating that he also regretted that the matter between

ithe Society and Zoo Board became a subject of public debate. He stated
ithat due to the nature of theiinformation: released to the Pioneer Press
ireporter which implied misappropriation of funds, the Society felt
compelled to respond with a news conference. That article, continued
pl. Jacobson, was a blow to a group of sincere, honest, hard-working
poc1ety Board members.

Kohn reported that the Soc1ety ‘had “been-advised on November 20 of:=
00-Board's decision to issue a° press release which spoke to=the=—==
business rationale and announced the-zoo's intention to develop an====
annual plan. In response to the Society's request that the release be
held uyntil they had reyiewed it and until they could inform their mem-
bers, Zoo-Board members were polled. to see if there was any objection
o holdlng -the release in order -to-give-the-Society-Executive -Committee.
an opportunity to review-it-and perhaps-make -it-a joint-release... The,.
release,.which was hand delivered for the Society Executive- Committee - .
eeting on November 21, was explicit on the Board's intent-to conduct
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handled by Business Management Services. Y. Johnson will coordinate
that part of the program while Public Programs involvement will be from
the benefits standpoint, including the publications, informational
services, coordiration of member activities and special events, and
advertising and marketing for the program, which will fit into the
current marketing plans. S. Hoffman explained the 5 categories of
membership in the program. She added that the companion pass, which
provides admission for the cardholder and one guest, is expected to .
generate a lot of interest. The benefit package will provide unlimited
admission, unlimited purchase of group sales 20% discount tickets for
friends and guests, a 10% discount in the zoo gift stores, membership
events including behind-the-scenes tours, and an information services
package. Zoo staff will work closely with the Science Museum and. the
Institute of Arts in membership procurement. The program will be &=
promoted on site in the gift store and in the admissions area. Media
presentations can be tagged with information on membership and ads will
be placed to inform the public of the availability of the zoo's Plan.
D. Bender distributed copies of the temporary stationery and passes-
which will be used to enable new members to use their memberships
immediately. :
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T. Hengesteg asked about additional incentives for membership; S. Hoff-
man replied that the program may be embellished as it grows. E. Kohn.
noted that.therprogram;=-as originally presented-to the committee, %
includeda~$500 donor category; however, the Foundation has requested ..
thatvthefrargest'category“be'$100~and-that all promotional material.s. -
for the program. stress.the role-of the Foundation and ask.that donors:of
'gifts above $100 be advised of the Foundation's program for the zoo.

D. Bender reported that the program will be promoted as a good economic
package; it fits well into the marketing_themgugi_ﬂFor_Eyer¥1$gg§gq,,:;
There's a Reason." Several ideas are being considered for promotion:
having Boy Scouts sell memberships; asking businesses to consider 1
giving premiums to people buying memberships; and asking Dayton's to =
'do a direct mail with their monthly billings.

J. Weaver asked about; the proposed $101,000 budget for the program and
if the intention was to hire two additional staff people to run the 13
program. S. Iserman reported that staffing needs might be reduced; he
added that he felt it is:pdssible .that=the program could cost about
$75,000, J. Weaver noted that with the possibility of $109,000 returnin
to the general fund to cover gate admissions, the program is projected
to net about $85,000 annually for the zoo's use. He asked about fheds:
possibility of:the.:legislature allowing all proceeds to go directly;;to
the zoo with no funds returned to the general fund. P. Davies expl
that at the hearings, as staff was explaining how the accounts woul
be administered, P. Kahn had suggested that all money go to the zoo
gift fund. E. Kohn added that the chair had raised the question of
the most efficient method of managing the funds. It was suggested, =
outside of the hearings, that a rider could be considered during the.”
current session which would allow the zoo to deposit all proceeds
into the gift fund with full reporting to the Legislature.

J. Hetland asked if there was a2 need for budget modifications for

start-up costs. 8. Iserman reported that $20,000 in advance funding
would be borrowed from the gift fund. P. Zollman asked why costs for
the volunteer program were included in the program budget. D. Bender




1981 < | <= 8

investment funds whick do not come to the zoo. If Zoo Board finds

it cannot do a better job, then contract management for the program
can be sought again.

M. Jacobson, noting that the Minnesota Zoological Society was among

the top ten societies in the country, stated that it takes a lot of

time and money for membership procurement. He added that over the

course of three years the $76,000 cash contribution was supplemented

by $70,000 in direct Support programs and $60,000 more has been allocated
for various projects. The contract which the Society presented in
November was based upon the memo prepared by E.

agreement; M. Jacobson was surprised when Zoo Board said not only that

the contract was unacceptable, but that there would be no more negot-
iations.

R TR e S A R RS

J. Weaver suggested an end to the discussion of a past action of the
Board. Chairman Hetland thanked M. Jacobson for his report and
reiterated the Board's appreciation for all the Society's support.

TR R R

T. Hengesteg, saying that she felt grief over the situation, suggested
that the chairman write a letter to M. Jacobs

He added that the Society has served the
200 well. Because the. programs and times have changed does not mean
that their past contributions are not appreciated. S. Doyle and
J. Weaver agreed with the Chairman's comments.

iThQZQibeing:nnziﬁrfﬁét;ﬁus;nessTMthé'ﬁéetingfadjourned at 5:20 p.m.
with an invitation to all present to view the new sloth bear cubs.

i
E
E

Richard Arndt, Vice Chairman

B B D A N PR AR5 5t Hro
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an-annual program-yet the letter which was prepared subsequent«to..the :
Society's review of that reléase; did -not mention it. M. Jacobson
responded that the executive committee felt they could not coordinate
with a press release which stated that the Zoo Board had made a deter-
mination that the zoo would assume some of the Society's functions
because they felt they could run the programs more efficiently.

E. Kohn stated that this was the first time he had been informed of
the executive committee reaction.

i e Al
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T. Hengesteg asked why the transition committee had not been informed
that a letter was going out to Society members at their meeting on
November 25, to which M. Jacobson said that the letter went out the
day the meeting occurred. The letter informed the membership that

a continuing role with Zoo Board was being sought; the Society did not
have details on the zoo's a2nnual admissions program at the time the
letter was mailed. He added that now that the zoo has an approved
program for membership, the Board would receive the list.

S. Doyle asked M. Jacobson who he thought had gone to the press origins
M. Jacobson responded that R. Arndt and P. Davies were quoted in the
November 28 article. He added that E. Kohn had telephoned him to
inform him that a reporter had called for information on the contract
. termination and intended to run a story the next day. M. Jacobson
related that E. Kohn had attempted to provide the reporter a more
positive perception of the Board action; the reporter did call the -
Society staff and Board members and some quotes were used; however, thg
article had some inferences and a great deal of financial information
from a working document that was subject to revision. J. Weaver stated
that the numbers were the same in all revisions, to which M. Jacobson
replied that the numbers were misleading since_ they included_ $250,000_
r—-—~—~in-ve}uﬁteer“hour—credit—that was not cash received. R. Arndt stated
‘ that further debate was pointless since the Board's decision was not
based on that fact sheet. The decision was based on three negotiation.
sessions with the Society and three different proposals. Because of
philosophical differences, it was difficult to achieve a common under-—
standing of contract needs; however Zoo Board informed the Society ‘in
August of the points they wanted in the contract, along with a contract
extension to a final presentation in October. In October the contract
was again extended until November. M. Jacobson disagreed that the
philosophies were different, adding that Zoo Board has felt that the
Society Board does not respect the .Zoc Board's desire to control the zoo
The Society Board does not see the need to have total independence .from
Zoo Board. The key issue, continued M. Jacobson, was not financial$
but control of programs and operations that the Society has been respon
ible for. The Soc¢iety has asked for input from Zoo Board as to how=the
Society can best serve the zoo. T. Hengesteg asked why, when the &%
Society was given guidelines for a contract which explicitly expressed
our requests, a letter was sent to Zoo Board taking strong exceptiomg
to its manner as being inappropriate to the Society's self-image. ‘3&?
She noted that the guidelines given expressed exactly what the Board. "
wanted. M. Jacobson reported that in the process: of negotiations, .:5%
the two parties give and take; the Society was given a set of guidelines
which were never out-of-hand rejected. The Society made counter ofggrs

D o e
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J. Weaver, noting that M. Jacobson was relatively new to the negoti ?30'
stated that the:Society's ability to provide free admission to the  z00

was its big draw. Zoo Board feels it can be done in-house more LarEE

e

efficiently and with less overhead. The Society has $400,000 inA‘gT"
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Minnesota Zoological Garden Apple Valley, MN 55124 612/432-5010 Cable: MZ0O

January 26, 1982

Mr. Gary R. Schoener
2608 Pleasant Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55408

Dear Mr. Schoener:

Your letter of January 22 to the Membership Divisicn of.the Minnesota Zoo
Goer Association has been referred to me for response. - '

I can appreciate your concern over an appearance of casualness in our
communication with you over the new zoo plan. To the contrary, the Zoo
Board and I and my staff's commitment is total to a sound continuing annual
membership program. If there is one fault of which I am certain, it was in
expecting a responsible transition in annual plan management between the
Society and the Zoo Board.

! : The Zoo Board is a citizen advisory board, appointed by the Governor and
“———— — charged-with-the-responsibility for operating the zoo -in-a-reasonable-and---—— — —
prudent manner for the citizens of Minnesota, including making the zoo as
- accessible as possible to all Minnesotans while encouraging and maintaining
a broad base of support from citizens and communities of the State.

I believe the Zoo Board's decision to not renew the reciprocity agreement
with the Minnesota Zoological Society, after many months of earnest joint
negotiations, was a decision without sound alternative. Since the zoo is
supported by tax dollars, the unusual contract which provided the Society
cash credit for hours worked by volunteers up to the full cost of admission
for its members, was considered by advisors to be increasingly untenable.

We believe that through effective direct management of our annual members’
program we may demonstrate that the cost of remote contract administration
of such a vital program is inadvisable on any terms. When such terms
fundamentally reverse the direction of the support relationship, with a
substantial outflow of resources, then I believe the only responsible course
was that taken by the Zoo Board.

The Zoo Board has refused consistently to make a public issue of the Society

relationship problem, believing that public debate on an issue such as this

on]y_embitters people, and also believing that the general public will

remain supportive of the Minnesota Zoo as long as we continue to offer quality
- programs openly and with equity. Your letter points out one shortcoming of

this "low profile" approach. § s




Once Society cooperation, which we continue to request, is gained and its
membership roster is made available to the zoo, the zoo may quietly and with
thoroughness explain to these longtime zoo supporters the zoo's new annual
program and the basis for the change. Aggressive defense of the Board's
decision after thorough consideration, does not seem appropriate.

I hope we may assist you in regaining a bas1s for support of the M1nnesota
Zoo. We respect and need the cotinued loyal involvement of every supporter
. and will keep worklng earnestly to deserve it and to retaln 1t.

S1ncere]y,

Edward Kohn e
L2 Genera] Director. =
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February 2!, 1922

P2ar Mianesota Zootogical Society Member:

I welcome the Society's provision now of mailing privileyss so that the zoo may
communicate diractly w1th you aopout our commltment to you and our need for the
cantinuing loya’l invoivement of each of ycu. -Fed*a coveirtge, seught ar-unsougnt,-
i< rot an adequate means to deal with your needs te understand the basis of
recent actions. 1in the service of such understanding I wouid like-to share with
vou a perspactive on the organization of the zoc.

The Minnesota Zoo 1is tne direct respoasibility of the Hinnesotd Zacicgical Board
a-Governar appoianted, *2gislatively contivred, citizens hoard. Ta addition, the
200 reperts directly to tne tegistature 24d to the Goverror. The zoo is iurther
unique in-the z00 world in having had ceriain of ifs program ressonsibiiities
carried by two additional corocrately indenendent citizen tcards -- those of thz

- S9ciaty and of our fund-raising-orcanizaticn, the-HZG Foundation. -Tne-Foundatien's
role is 1 o foster the peivate s—ctur/publ1c sactor ccnd that is sc vital to the
3uccess ¥ the Z5 vantire. v e ,

~“° comoiex1tv of the 1nterre1atxonsh1ps anong -he 200" unJsual aumser 0F boards
end venorting respoasinbilities has 1019 been recegnized. One view, nat ouife
det cned is that there may simply have been one nosrd too manv vor the :ecs
effcctiv: and serviccable management of the zoo! § pregrams.  This observatien in
no way reflects on the spirited contributions of the Scciety's herd ﬂork1ng B bt
merhers these past years, inciudinq the initial sponsorship and ilaunching o7 aur
"“ﬁ?hﬂfﬁﬁ““ﬁrogram and the growth, particularly since the zoc op=ined, of ine z02's
2nnual membership program. The Zoo Board and staff would welcume the contimine
contrisution of tnese deaicated 200 workers. There is roam on the team ang mave
Aan Ensugh work to gu around.

e pr1marv purpose of this Yetter is to fecus on YOU -- ea.h m=mbar. Ths
ts vou have purchnased f'cm the Society will continue to va henorad fully
vnh the teria ct yur cuirent mempership. We inviie you tien to come uxre;tly
on board the zcu's annual plan. The goai o7 our aaw annual pian, fhe Hinnesoiz
Zsa loer ns=0;1ation, i5 10 tring your membarszhip and asscciation howe t6 the zoo
SG your participation can be ever closer than in the past, and wur services o you

iy be auminisiered daity and directiy, not thrawgh contract with an off-site,
rependant Giganizaticn, but as 8 Wniteip Teatura of the zea with the fyll
commitment of cur enlire progrsm, staff and volunteer corps. Ye simply can give

- v g8
22 to on2 ancther dir yorEn tndirectiv.

The aconomics underlying tha non-rencwail of i
of course, nad 2 sicnificant ::arwnv an oringing tne anrual Wewbershi; Loogram
hde to the zac new. The concinuing neL o"-r!ow or apo "oxxmatc:y 528,500 cach
o2 in revenue tc *ne DOC'Otj as z consract 4g=acy couid samu., nat-he Qu"t*’xhd
f1y ii the:c tough times o7 cudsat cuthacks, dzs the cood value of
ct service e LD0. LA o nsi Ty ated that
tes5 2nd s“°< subsTanti Tferant term [ wiinassed 3
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salid effort over many months by members of both Boards to find financially
adequate terms that in the Society Board's minds would not compromise their
separateness and independence. Such terms were not found, if indeed there

-exist any that could have enabled simplifying the organizational. d1vers1ty
without ec11ps1ng the 1dent1ty and responsibili ity of any party.

We have enclosed a fact sheet on the bene.lts of the Minnesota Zoo Goer plan
along with an application for use when your Society membership expires. . If you
have further questions about Zoo Goer members' benefits, please call us at the
zoo (432- 90]0) and ask for the Zoo Goer Membership Coord1nator.

As you know, our programs continue to blossom at the zoo. We are des‘gning

activities for you for every season. I invite each one of you to remain a part. .° .

of the marvelous growing venture that is the Minnesota Zoo. Bring your friends
and loved ones with you, and, together, let us keep building a ZOO]OGlC&I
experience to cherish.

Sincerely,

Edward Kohn
Genera?l Director

EK:gd.

Enclosures




MEMO

TO: Bernie Klein

FROM: Peter Jordan

SUBJECT: A support group for the Zoo

DATE 2/4/89

Thanks for this opportunity to address the Executive Committee about a
possible citizens' support group for the Zoo. I hope our discussion can pro-
vide a better understanding about what’s at stake here, and maybe lead to
converting an old loss into a new gain,

In General:

What are the advantages of having a semi-independent citizens' support
group tied closely to a zoo and to its goals? Such groups, often called
"zoological societies” or "friends of the zoo," exist at virtually all zoos,
They appear to be invaluable in providing a direct link between the zoo and a
sector of the community that is eager and often very capable of making vital
contributions, many of which staff is neither funded for nor supplied with the
skills or connections to carry out,

Zoo support groups come in a variety of forms. In general, they are self
governing with a financial structure and agenda of their owm; they relate to
their zoo through a mutually beneficial contractual agreement; and they pro-
vide a diversity of services to their zoo, both on the inside and outside--
from fund raising and logistical help to public relations and education. 1In
some cases, of course, the group also owns or controls the zoo; but in many
others, where the zoo is government owned, the citizens’ group still plays a
vital role. 1In general, a support group offers a rallying point around which
any citizen with a special interest in zoos, or zoological education, and/or
animal conservation can participate in meaningful action programs. This of
course includes fund raising and personal giving.

Why at the Minnesota Zoo?

Here are what I see as probable benefits from a semi-independent, citi-
zens' support group:

1) Public Relations; A Minnesota "zoo and conservation club" would serve
as a voice within the community that speaks for the Zoo. This body, which I
expect should soon number in the thousands and eventually in the tens-of-
thousands, would generate public backing for us apart from whatever the
state, our staff, and our board can do. 1Its existence would be the evidence
needed to show foundations and the legislature that we have strong grass-
roots support. It would serve as one arm of our lobbying effort before the
Legislature; the need for this was, I believe, pointed out by the fund-
raising consultants we recently heard from.
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2) Fund Raising; A support group could take on, i.e. bhe assigned, certain
areas of fund raising apart from what the board and staff are pursuing. For
one, it could be soliciting the public at large for small donations, leaving
for our efforts the foundations and other major donors. Part of the con-
tract between us and our support group would be a clear definition of fund-
ralsing programs so as to avold overlap while maximizing coverage. There is
an immense public out there that can and should be reached through new ap-
proaches. The board and staff are unlikely to get around to all of these
for a long time because of the demands of what we are currently into,

3) Shared Work: An enlightened agreement between a support group and the
Board should lead to outside personnel making valuable additions to zoo
programs at no added cost, as well as providing significant savings for
ongoing programs. The "club" could be led carefully by our staff into tak-
ing over specific functions, while quality control remained with us. Pre-
sent volunteers would be encouraged to merge into the more interactive
"club;" and new volunteers would doubtlessly be easier to recruit through
the larger, wider-reaching mechanics of an out-reach organization. It is
reasonable, based on experiences at other zoos, that even as the volunteer
program increased, our cost of administering it would decrease, because
coordination could, with time and demonstrated competence, be gradually
shifted to volunteers. There exists In Minnesota a wealth of expertise in
such areas as natural-history education and interpretation, animal care, and
conservation activism. There is an even greater army of folks willing to
contribute many hours of hard work, just to be around interesting animals.
We need to enlist these human resources to a much greater extent than is
possible with our current structure. Also, generating a lot more citizen
involvement in operations should certainly improve the interactiveness of
the Zoo-- something that we have committed ourselves to but have not yet
make much progress on.

4) Special Functions: Among tasks that might be largely carried out by a
citizens' group, with of course board and staff oversight, are some aspects
of conservation, outreach education, visitor satisfaction and interest, and
specific fund-raising and zoo trips from all around the state. Just on the
conservation issue, there are thousands of Minnesotans eager to get involved
in conservation-related activities, particularly related to animals. Our
cltizens’ group would be in a pivotal position to mobilize this enthusiasm
for the benefit of both wildlife conservation and our Zoo. This in turn
could raise the Zoo to a position of major prominence in conservation
through its citizens’ supporters, and this would tie in naturally with the
professional conservation programs mow in place at the Zoo,

While Board and 'staff agree on the value of such activities, we simply
cannot do it all-- nor it is sound management that we try to do it all.
Rather, we should facilitate and direct those citizens who are willing and
able to contribute; in this manner we maximize our efforts towards conser-
vation while greatly raising the stature and future well-being of our Zoo,
Today, we lack the infra-structure for harnessing the.tremendous public
interest in zoos and conservation.

5) According to the evaluation from our recent fund-raising consultant, a
public patching-up of past differences with the Minnesota Zoological Soclety
would improve our image. Our consultant found that for some potential do-
nors and some legislators, the Zoo Board appears to be less than a good
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manager, because of this unsettled dispute-- including failure to free up a
sum of contributed money that was raised for zoo projects but has just been
gathering dust.

Pregsent Circumstances:

A major roadblock to moving ahead-- or even discussing the possibilities
of a support group-- stems from past troubles with the Minnesota Zoological
Society., That citizens' group played a key role in the creation of the Minne-
sota Zoo Then it fell into confliet with the original MZG board. Our board
can either inherit the hard feelings and suspicions that linger from that
mess, or we can view it as an unfortunate past error that we are smart enough
to prevent from recurring. The fact is that throughout the zoo world support
groups pay off. Support groups make zoos stronger, richer, and better contri-
butors to critical outreach efforts such as education and conservation.

It is also worth considering that, if we had not inherited the Society
fiasco, we might already have started a citizens’ support group for the MZG.
This in fact was behind the Zoo Goers, That group, however, has not been
given a life of its own; it really is no more than a discount club. An ox-
ganization that does not have its own governance nor a means for member invol-
vement is not going to assume responsibility or offer services that are not
already in place, The price for major volunteer inputsg, including new pro-
grams of fund raising and outreach, is to give the group in question a voice
In decision making as well as a clear means for getting credit for its accom-
plishments.

We could ignore today's vestige of the old Society, and try to start a
citizens' group from scratch, I would recommend against this for several
reasons. Persons who had been Socfety members might take our bypassing the
old society as an affront to their entire effort from starting the Zoo to
raising money for it, leaving a bad taste among the very persons who ought to
be joining our new organization, Then there is the money: If we ignore it,
doesn’t that suggest we are too stubborn ot too inept to pick up what is
rightfully ours, while at the same time asking others for new money? And, of
course, the Society does have lists of present and past members who constitute
4 major core of interested persons,

Recommendations;

1. We should enter into objective and positive negotiations with the old
Sociaty in pursuit of the following:

a) The old Society would be disbanded, but from its core a new group with a
new charter and a new name would be formed. The contributed money would
go towards one of our current high-priority exhibits

b) 4 new charter would be written in which a defined relationship is clear-
ly laid out, being wholly subject to our approval-- i.e. we would have no
one to blame if future actions of the new group did not conform to what we
believe is in our best interests.
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¢) Governance of the new group would involve some sort of over-lapping
Jurisdiction between its board and us.

d) The new group would start off with the current membership, and the Zoo
Goers would be expeditiously folded into our new organization with no loss
of revenue to the Zoo. Volunteers would be urged to join and take a lead
role in the new group,

2. 1f, after serious efforts, an agreement could not be reached with the
Society, then we should move to form a support group totally independent of
the Society. Such a course, I hope, will not be necessary, because it would
suffer from the same shortcomings that would result if we started out by
l1gnoring the Society (see above).

In Summary:

Our Board has an opportunity to add a major and critical dimension that
can greatly advance the Zoo and its goals. We can agonize over past mistakes
and take a conservative course to avoid feared problems. We can spend years
imagining scenarios of how an active support group might compete with or hin-
der zoo programs. Or we can boldly explore the addition of a citizens’ sup-
port group. This is a format proven time and again to be invaluable at other
zoos. And, at least on paper, it looks as though 1t can bring unprecedented
gains for our Zoo.
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MINUTES

Of a meeting of the Board of Directors of the Minnesota
Zoological Garden Foundation, held at 9:30 a.m., on Monday,
December 23, 1985, in the Board Room of The Saint Paul
Foundation, 1120 Norwest Center, Saint Paul, Minnesota.

Present were:
Voting Board Members: Malcolm W. McDonald, President

Hazel Reinhardt, Vice President
Firmin Alexander
Anthony Andersen, by proxy
Thomas M. Crosby, Sr.
Donald Dayton, by proxy
Patricia Davies
Connie Deland
Robert M. Engels
D. Stephen Farley,
Richard G. Gray, Sr.
Kathleen Gretsch,
James Hetland,
Joseph T. O'Neill,
Gordon Rosenmeier,
Dr. U.: 8..8eal
John E. Tilton
Harold S. Webster

Ex Officio Board Member: Stephen A. Iserman, Director,
Minnesota Zoological Garden

Others: Paul A. Verret, Secretary-Treasurer
Lawrence A. Wilford, Counsel

Mr. McDonald presided and Mr. Verret acted as Secretary.

ELECTION OF DIRECTORS

The following resolution was adopted:

RESOLVED that the following persons are elected Directors of
the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation to first terms of
office for periods of time indicated and until their succes-
sors are elected and qualified:

MNZ.0026

2|
1
i
1
q
1
i
1
]
3
]
1
¥
3
3
i |
d
|




EXHIBIT A
Page 2

PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED TERM EXPIRES

Thomas M. Crosby, Sr. First
Donald Dayton First
Robert H. Engels First
Reuel D. Harmon First
Hazel Reinhardt First
br. U. Si Seal First
Pat Davies First
James L. Hetland First
John Tilton First

Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Year 11/86
Years 11/87
Years 11/87

NN PRFPWWWWWW

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the following persons are elected
to second terms of office for the periods of time indicated
and until their successors are elected and qualified:

PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED TERM EXPIRES

Anthony L. Andersen Second Years 11/86
D. Stephen Farley Second Years 11/86
Margee Kinney Second Years 11/86
Wayne Peterson Second Years 11/86
Chy Morrison Second Years 11/87
Harold S. Webster Second Years 11487

IDENTIFICATION OF DIRECTORS: Elected and Appointed

Elected Members

L o - e e - e - e s B S ] o v

The following resolution was adopted:

RESOLVED that with the election of Board Members at this
meeting, identification is hereby made of the currently
qualified elected Members of the Board of Directors of the
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation, the term of office
they currently are holding and the date of expiration of
their respective terms of office as follows:

PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED TERM EXPIRES

Thomas M. Crosby, Sr. First
Donald Dayton First
Robert H. Engels First
Reuel D. Harmon First
Hazel Reinhardt First
Dr. U. 5. Seal First
Pat Davies ' First
James L. Hetland First
John Tilton First

Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years ' 11/88
Year 11/86
Years 11/87
Years 11/87

MNP WWLWWWWW
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PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED TERM EXPIRES

Anthony L. Andersen Second Years 11/86
D. Stephen Farley Second Years 11/86
Margee Kinney Second Years 11/86
Wayne Peterson Second Years 11/86
Chy Morrison Second Years 11587
Harold S. Webster Second Years 11/87

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that identification is hereby made of
the appointed Members of the Board of Directors of the
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation and the date of ex-
piration of their respective terms of office:

YEAR TERM
NAME EXPIRES

Firmin Alexander 11/86
Connie Deland 11/86
Richard G. Gray 11/86
Kathleen Gretsch 11/86
Malcolm W. McDonald 11/86
Joseph T. O'Neill 11/86
Gordon Rosenmeier 11/86

ELECTION OF OEFICERS

The following resolution was adopted:

RESOLVED that the following are elected Officers of the
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation for fiscal year 1985-
86 and until their successors are elected and qualified:

President Malcolm W. McDonald

Vice President Hazel Reinhardt
Secretary-Treasurer Paul A. Verret

MINUTES OF OCTOBER 4, 1984 MEETING

The Minutes of the October 4, 1984 meeting of the Directors of
the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation were reviewed and,
with one correction, accepted.

MNZ.0026
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AGENDA

For the Annual Meeting of the Members of the Board of Directors
of the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation to be held on
Monday, December 23, 1985, at 9:30 a.m., in the Board Room of The
Saint Paul Foundation, Saint Paul, Minnesota.

ELECTION OF DIRECTORS
It is recommended that the following resolution be adopted:

RESOLVED that the following persons are elected Directors of
the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation for a first term
of office and for the period of time indicated and until
their successors are elected and qualified:

PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED TERM EXPIRES

Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Year 11/86
Years 11/87
Years 11/87

Thomas M. Crosby, Sr. First
Donald Dayton First
Robert H. Engels First
Reuel D. Harmon First
Hazel Reinhardt First
Dr. O. 5 BeRl First
James—weaver {xf Davi €S First
James L. Hetland First
John Tilton First

MNMNNMHFWWWWWW

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the following persons are elected
to a second term of office for the period of time indicated
and until their successors are elected and qualified:

PERIOD OF DATE TERM
NAME TERM ELECTED EXPIRES

Anthony L. Anderson Second Years 11/86
D. Stephen Farley Second Years 11/86
Margee Kinney Second Years 11/86
Wayne Peterson Second Years 11/86
Chy Morrison Second Years 11/87
Harold S. Webster Second Years 11/87

December16.2’




IDENTIFICATION OF MEMBERS

It is recommended that the following resolution be adopted:

RESOLVED that with this election, identification is hereby
made of the elected Members of the Board of Directors of the
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation, their respective
terms of office and the date of expiration of their current
terms of office:

NAME TERM ECTED R EXPIRE

Thomas M. Crosby, Sr. First
Donald Dayton Pirst
Robert H. Engels First
Reuel D. Harmon First
Hazel Reinhardt First
Dr. U. S. Seal First
James—Weaver £+ Daves First
James L. Hetland First
John Tilton First
Anthony L. Anderson Second
D. Stephen Farley Second
Margee Kinney Second
Wayne Peterson Second
Chy Morrison Second
Harold S. Webster Second

Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Years 11/88
Year 11/86
Years 11/87
Years 11/87
Years 11/86
Years 11/86
Years 11/86
Years 11/86
Years 11/87
Years 11/87

WWWWWWNHNHFWWWWWW

RATIFICATION OF APPOINTED DIRECTORS

RESOLVED that the following list of appointed Members of the
Board of Directors of the Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation
is ratified and confirmed:

YEAR TERM
NAME EXPIRES

Firmin Alexander 11/86
Connie Deland 11/86
Richard &. Gray 11/86
Rathleen Gretsch 11/86
Malcolm W. McDonald 11/86
Joseph T. 0'Neill 11/86
Gordon Rosenmeier 11/86

Decemberl6.2
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STATE OF MINNESOTA

Office Memorandum

DEPARTMENT :  MTNNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN

September 16, 1987
SEE BELOW

Kathryn Ropert

Zoo Direc tj\/

PHONE : x300

SUBJECT : SCHEDULED INTERVIEWS WITH DENISE OIE

You should be expecting a telephone call from Denise Oie, a consultant
for the Zoo Society.

Denise would like to meet with you for 30-minute face-to-face
individual interviews to ask you questions about how the Zoo Society
might help you in your area. She is planning to do the interviews
the week of September 28-October 2.

If you have questions about the interview process, I will have a
copy of the questions to be asked early next week. If you care to
call Denise Ois to schedule a time, you can call her at 770-5995.

Dick Buske Mary O'Neill
Mike DonCarlos Nick Reindl
Sharon Foster Ron Tilson
Steve Hage Mike Traub
Karen Jensen Sheri White
Jeffrey Krueger Marcy Dowse
Cindy McCandless

Mary Jo Olson
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Home:
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BACKGROUND PAPER ON MINNESOTA ZOOLOGICAL GARDEN SUPPORT ORGANIZATIONS

1961 The Minnesota Zoological Society (Society) incorporated to establish a
year-round modern zoo for St. Paul and to promote zoological research.
Initial incorporators: Archibald G. Bush, Stanley E. Hubbard, Raymond
M. Schneider, Thomas Moore, Sr., Roy W. Larsen, David Paper, Harry L.
Holtz, Adolf Tobler, Fred Manley, Reuel Harmon, William H. Oppenheimer;
in addition, the first volunteer board of the Society included Donald
C. Dayton, J. G. Ordway, Oliver Skellet, B. H. Ridder, Sr. (In 1975,
the Society amended its articles of incorporation to reflect the
society’s purpose of assisting and supporting the MZG) .

700 Board established by statute to prepare masterplan for metropolitan
Zoo.

First Zoo bill (for a $32 million masterplan) fails in Legislature.

The Society, also known as "the Zoo People" campaigned heavily and was
instrumental in showing grass roots support for a new Zoo prior to 1973
when the Zoo Board was appropriated funds for Zoo construction.

Society volunteers enthusiastically made presentations to groups all
over the state to generate legislative support for the Zoo bill.

Zoo bill for reduced masterplan ($23 million bond appropriation plus
$2.3 million match) passes.

Society sponsors Aid-to-the-Zoo Horse Show, netting $25,000 for the
Zoo to be used towards state match.

Society changes its purpose to support of the Minnesota Zoological
Garden.

Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation (Foundation) formed by the Zoo
Board (five of the six incorporators were Zoo Board members) to act as
the major capital fund-raising support organization, to raise the $2.3
million to receive the state match. (Foundation bylaws required that
11 of the Foundation board members be appointed by the Zoo Board
Chair.)

Society Second Annual Aid-to-the-Zoo Horse Show, netting $32,000 for
the Zoo.

Society Third Annual Aid-to-the-Zoo Horse Show brings cumulative total
to $84,000 in three years. .

(April) MZG, Foundation, and Society co-sponsor, with the assistance of
the statewide organization of elementary school principals (MESPA), a
Whale Walk in which 10,000 walkers participated, with $145,000 pledged.

(April) 8,200 walkers obtain $223,000 in pledges from 80,000 sponsors
through a "Walk with the Animals" event, co-sponsored by the Society
and Foundation.




Foundation’s initial goal to help raise the $2.3 million to collect an
equal amount in matching funds from the State of Minnesota for the
Zoo's initial construction phase successfully concludes.

700 Walk collected $111,000 of $140,000 pledged (with $61,000 in
expenses) from 4,000 walkers. (Cumulative net total from 3 "walks" was

$186,500.)

In 1979, the Legislative Auditor first questioned the potential for
conflict of interest between the Zoo Board’s relationships with the
Foundation and Society, since the boards of both support organizations
included members of the Zoo board. The audit report recommended that
the statutory authorities of the Zoo Board be expanded to allow the Zoo
Board to engage in activities presently performed by the Foundation and
Society.

Foundation approves Zoo Board’s request for $1.5 million Short Range
Development Plan.

In late 1980, two Zoo Board members were assigned the task of reviewing
the Zoo Board’'s organization and the division of responsibilities
between the Board and the General Director, as well as relationships
between the Zoo Board, Foundation and Society. The task force
recommended that a special committee, composed of members of each of
the three separate organizations, consider whether one umbrella agency
could cover both the Foundation and Society, and whether existing
contracts should be renegotiated. As a result of this report, and
subsequent discussion at the January 1981 Zoo Board meeting, the
Society was notified of the Zoo Board’s intent to renegotiate the
reciprocity contract, which was to expire in May of that year.

The reciprocity agreement between the Zoo and the Society afforded
admission to Society members at no cost in exchange for performance of
volunteer services by the Society at the Zoo. The value of volunteer
services was determined on an hourly rate negotiated annually under the
agreement while gate admission was valued according to prevailing rates
(at an estimated usage of 2.3 visits per year per member). The value
of volunteer hours contributed to the: Zoo was recognized as income to
the extent of benefits received by the members. The value of
accumulated volunteer service hours in excess of member gate admissions
could be used to offset future liabilities arising from members’ gate
usage. (The Zoo Board had trouble with the volunteer hour credit
because not all volunteers were even Society members.)

(January) Society notified of Board’s intent to renegotiate reciprocity
contract because of disagreement over the proportion of funds raised by
the Society actually going to Zoo.

Between January and November 1981, four extensions to the Society
reciprocity agreement were authorized to allow additional negotiations;
however, no agreement could be reached which was acceptable to both the
Zoo Board and Society.




(February) Society agrees to start an animal sponsorship program at the
request of the Zoo Director and with Zoo Board approval.

(April?) An Interboard Committee proposed that the Society and
Foundation combine office functions at one location as a step in the
process of possible future organizational consolidation -- an idea
first proposed by the three boards in 1978.

(June) The Legislative Auditor again noted the ambiguity and
inefficiency associated with working with three independent boards,
with duplication of services and inadequate control over funds raised.

(October) The Zoo Director, at the direction of the Zoo Board, prepared
an evaluation of the Zoo/Society operating relationship. The evalution
also stated that Society programs of membership, continuing education,
sponsorship and volunteer recruitment and recognition could be handled
directly by the Zoo. The evaluation noted that Society members were
unaware of the distinction between the Zoo Board and the Society. (The
Zoo still has Society members coming through Admissions expecting to
get free admission because they believe they are "Zoo members"). The
Zoo Director also pointed out that the Foundation had, since its
incorporation in 1975, "always operated exclusively in a support
function to the Zoo... and never deemed it appropriate to require that
the Zoo Board apply to it and negotiate with it for the use of funds it
has raised for the zoo...Nor have its articles of incorporation ever
contemplated independent purposes."

"The Society, on the other hand, when incorporated in 1961, included in
its articles responsibility to establish and operate a zoo as well as
'To encourage public interest in the science of zoology; to conduct
places of recreation and education for the benefit, advantage and
amusement of the public so that it may acquire a better understanding
of the science of zoology and kindred subjects; to engage in research,
and to prepare, publish and disseminate information to the public
concerning the science of zoology.’' In 1975 the Society Board
authorized a change in articles replacing entirely the original
purposes statement with the following, ’To assist and support the
Minnesota Zoological Garden in the accomplishment of its purposes
whether through rendering financial assistance or performing services
or otherwise, and to do all other acts and things incidental to the
furtherance of the authorized objectives of said garden.

"The point here is that the Society acts in part as though it remains
governed by the original article of purposes. When mention is made by
some of its Board members of the Society’s interest in performing its
own research and publishing its own findings independent of the zoo, it
is not a support organization that is speaking but rather that of an
independent organization with a mission of its own. Some of the recent
misunderstandings on the appropriate process for fellowship funding, as
well as the question of respective responsibilities for publication
content and program coordination, may stem from a role perception that
might not yet have made the full transition to the operating reality of
the zoo today."




The main source of Society funding was from the membership program
which provided free admission to the zoo along with various
publications. The Society also contributed an average of $30,000 a
year to the Zoo for continuing education programming, internships, and
advertising, as well as for recruitment and recognition of Zoo
volunteers (coordinated and managed since the Zoo opened by a Zoo staff
person. )

Because volunteer services were substantially available to the zoo
independent of contract with the Society, the Zoo Board felt. there was
no basis of fair return to the State for the value of goods (free entry
for Society members) provided by the State, particularly since the Zoo
managed directly all facets of the volunteer program except for initial
recruitment and annual recognition.

The Zoo Board sought direct payment for Society members’ admission to
the Zoo as was practiced by other zoos, including the Portland, North
Carolina and Cleveland Zoos.

(November) Society contract terminated. (See Attachment A for minutes
of board meeting related to termination of the Society contract.
Attachment B is the newsletter distributed by the Society immediately

after the Zoo Board decision.)

(One issue in the termination decision stemmed from an agreement that
the Society would be allowed to participate in the decision of hiring a
Research Biologist for Zoo staff; the Zoo hired a former National Zoo
research intern, without consulting the Society, and the Society chose
not to provide the grant for the research program. )

(January) Zoo begins its own membership program, continuing education
classes, volunteer recruitment and recognition, and adopt-an-animal

program, all former Society programs. Repeated appeals to obtain the
Society’s list of members to convert them to Zoo members were rejected.

(Noyember) Eoundation closes office due to financial difficulties.
Administrative responsibility for remaining Foundation funds was turned

over to The Saint Paul Foundation.

A study by the Washington Park Zoo in Portland, Oregon, showed that the
Minnesota Zoo was the only one of 27 zoos responding to a survey that
did not have a zoological society connected with its facility. The
study also reported on the size of various societies:

Less than 500 Society Members
500 to 1,000 members

1,000 to 5,000 members

5,000 to 8,000 members

8,000 to 10,000 members
10,000 to 12,000

12,000 and over

Peak Minnesota Zoological Society membership was 9,200 members.
Minnesota Zoo members now number 13,000.)




1985 Foundation raises $750,000 to match the State’s $750,000 to purchase
the monorail from the investors who had decided to sell the system,
removing it from the Zoo. Foundation assigns full ownership of the
monorail to the Zoo.

(February) Society requests Zoo Board to appoint members to work with
Society on plan to help the Society find ways to assist the Zoo. Zoo
Board Chair agrees to discuss the matter at a future meeting if
additional information is received from the Society. The information
requested was not received.

(September) The Society still has a current membership base of between
300 and 600 and has hired a consultant, Denise Oie, to prepare a plan
of how the Society can assist the Zoo.

Current Board of Directors
Minnesota Zoological Society

Clayton Hatzenbuhler, (Apple Valley) President

Leanne Bergstrom (Eagan)

Sue Bunn (current Zoo staff)

Adela Elwell, Ph.D. (Bemidji)

Kathleen Lundgren (former Zoo Education Curator)

Dorothy Molstad (former Zoo Volunteer Coordinator and Promotions Director)

Jillaine Nerhaugen (St. Paul)

Dany Newbauer (former Zoo Naturalist)

Nancy Radenmacher (Garfield)

Bev Rongren (former Zoo Assistant Director - Visitor Programs)

Current Board of Directors
Minnesota Zoological Garden Foundation

Elected Members

First Term Second Term

Thomas M. Crosby, Sr. Anthony L. Andersen
Donald Dayton D. Stephen Farley
Robert H. Engels Margee Kinney
Reuel D. Harmon Wayne Peterson
Hazel H. Reinhardt, Vice President Chy Morrison

Dr. U. S. Seal Harold S. Webster
Pat Davies

James L. Hetland

John Tilton

Appointed Members

Firmin Alexander

Connie DeLand

Richard G. Gray

Kathleen Gretsch

Malcolm W. McDonald, President
Joseph T. O’Neill

Gordon Rosenmeier
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positions in Public Programs, 3 in Physical Facilities (one janitor and
grounds crew), and 1 admissions clerk in Business Management Services.
Supplies and expenses have been cut across-the-board. At the Finance

Committee meeting, there was agreement that the 8% level looked
acceptable.

When asked about the timeline for decisions, E. Kohn explained that
the House Appropriations and Senate Finance subcommittees will be
holding hearings, with the dates yet to be announced when the zoo will
be called upon to present its plan. Tom St. Martin, Agency Controller,
stated that the plans would probably be required shortly after the
special session starts. T. Hengesteg, noting that the level of cuts
was unknown, recommended that the Board defer discussion of higher
level alternatives until specific amounts are available. She added
that prioritizing programs could be demoralizing for affected staff.
E. Kohn asked that the Board at least consider approving the 8% level
so™impacted staff could be informed and alternative employment sought.
Tom St. Martin advised staff to call the Governor's Office for
guidance, and added that the figures being talked about range from
9-1/2% to 11%.

T. Hengesteg suggested closing the Lodge since it is an ancillary
facility, to which E. Kohn replied that cost savings would be only
$10,000 and closing that facility could impact revenue, J. Weaver
noted that the only viable cut was the advertising budget, P. Davies
and H. Goldenberg recommended approving the 8% level now and meeting
again when the Governor's exact plan is known. R. Arndt asked that
all Board members let E. Kohn know within a week if there are other

alternatives to be considered so cost savings and impact can be
assessed.

MOTION by R. Arndt, seconded by J. Weaver, that the Minnesota
Zoological Board approve the 8% budget plan as described in

the October 29, 1981 memo to the Board. MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.

MOTION by R. Arndt, seconded by P. Davies, that the Minnesota
Zoological Board approve the elimination of the Public Safety
activity and the corresponding transfer of their responsibility
to other divisions. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

At this point, Chairman Hetland introduced Representative Carolyn
Rodriguez. ©She stated that she would follow the zoo's progress with
interest and would keep in touch with committee action. Chairman

Hetland expressed appreciation on behalf of the Board for all her
help and support. :

eciprocity Agreement

Chairman Hetland noted that since the Board, at its October meeting,
tabled a motion regarding reciprocity until its December meeting,
but also acted to extend the reciprocity contract only until
November 19, the issue must be resolved at this November meeting
because the net effect of no action this month would be automatic
termination of the agreement. He then reported on events occuring
since the October Board meeting.

Reuel Harmon, who has been active on all three zoo family boards, was
disturbed when he heard that the agreement with the Society might not




1981 /862

be renewed and asked to meet with J. Hetland and M. Jacobson. The
result of that meeting was agreement by M. Jacobson and J. Hetland
to meet to see if any new alternative could be worked out for
consideration. Technically since the motion was before the Board,
there was no committee functioning so it is appropriate that the
Society bring an alternative proposal to the full Board. The
Chairman noted that the Society Board would do so during the present
meeting. g

At the annual meeting of the Foundation, although not formally dis-
cussed, several former zoo board members expressed concern about the
possible negative effect on the capital drive of a public debate
involving the zoo.

R. Arndt welcomed the alternative Society proposal and expressed the
hope-~that there be no public issue made of contract termination,
should that be the dec¢ision today.

Chairman Hetland then introduced Mark Jacobson, President of the
Minnesota Zoological Society (MZS), who, before highlighting the
significant changes in the Society proposal, presented some observa-
tions about other zoological societies compared to the MZS.

- There are two categories of zoo societies around the country:
(1) a separate, independent society which serves as a support organi-
zation -~ the MZS is of this type -- and (2) the society that owns and
operates the zoo (Examples; San Diego with 90,000 members and Cin-
cinatti with 20,000 members). He knew of no zoo that attempts to
operate its own society programs.

- Only three of the major zoos with independent support organi-
zations have written agreements which provide for monetary compensation
for free entry for its members, but, he believed, without exception,
every society is provided free access to the zoo for its members in
exchange for services.or good will provided by the society. All
societies have special programs including volunteer services, capital
fund drives, cash contributions, and similar benefits such as a
publication. %

- According to a survey in the late 1970's, 87 of 117 zoos
around the country have related societies. 42 had members of 1000
or more; 25 had 2,000 or more members; 13 had 5,000 or more member,
and only 7 had memberships of 9,000 or more. The MZS has 9,200
members and its main activities have been developed in only four years.

- Benefits provided zoos by their societies include publica-
tions to promote zoo interests (75% of all societies), volunteer pro-
grams (60%), promotions or advertising for the zoo independent of
the societal purposes (65%), speakers bureaus (50%) and wildlife
conservation or education programs (48%).

M. Jacobson reported that the MZS had contributed $23,400 in 1979;
$3,600 in 1980; and $152,850 in 1981 (which includes $35,000 in
restricted funds, $33,000 for animal sponsorship proceeds presented
today; and $42,000 in allocated but uncommitted 1981 grants). R. Arndt
disagreed, noting that S. Iserman and he had worked independently
reconciling cash received from the Society with substantially different
results for 1981. R. Arndt, referring to the 1979 and 1980 Society
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audited financial statements, stated that the numbers just presented
by M. Jacobson do not agree with audited figures of $27,813 contri-
buted in 1979 and $18,975 in 1980, and $27,231 through April 30, 1981,
E. Kohn noted that some of the dollars might not show up as a cash
contribution in their annual report because the Society has paid
invoices directly to the vendor on behalf of the zoo.

M. Jacobson noted that independent societies with comparable member-
ship levels have annual operating budgets of approximately $300,000.

He added that the Society is aware of the zoo's need for funds and of
the Zoo Board's need to justify why the Society members have access

to the zoo on an unlimited pass basis. Therefore, the Society is
proposing the following concepts of an agreement which will provide
some monetary reward to the zoo and still allow the Society to continue
to develop and expand its programs and memberships.

The proposed annual reciprocity agreement, automatically renewing (with
a 90-day notice clause for termination) provides for general duties
from the society which include recruiting a broad base of membership,
developing public support and sponsoring public interest programs that
will enhance interest in the zoo. Specific Society duties include
sponsorship of a continuing education program and a zoo volunteer pro-
gram and coordination of a newsletter. Any one of the specific duties
may be terminated by Zoo Board with 90 days notice; the function could
then be taken over by the zoo. :

In consideration of the above functions, and of the general intangible
benefits the Society provides, the Society would buy gate admissions
to be paid at a 40% discount from prevailing gate admissions, Those
admissions would be paid in cash but would be further offset by the
cost to the Society of the three programs for continuing education,
z00 volunteers, and a periodic newsletter, Cash payment to the Zoo
Board would be deposited in the zoo's gift account or in a separate
Society account that could be drawn upon at any time without Society
Board approval and used for any purpose the Zoo Board desires within
the following categories:; educational equipment and programs, purchase
of plants and animals, research, and exhibit improvements.

Special fund-raisers, such as the animal sponsorship program, will be

covered by separate agreements between the parties. Any society spon-
sored event that involved zoo facilities would require prior approval

by the Zoo Board or the director,

The publication of the combined newsletter would also be covered by

a separate agreement for editorial function, mailing lists and allot-
ment of costs above the agreed upon number of copies.

Other contributions in excess of additional costs of benefits in the

supporting donor and patron membership categories would be disbursed
to the zoo also, :

In the event of contract termination, the Society would continue to
pay for admissions of its. members . to the zoo at the regular group rates.
In closing his presentation, M, Jacobson stated that the Society Board
and members have a strong need to support the zoo.

Finance Committee Chairman Arndt pointed out that under this Society
proposal, the zoo would not benefit from the cash payments since all
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gate receipts, by statute, musit be returned to the State General
Fund. R. Slowes, Special Assistant Attorney General, confirmed that
the proposed agreement seems to establish a sale of admission to

the zoo. The closer the structure of the agreement gets to admission
based payment, the more likely that all proceeds would be required to
be deposited in the general fund.

J. Weaver asked if the negotiations had ever focused on the $200,000

in certificates of deposit adding that, in view of the forthcoming
budget cuts, those funds could be put to good use by the zéo.  R. Arndt
reported that-the $200,000 was unrestricted but was reserved as a
working capital fund for the Society. Within their articles of
incorporation the Society may do with the $200,000 as they wish.

M. Jacobson reported that a reserve was needed because most of the
Society's revenues come in March through May; but expenses are constant
throughout the year. S. Doyle, noting that 70% of the memberships are
renewals, asked if the 9-month reserve could be reduced. M. Jacobson
responded that the Society could try to develop some kind of declining
scale of reserve.

R. Arndt, responding to H. Goldenberg, reported that the year end cash
balance (May, 1981) was $327,000 with $60,000 restricted for direct
support to the zoo. K, Jacobson said the current unrestricted fund
balance was $196,000 which must be obligated to purchase and pay for
benefits to members. T. Hengesteg stated that membership benefits

are recorded on financial statements as a liability; the fund balance
is the total of assets minus liabilities. A cash balance is an asset
account while a fund balance is an equity account.

Responding to H. Goldenberg's question on the Society's budget for

the year ended May 31, 1981, M. Jacobson reported that Society revenue,
including membership and animal sponsorship receipts, totalled $418,000
with expenses of $398,000, leaving a net increase of $19,000. In-
cluded in the expenses were $269,000 for membership activities and
education, $35,000 for sponsorship program exXpenses] $10,000 for the
volunteer program and direct support to the zoo of $29,700:

R. Arndt, referring to a worksheet distributed to the Board, noted
that including an estimated $300,000 in revenue for 1981, Society
revenues and credits for the past three years, including volunteer
hour credits, total $997,000; with direct contributions (according
to the Society's audited financial statements) of $76,000, Expenses
for membership procurement and general administration was $420,000
or 42%. (Revenue does not. include fees for education classes which
is not within the scope of the .audit,) '

M. Jacobson reported that direct benefits to members costs the
Society $13. R. Arndt disagreed, noting that. the Society costs,

as given to him in May, were $5.91 per member, leaving a $27 profit
from a family membership. R. Arndt noted that 1981 Society gate
usage was $116,000 as reported to members, the cost of which is only
on paper.

T. Hengesteg noted that the duplication of expense for stafifis-Tent
utilities and office equipment would be eliminated if the zoo were

to assume the programs currently run by the Society. R. Arndt noted
that E. Kohn projects that zoo staff could provide the same membership
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benefits at significantly less than the Society's costs.

H. Goldenberg noted that the perception of most Society members is
that the money goes to the zoo and it does not. M. Jacobson
countered that many of the Society's programs are geared to zoo pur-
poses and most of the Society's funds are used indirectly for the zoc.

H. Goldenberg commented that he thought the Society existed to benefit
the zoo; however last winter, the zoo existed so that the Society
could get trial memberships; only the Society benefited from that
program. He added that he did not think it appropriate that the
Society decides how the zoo may spend contributions from the Society.

M. Jacobson stated that he supports giving as much financial support
to the zoo as the Society can afford without impairing its membership
services. He added that the $42,000 previously committed to the zoo
by the Society would be forthcoming when the realtionship normalizes.
R. Arndt strenuously objected to such conditions being tied to the
grant. M. Jacobson replied that he did not mean to say the money was
being held as a lever, to which both T. Hengesteg and R. Arndt replied
that the Society Board minutes reflect that that was the intent.

R. Arndt emphasized that the Zoo Board was only cancelling the recipro-
city agreement and was not terminating the Society. H. Goldenberg
asked what the relationship with the Society would be if reciprocity
were not renewed. J. Weaver asked M. Jacobson if the intangible
benefits to the zoo would continue without the contract. M. Jacobscn
replied that it is his hope that the Society continue as a support
organization; however, if the Society proposal is rejected, it won't
be easy. He added that there would be reactions to the rejectioniin
some people's minds. T. Hengesteg noted that the Zoo Board has
granted several extensions over the last six months while trying to
negotiate a contract agreeable to both parties. The Society, not the
Zoo Board, has rejected each contract.

S.  Doyle emphasized that a business contract was being rejected; legal
bonds with the Society continue. He added that he was concerned that
there might be a carry-over attitude that will affect the relationship
between the Society and the zoo.

M. Jacobson stated that a support society provides a benefit to the zoo
that is not measured in dollars. He added that the Society could
continue selling memberships and pay for its members admission to the
zoc. He stressed that while the Society might be able to increase the
level of cash contributions, they would be hard pressed to do a better
job of publicizing. i

H. Goldenberg expressed concern that the Society might continue to sell
memberships providing free admission to the zoo. R. Arndt noted, and
R. Slowes agreed, that they could provide their members with admissions
to the zoo and pay for them at the 20% group rate discount. However,
R. Slowes pointed out a one time annual admission could not be provided -
by the Society. H. Goldenberg stated that his concern was not so much
with free admission to the zoo as it was that Society members believe
their membership dollars go to the zoo.

R. Gort said that he would like to go on record enccuraging the Society
to continue to support the zoo, and expressed appreciation for the
Society's past contributions. S. Doyle reiterated R. Gort's comments,
and noted the Society's education programs. J. Weaver said the contract
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involves money for memberships which include free admission to the
zoo; it has nothing to do with the support organization role of the
Society. :

M. Jaccbson stated that the Minnesota Zoo would be the first zoo
which does not provide free admission to its Society's members.
T. Hengesteg countered that the MZS was the only Society that
attempts to direct how the zoo shall do research.

MOTION by R. Arndt, seconded by J. Weaver, that the Board's
overall responsibilities are to (1) operate the zoo in a
reasonable and prucdent manner for the citizens of the State

of Minnesota, (2) oversee and approve all activities which

take place in the name of the zoo by any organization, (3) make
the zoo accessible to all the citizens of the State of Minnesota,
and (4) enccurage and maintain a broad base of support from ,
the citizens and communities of the State; and considering that:

(1) The Society has provided a wealth of support and
valued services to the Minnesota Zoo since its inception down
to the present time. Without the Society, those early years
would have been considerable more difficult. For this contri-
bution, the Zoo is, and always will be, very grateful. In
addition, the Zoo looks forward to continuing support from the
Society in areas other than the reciprocity area.

(2) The Zoo has come of age as it has been operating for
over three years and the initial relationship of the Society
to the Zoo is no longer necessary.

(3) The June, 1981 Legislative Auditor's report raised
certain questions regarding the Zoo/Society relationship in
the following areas:

(a) The ambiguity and inefficiency associated with
working with several independent boards

(b) Cuplicate media promotion

(c) Duplicate advertising campaigns

(d) Individual newsletters.

(e) Inadequate direct control over special sponsorship
programs,

(f) Each organization has its own ideas how to best pro-
mote the Zoo. This could create inefficiencies in
operating the Zoo.

(4) The Zoo Board believes that a potential exists for
conflicting interests between the Zoo and the Society.

(5) The«Zoo Board beleives that all activities carried
on by the Society on behalf of the Zoo should be performed only
" with the prior approval of the Zoo Board.

(6) The Zoc Board believes it needs a broad base of citizen
and community support to prosper and function in an efficient
manner. :




13061

(7) The Zoo believes that it can perform the annual
membership drive, the volunteer program and the education
program which was the significant part of the former recipro-
city agreement with the Society in a more efficient manner,
thus benefiting the people of the State of Minnesota.

Based on the above, and the financial facts attached to these
minutes, the Minnesota Zoological Bcard will not renew the
reciprocity agreement with the Minnesota Zoological Society
and that between November 19, 1981 and March 31, 1982, the
Board and/or its designated committee will work closely with
the Society to carry out the provisions of Paragraph VIII,
subparagraph '"D" of the Reciprocity Agreement. Further, the
Chairman of the Minnesota Zoological Board shall notify the
Society in writing of this action.

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. Chairman Hetland, after the vote
and noting his custom of not voting except to break a tie, asked
that his opposition to the motion be recorded.

Chairman Hetland reiterated his appreciation of the Society's past
contributions and noted that the motion just passed is a reflection

of our concern that the relationship is changing as both organizations
mature. He asked that M. Jacobson convey to the :Society the Board's
hope that the relationship may be maintained in areas other than
reciprocity.

Chairman Hetland then designated R. Slowes and E. Kohn to join with
him or his delegates in working with Karla Williams and Mark Jacobson
to plan on meeting obligations under the contract. (After tkLe
meeting, the Chairman designated T. Hengesteg and J. Weaver as his
delegates.)

Discussion on the appropriate release of the Board's decision to

not renew the reciprocity agreement followed. It was agreed that:the
director should draft a simple statement for press release stressing

that (1) the zoo will continue to honor unexpired Society membership

cards for free admission, (2) the zoo will offer an annual pass pro-

gram, which staff was directed to begin planning immediately, (3) the

Zoo Board appreciates the Society's contributions in the past and

thanks the Society for its role in contributing to the zoo's success,

and (4) only the reciprocity agreement has not been renewed; the

700 Board looks forward to the Society's continuing community support.

The release will be reviewed by both R. Slowes and J. Hetland prior

to release. Documentation and figures will not be released unless
requested. The Board agreed that the release. should stress that the

Board did not feel that the State was getting quid pro quo; and thus

the difficult management decision was made. The Board also recommended
receiving the Society roster so that the zoo could communicate directly
with Society members, assuring them of the zoo's continuing obligation 3
to them. All inquiries regarding this action will be referred to R, Arndt.

R. Arndt reported that E. Kohn had received a letter from Fred Norton,
Chairman of Government Operations Committee, stating that a constituent
had written his committee asking that his "membership in the zoo" be
extended 23 days because he could not visit during the strike. R. Gort
stressed that the Zoclogical Society member be informed that his
membership is in the Society, not the Zoo. E. Kohn offered to work out
a practical offsetting adjustment with the citizen.
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SIGNIFICANT FINANCIAL FACTS PERTAINING TO
THE SOCIETY/Z0O RELATIONSHIP

Society Revenues for the Year Ended May 3]]
1979 $386,000
1980 $311,000
1981 $418,000

$1,115,000%

Society Cash Contributions to the Zoo for Years Ended May 31
1979 $ 27,813
1980 $ 18,975
1981 $ 29,937

$ 76,525

Society Value of Zoo Support for 1981

Volunteer program $ 16,000
Education program E $ 25,000

Society Value of Zoo Admissions for 4
1981 offset by volunteer services $116,000

Cost of Memberships to the Society for 1981 (per Society worksheet and exclusive
of advertising, promotion and general administrative costs).

Membership,
Cost Fee

Family $ 5.9] $32.50
Individual % 5.91 $21.50

Donor $§ 5.91 $50.00 to $99.00
Supporting $§25.91 $100.00 and up

]Society has spent over $406,000 on membership procurement and general and
administrative expenses over the past three years.

2Revenue amounts include volunteer service hour credits totaling $263,363.
' 3Society keeps all Continuing Education course fees. -The zoo houses the program and
" the Society pays out-of-pocket costs, including teacher costs. (The majority of the

classes are taught by zoo employees on their own time.)

Approximately 1/2 of the volunteers are not members of the Society.
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Zoo Society votes to stay in business.

"he Minnesota Zoological Society board
»f directors voted Thursday, December
17, to continue to provide services to its
surrent members and to explore new
ireas of zoological involvement in the
sommunity. The board renewed its
sommitment to wildlife conservation,
aducation and research, and support of
the Minnesota Zoo.

The Society motion was made in
esponse to the November 19 Zoo board
iction which ended the Zoo's contractual
ies to the Society and halted any further
sales of Society memberships which
ncluded unlimited free admission to the
Zo00. The Society is now studying the
sotential of a membership benefit
sackage without unlimited free admission
0 the Zoo.

Vieanwhile, current Society members
will continue to receive the following

scenefits until their membership
axpires:

Free admission to the Zoo.

Free monthly lectures and
educational activities.

Monthly newsletter.

Animal Kingdom magazine.
Tuition discounts on the Society-
sponsored education classes.

Annual open house.

Opportunity to purchase Zoo tickets
at a 20% discount.

Opportunity to purchase Zoo
calendars.

Tax deduction.

Editorial comment.
Exactly what happened?

On November 19, 1981, the Minnesota
Zoo board voted not to renew a three-
year-old contract with the Minnesota
Zoological Society. Shortly after taking
this action the Zoo board informed the
Society that the Zoo board and the Zoo
staff would be assuming all responsibility
for the membership, education and
volunteer programs previously sponsored
and conducted by the Society. The Zoo
board informed the Society that it wanted
support from the Society in two areas:
serving as publisher for a zoological
publication and sponsoring special fund-
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Although the parties had been discussing
terms for a new reciprocity agreement
for some time, the Society board did not
anticipate that the existing agreement
would be terminated without a new
agreement to replace it or that the Zoo
would attempt to establish its own
membership program and assume
responsibility for the Society supported
programs.

The event created quite a stir on all
fronts. The Society board of directors
was unprepared for the decision and
disturbed by what they viewed as the
Zoo board'’s lack of appreciation for the
Society's long history of involvement.
The event upset long-standing Society
and Zoo supporters, confused the
general public, gave rise to a long list of
reasons for the decision by the Zoo
board, and provided the news media with
yet another Zoo controversy to write
about.

Weren’t the terms of the three-year-
old contract met?

The contract, known as the Reciprocal
Agreement, exchanged volunteer hours
worked at the Zoo for Society admissions.
According to the terms of the contract,
the Society is required to pay the Zoo if
admissions exceed the value of volunteer
hours. The Society receives a credit if
the volunteer hours exceed the admis-
sions, but no cash is paid to the Society
for any such credit.

The Society's contractual obligations
have not only been met, but volunteer
hours have surpassed membership
admissions by $118,000 over the past
three years.

Although not required by any agreement,
the Society has made cash contributions
to the Zoo and has provided funding for,
and has operated, the volunteer recruit-
ment and recognition program, the
continuing education classes, the animal
sponsorship program, and a variety of
special public events at the Zoo.

If the terms of the contract were met,
why did the State Zoo board terminate
the agreement with its citizen support
group at this particular time?

The controversy over why the split

occurred between the Society board
and the 70n hnard has heen rennrted
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through virtually every news source in
the area. Both sides have had oppor-
tunities to explain publicly what happened
and why.

Reported reasons given by the Zoo board
include money, power, control, difference
in philosophy, a sound business decision,
and that not all of the volunteers who

worked at the Zoo were Society members.

While your Society board of directors
acknowledges that the Zoo board made
what it believed to be a sound business
decision with the best interests of the
Zoo in mind, the Society board questions
the wisdom of the Zoo board's action. By
terminating the reciprocity agreement,
the Zoo board alienated a strong citizen’s
support group. Various attempts to find
a mutually agreeable solution have been
unsuccessful as have attempts to urge
the Zoo board to reconsider its November
19 decision. :

What was the stumbling block that
prevented the contract from being
renewed?

Finances appeared to be a significant
issue at the November 19 Zoo board
meeting and in some of the news articles
following termination of the reciprocity
agreement. The Society board has been
told, however, that finances were never
the real issue. Rather, members of the
Zoo board have stated that philosophical
differences prevented the formation of a
new agreement and that the Zoo board
wanted total and unconditional control
over all Society programs.

Did the Society fail to provide funds
to the Zoo?

Perhaps the most significant thing that
the Zoo board failed to acknowledge
during the negotiations for the reciprocity
contract was that the Society was formed
primarily as a people organization to
promote public awareness and interest
in the Zoo. The Society is a non-profit
citizens membership organization. Its
primary purpose is not fund raising. The
Society is the ambassadorial member of
the Zoo family, formed for the purpose
of promoting public awareness of, and
interest in, the Zoo. The Minnesota
Zoological Garden Foundation was
formed in 1975 through the efforts of

the Zoo board as the capital fund-raising
arm nf the 7nn,
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L N T et i et
Society plans new membership package.

Beginning in early February, Society
members may have a choice of
purchasing a new Zoological Society
membership or participating in the
Minnesota Zoo Goers Association for
about the same price.

A Society study is underway to determine
the marketability of a new membership
package containing Animal Kingdom
Magazine, ZOONEWS, monthly
member activities, discounts on books
and magazines, travel opportunities
and possibly a limited number of zoo

Edltonal Com ment (continued from page 1.)

Nevertheless, the Society has actively
sponsored special fund-raising events
on behalf of the Zoo through horse
shows, zoo walks and animal sponsor-
ships. Most importantly, however, the
Society has during the past three years
very carefully designed membership
programs to cement a bond between
people and the Zoo. A membership
program does not generally produce
large sums of cash free from future
membership liabilities. -

Even though the Society's primary
purpose is not fundraising, the Society
board has recognized the financial
needs of the Zoo, particularly in these
times of legislative cut-backs. The Society
board has repeatedly invited discussions
with the Zoo board to explore methods
for the Society to provide the Zoo with
larger cash donations.

Does the operation of this Society
differ from other zoological societies
across the United States?

The Society board and its staff have
carefully compared our Society’s income
and expense and the use of its revenue
with financial records of other zoological
support societies. Our Society’'s opera-
tions and financial support to the Zoo
are consistent with those of other zoo
societies. In fact, our Society’s contribu-
tions to the Zoo have in many cases
exceeded contributions by other societies
to the zoos they serve. ;

There are differences, however, in the
way societies are operated. A growing
number of societies actually operate
Z00S or zoo concessions and have
specific responsibility for capital fund-
raising.

The Minnesota Zoological Society has
provided for its members the same
benefits which other societies provide
to their members. Our members were
surveyed about a year ago to determine
what, if any, benefits might be eliminated.

The results of that survey showed that
our members preferred to keep existing
benefits even if a membership fee
increase was necessary to provide
those benefits.

Currently, membership benefits and the
operations of the Society consume
approximately 3% of the income from
membership dues. The balance of those
dues is applied to the Society's Zoo-
support programs. Additionally, each
January the Society board determines
what level of cash support may be given
to the Zoo based on anticipated cash
reserves.

How does the contract termination
affect the Society?

Termination of unlimited admissions as
a benefit of membership in the Society
will make it very difficult to sustain the
membership base the Society has
worked so long and so hard to develop.

Currently, the Society board is exploring
a membership program without
unlimited admission. Some Society-
purchased admission privieges may be
offered, but the exact nature of the
package has not yet been determined.

Because of the abruptness of the Zoo
board'’s decision, however, the Society
board has not had adequate opportunity
to develop a revised membership
program.

For the past 20 years, the Society has
been a zoological organization dedicated
to the way people and animals interact.
That has not changed. The Society will
continue to serve that purpose so long
as it is economically feasible. Continued
membership participation and community
support will be essential.

During the time that a new membership
program is being developed, current
Society members will continue to
receive full benefits until their
memberships expire.

admission tickets. The Society benefit
package will not include unlimited
admissions.

According to Executive Director Karla
Williams, “It is the never ending task and
responsibility of the Society to establish
a keener appreciation and concern for
wildlife. The objective of a new member
package will be to enhance people's
understanding of animals through
educational publications with strong
emphasis on participatory activities.”

What is the Society’s position on this
matter?

By terminating the reciprocity agreement,
the Zoo board has placed the Minnesota
Zoo in the unique category of being the
only major zoo in the country which
does not provide gate admissions as a
benefit for the members of its support
society. This is one of the two primary
benefits that attract and retain member-
ship in a zoo support organization such
as the Society. The other primary benefit
is membership publications.

By its action, the Zoo board has severely
impaired support from the private sector
in any form other than financial support.
The Minnesota Zoological Society is a
membership organization directed by a
voliinteer board. It has worked long and
hard to promote the public interest in,
and awareness of, the Zoo. The Zoo's
new program, which is designed to
supplant Society membership, is a
“season pass” program that will be
managed by a state agency. It will be
considerably more difficult for that
agency to promote public interest in the
Zoo through volunteer efforts.

The Society's board of directors is
concerned that the recent action of the
Zoo board fails to consider the
importance of human resources in
achieving the vital goals of a modern
z00. The Society board believes strongly
that people continue to be the greatest
resource for the future of the Zoo as
they have been in the past. In these
economic times, that resource must be
preserved and developed in order to
transfer financial support of the Zoo
from the tax rolls to private organizations.
The Society board has voted to continue
to serve that objective and to continue
to develop public support of the
Minnesota Zoological Garden.

Mark E. Jacobson, President
Minnesota Zoological Society




What’s it all about?

JOTE:

“his editorial
ppeared in the St.
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Ddecember 3, 1981.

"he Society Board of
directors feels it
nost accurately
epresents the
situation and we
nvite you to read it.
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It was sad to see the Minnesota Zoological So-
ciety and the Minnesota Zoological Garden — the
state zoo — part company. The break seems like-
ly to mark the end of the society, which has been
promoting the idea of a good, major z00 in Min-
nesota for two decades.

Directors of the zoo apparently decided they
no longer were getting enough from the society
to justify the free admissions they give to society
members and so they voted to, in effect, end the
relationship. One can guess that they also felt a
desire to be more self-sufficient in taking over
those services the society had performed.

We said the break was sad, for there was a lot
of history bound up in the society-zoo relation-
ship. We also suspect the zoo board will one day
regret the decision, however appropriate it may
have seemed last month.

A lot has been made of the dollars involved:
how much the Zoological Society has raised
through its membership drives, how much the so-
ciety has given to the zoo, how much the society
“costs” the zoo in free admissions and how those
_costs, in turn, balance against the value of volun-
teer workers the society recruits to work at the
200.

From the Zoological Society’s viewpoint, these
things all add up to a neat reciprocal arrange-
ment. It used the unlimited admissions provision
to attract thousands of members who became en-
thusiastic supporters of the zoo. The money
raised, over and above the cost of servicing the

Cover story

Beauties of the Minnesota Zoological Garden
reached a national audience this month when the
700 was featured as the cover story ip Smithsoni-
an magazine. Appropriately for December, the
photographs are of winter scenes — animals, ski
trails and the monorail. And appropriately for
the Smithsonian, it’s mentioned that the Minneso-
ta zoo is among those cooperating with the
Smithsonian’s National Zoo in a project aimed at
increasing the number of Bactrian camels and
Mongolian wild horses in the world.

Photos and text are informative and inviting
and demonstrate to the rest of the country that
Minnesotans don’t have to curl up and sleep
through the winter. There are things to do here,
and-a visit to the new zoo in Apple Valley,
whether on foot, ski or conveyance, 1s among the
best. Besides, if it’s really cold one can stay in

the tropic areas and dream.

A sad parting

members, was dedicated to uses directly and in-

directly related to the zoo. The society built up a

sizable bank account but, as we understand it,

ﬁxpmted this to go for zoo purposes over the long
aul.

Zoo directors see the financial picture quite
differently. Thousands of free admissions mean
thousands of uncollected gate dollars and the
“credits” given the society for the work of volun-
teers add up impressively. They complained that
the society turned down fund requests and they
obviously think the society has too much money
in the bank. Further, they complain of duplica-
tion of efforts and inefficiency in the arrange-
ment with the society and intend to take over
completely the volunteer, education and research
programs the society had supported. They also
intend to start a program of their own under
which regular visitors can get a good deal on ad-
missions.

There’s still some talk from zoo people about
finding a new role for the society, but Zoological
Society officials said this week that they believe
their organization is finished without the free ad-
missions lure; also, they have no interest in sim-
ply taking on some task such as publishing a
newsletter, as has been mentioned. More than
likely, the society will fold up.

We think the directors of the zoo erred in a
couple of ways, politically and economically.

The Minnesota Zoological Society has been the
leading lobbyist for the zoo since it was merely a
proposal. With the financial roof caving in on
Minnesota, the zoo will need every bit of help it
can get in the Legislature: it certainly has lost
the enthusiastic help of the leadership of the soci-
ety and we suspect the rank and file members
are, at best, perplexed about what is going on. It
is fine, as zoo people do, to talk about the state
z00’s belonging to “4 million members” — all the
people of Minnesota rather than the 12,000 or so
covered by society memberships, but those thou-
sands multiplied their influence by “talking up”
the Minnesota Zoological Garden throughout the
state.

The $50,000 to $100,000 the zoological society
gives the zoo each year is not great in terms of a
$6-million budget, but it is money that comes
from outside both legislative appropriations and
the zoo’s own fund-raising foundation. It does not
seem wise to cut that off.

Both zoo and society people say they: worked
hard over a long time to arrive at a new agree-
ment both could live with. They failed to, find
new common ground and that really is too bad.




Question: Where did all the dollars
gained through membership fees go? |
read in the paper that the Society raised

over $1 million since 1979 and gave
only $76,000 to the Zoo.

Answer: The figures given to the news
media were incomplete and misleading.
Correct figures, based on the Society’s
audited financial statements, appear in
the 3-year history on the facing page.
The most significant corrections are:

(1) The actual cash receipts of the
Society for fiscal years 79-80-81 were
$852,097. The $1 million-plus figure
was arrived at by including $263,363 of
non-cash volunteer service. (Volunteer
hours contributed to the Zoo are valued
at minimum hourly wage to offset the
cost of member admissions to the Zoo.)
(2) For the 3-year period from 1979
through the end of fiscal year 1981, the
Society expended $151,360 in direct
cash support and direct Zoo program
support.

(3) An additional $57,688 remains
uncollected in a restricted account
opened for the Zoo in 1980.

The correct figures from points 1-3
above show a 3-year Society income in
excess of $1 million only by adding in
the value of volunteer hours.

$ 852,097 cash receipts

+263,363 volunteer service

$1,115,460
The correct figures indicated above add
up to Society support to the Zoo for a 3-
year total of $472,411.

$263,363 volunteer service

+151,360 cash/program support

+ 57,688 Zoo account balance

$472,411
Even more zoo support dollars have
been provided by the Society when

FISCAL YEAR 1881 SUPPORT AND REVENUE

N

. MEMBERSHIP. EVi
&) DUES -oiisvs §
£ $121,591. 2

TAX DEDUCTIBLE
PORTION OF
MEMBERSHIP DUES

MISC. SALES

$7,916 2% $127,888

30%

INVESTMENTS
$33,277 8%

ANIMAL SPONSORS
$32,708 8%

Society Finances

considering two more programs:

(4) The proceeds of the 1981 Animal
Sponsorship program in the sum of
$32,708 have been turned over to the
Zoo during the current fiscal year 1982.
(5) Some portion of the $230,543
appearing as Procurement/Promotion
for the three years must be considered
as money spent in support of the Zoo,
since it includes direct Zoo promotion,
marketing and publicity acitvities at the
Zoo.

Question: Has the Society denied
requests from the Zoo for funds? | read
in the paper that the Society has denied
four such requests from the Zoo.

Answer: The Society has only once
denied a request from the Zoo for use of
the funds designated for them, and then
the action taken was to defer approval.
The Zoo requested $11,000 of the
$42,000 that had been set aside for
research and other programs. The funds
were requested, however, without
following the mutually agreed upon
procedures to solicit applications
statewide for at least 90 days prior to
filling a research position. In fact, the
Zoo made no attempt to solicit
applications. The Society Board decided
to defer action on that request until the
application procedure was followed and
until the Society board was in a position
to know whether the Society would be in
a financial position to commit to a long-
term research project as requested by
the Zoo.

The other three instances mentioned by
Zoo staff were not denials of fund
requests. They were funding requests
that were incomplete or were abandoned
or delayed by the Zoo board or Zoo
staff. They were:

(1) A $10,000 request for a Zoo parade

BENEFITS

$80,773 ;

19%

GENERAL
$57,547

MEMBER

MEMBER
PROCESSING
$35,801 8.6%

ADMINISTRATION

float. The request was reduced to
$5,000 and only $3,000 was actually
needed.

(2) A $5,000 request to sponsor the
Minnesota orchestra performance at the
Zoo. The request was abandoned by the
Zoo when another source of funding
was located.

(3) An $8,000 request for a ZoolLab in
the Tropics Trail. The request has been
held in abeyance pending a written
proposal and full plan for such a ZoolLab.
Question: Why does the Society have
such a large cash operating balance?
Zoo officials have been quoted in the
news stating that such a large balance
is unnecessary.

Answer: The Society's operating cash
balance appears on the summary sheet
on the facing page under “Cash Fund
Balance — Undesignated”. As of the
end of fiscal year 1981, the undesignated
cash balance was $163,788. That
represents approximately a six to nine
month operating balance for the
Society. Income dollars come into the
Society at a very uneven rate, yet
benefits have to be given to members
for the full 12-months of their
membership. In order to guarantee that
the Society can provide full value as
promised to members, the board of
directors has determined that sound
business judgement requires that the
Society maintain a six to nine month
cash balance. Interestingly, the Zoo
board itself at one time recommended a
one-year cash balance for the Society.
The society had offered to maintain a
declining level of cash reserves as the
fiscal year progresses in order to make
a greater amount of Society funds
available for Zoo use. The offer was not
accepted.

FISCAL YEAR 1981 EXPENDITURES

ZOO SUPPORT
PROGRAMS

$93,416 Direct Cash

$29,737

Public Education
$19,474

Volunteer Services
$10,171

Animal Sponsor Start-up
$34,034

SOCIETY/ZOO PROMOTION EXCESS REVENUE

$35,801 ggx

$19,742 47%




Income

Revenue & Support

Jolunteer Service
Hours — Non-Cash

TOTAL REVENUE & SUPPORT

Expense

Zoo Support Programs
Public Education
‘Volunteer Activities
Animal Sponsorship

Direct Cash Requests
Total Support to MN Zoo

Membership Costs*
Activities/Benefits
Zoo Admissions
Procurement/Promotion

Total Membership Costs -

General Expense
General & Admin.
Auxiliary

Total General Expense

TOTAL EXPENSES

Excess of Revenue &
Support over Expenses

Cash Fund Balance

Cash Designated for MN Zoo
Animal Sponsorship Cash
Designated for MN Zoo

Undesignated
Restricted
Total Fund Balance

1981

Amount

$ 323,380

94,954

418,334

19,474
10,174
34,034

29,737
93,416

80,773
94,954

71,902

247,629

55,197
2,350

57,547

398,592

$ 19,742

57,688

32,708
163,788
6,000
$260,184

Excess Value of Volunteer Hours $ 118,669

(Available for future
gate admissions)

Minnesota Zoological Society
3-Year History

Statement of Revenue and Support, Expenses, and Cash Fund Balance

1980
_%_  Amount

$ 238,950
72,150

311,100

5,363

18,975
24,338

60,022
72,150
79,311
211,483

63,075

63,075

298,896

$ 12,204

79,425

155,017
6,000
$240,442

$ 88,663

1979

Amount

$ 289,767
96,259

386,026

5,793

27,813

33,606

55,116
96,259
79,330

230,705

57,587

57,587

321,898

$ 64,128

222,238
6,000

$228,238

$ 49,192

Total

$ 852,097
263,363

1,115,460

19,474
21,327
34,034

76,525

e

151,360

195,911
263,363
230,543
689,817

175,859

2,350

178,209

1,019,386

$ 96,074

*This amount includes marketing, promotion and publicity activities that the Society believes provides direct benefit to the
Minnesota Zoo.

The figures are taken from our statements which have been audited by our certified public accountant. The revenue, expense
and cash fund balance breakdown is attached for your information and review. If you have any que_stions, you may contact me

through the Society office at 222-1706. /Z /%4/<
7z

C.J. Hatzenbuhler
Member, Board of Directors
Audit Committee Chairperson




Zoo director Ed Kohn presents a certificate
of sponsorship to Mrs. Herta Gombrich as her
husband, Walter, looks on. Mrs. Gombrich's

A new Zoo association.

The Minnesota Zoo recently created a
new association for Zoo visitors. The
Minnesota Zoo Goer Association is

an annual program for Zoo visitors
administered directly by the Minnesota
Zoological Garden. Minnesota Zoo
Goers will receive:

Unlimited free admission to the Zoo;

Unlimited opportunity to purchase
guest tickets at a 20% discount;

A 10% discount in the Zoo gift stores.

Zoo Goers will also receive quarterly
information about zoo activities and
events.

For information about the Minnesota
Zoo Goers Association, call the
Minnesota Zoo at 432-9010.

- Member tuition:

son, Peter, provided $4,000 to sponsor one of
the Zoo's dolphins as a birthday present for
his mother.

Society donates $32,708.

Soon the gibbons at the Zoo will be
navigating through new trees partially
paid for by Animal Sponsorship
contributions. These trees will provide a
greater opportunity for the gibbons to
swing from branch to branch as they do
in the wild. This type of habitat
improvement is just the first of many
needed projects that Animal Sponsorship
contributions will help fund.

The Minnesota Zoological Society gave
the Zoo $32,708 raised from sponsorship
of almost 700 animals from March 1981
through fiscal year end, May 1981.

Dolphin Sponsored.

Mrs. Herta Gombrich loves dolphins,
pure and simple. For years she has been
talking about her affinity for these sleek,
intelligent sea creatures. So this summer
when Peter Gombrich of Golden Valley
needed a birthday present for his
mother, he called the Animal
Sponsorship Program of the Minnesota
Zoological Society.

The result? A super unique Birthday gift
... sponsorship of one of the Zoo’s
dolphins. This special sponsorship was
celebrated by a surprise birthday party
for Mrs. Gombrich. It began with a
behind the scenes tour led by Austin *
McDevitt, curator of the Ocean Trail, and
concluded with a continental breakfast
for the birthday delegation.

One dolphin is still available for
sponsorship for $4,000, waiting for the
next dolphin fan. For information about
sponsorships, call C-A-R-I-B-O-U

(612) 227-4268.
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Winter Zoo classes run hot and cold.

The Society-sponsored continuing
education classes at the Zoo this winter
have something to offer for both outdoor
and indoor enthusiasts.

A sample of course offerings coming up
soon include:

Winter Ecology for all ages.
Sunday, January 17, 1-3:30 p.m.
Member tuition: $6.00.

Hide and Seek at the Zoo for children
in grades 3-4.

Saturday, January 23, 8:30-noon.
$6.00.

Fur and Feather for youth in
grades 7-10.
Saturday, January 23, 1-3:30 p.m.

Member tuition: $6.00.

Animals Senses for children in
grades 3-4.

Saturday, January 30, 8:30-noon.
Member tuition: $6.00

Underwater Animals for children in
grades 5-6.

Saturday, January 30, 1-3:30 p.m.
Member tuition: $6.00

Many more zoo and wildlife-related
classes are available this winter. Advance
registration is necessary for all classes.
For information about these classes
and others, consult your blue Learning
Adventure brochure; or call the Society
at 222-1706.






