Public Notice posted in accordance
RSMO. 610 as amended
By:

Date/Time Posted: Friday, October 11 ,2019
5:00 p.m.

Kimberly Barfield
City Clerk

CITY OF PACIFIC
300 HOVEN
BOARD OF ALDERMEN AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2019
7:00 P.M.
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Pledge of Allegiance
4. Prayer
5. Approve Agenda
6. Approve the Minutes from the Regular Meeting on October 1, 2019.
7. Approve the Minutes from the Executive Meeting on October 1, 2019
8. Public Hearing
a. A Public Hearing to discuss the City’s submission of an application for the Fiscal Year
2019 Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program. This is
proposing to use CDBG-DR funds to do a voluntary buyout of approximately 27 residential
structures including acquisition and demolition.
9. Mayors Report
a. Appoint Brian Steele to the Park Board Committee, term to expire May 2020.
b. Approve appointment of Dave Roemer to the Tourism Commission, term to expire Nov
2023.
c. Approve appointment of Trudy Nickelson to the Tourism Commission, term to expire
Nov 2023.
d. Approve appointment of Nick Chlebowksi to the Planning and Zoning Commission, term
to expire May, 2022
e. Beautification Committee – Yard of the Month for residential: 302 S. Columbus
For commercial: Eclectic Trading, 520 W. Osage
10. Public Participation
11. New Bills

12. Consideration of Bills Previously Introduced
a. Bill No. 4074 An Ordinance amending standards for buildings on major Roadways and
Downtown. (2nd reading)
b. Bill No. 4075 An Ordinance regulating Beekeeping in the City of Pacific. (2nd reading)
13. New Business
a. Resolution No. 2019-43 Resolution authorizing the adoption of a Group Health Insurance
Plan to be offered to eligible employees of the City of Pacific; and authorizing the
execution of documents thereto.
b. Resolution No. 2019-44 A Resolution authorizing certain insurance plans offered to eligible
employees of the City of Pacific and authorizing the execution of documents thereto.
(Dental, Life, Vision, STD)
c. Resolution No. 2019-45 A Resolution of the City of Pacific, Missouri, stating intent to seek
funding through the Community Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery Program
and authorizing the Mayor to pursue activities to secure funding.
d. Resolution No. 2019-46 A Resolution authorizing the adoption of certain agreements and
policies relating to the City of Pacific’s application for Community Development Block
Grant Program funding through the Missouri Department of Economic Development.
e. Resolution No. 2019-47 A Resolution authorizing and directing the Mayor to execute an
Agreement with Archtech LLC for certain information technology and managed computer
network services for the City of Pacific.
14. Unfinished Business
a. Bill No. 4012 An Ordinance amending the zoning regulations with regard to amendments
in the City of Pacific, Missouri. (2nd reading needed) (10-16-18 sent to Adm. Com after 1st
reading tabled 1-6-18)
b. Bill No. 4013 An Ordinance amending the Subdivision Regulations with regard to
amendments in the City of Pacific, Missouri. (1st reading needed) (10-16-18 sent to Adm.
Com., tabled 11-6-18)
c. Resolution No. 2019-39 A Resolution authorizing the adoption of a Group Health Insurance
Plan to be offered to eligible employees of the City of Pacific; and authorizing the
execution of documents thereto. (tabled on 10-1-19)
15. City Administrator Report
16. City Attorney Report
17. Miscellaneous
a. Approve Special Event Permit for a Holiday Walk on November 16, 2019 beginning at
Liberty Field.
b. Approve the list of bills.
c. Approve use of the Council Room on Friday, February 21, 2020 for the Pacific Estates
Condo Association meeting at 7 p.m.
18. Reports of City officials
a. Alderman Nemeth
b. Alderman Adams
c. Alderman Rahn

d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Alderman Gass
Alderman Johnson
Alderman Stotler
Chief Mansell
Collector Kelley

19. Executive Session 610.021 (3)
Hiring, firing, disciplining or promoting or employees by a public governmental body when personal
information about the employee is discussed or recorded.
20. Adjourn
The Board of Aldermen will consider and act upon the matters listed above and such others as may be
presented at the Meeting and determined to be appropriate for discussion at that time. The City of Pacific
is working to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act mandates. Individuals who require an
accommodation to attend a meeting should contact City Hall (271-0500) at least twenty-four hours in
advance.
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OCTOBER 1, 2019 * RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

CITY OF PACIFIC
REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN
300 HOVEN
PACIFIC, MISSOURI 63069
________________________________________________________________________

T

he meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Mayor Myers.

A roll call was taken with the following results:
Present at Roll Call:
Alderman Adams
Alderman Rahn
Alderman Gass
Alderman Johnson
Alderman Stotler
A quorum was present.
Also present:

Administrator Roth
Attorney Jones
Chief Mansell
Public Works Commissioner Brueggemann
City Clerk Barfield

Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was done.
Prayer
Ministerial Alliance offered prayer this evening.
Approve Agenda
Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve the agenda. A voice vote
was taken with an affirmative result.
Minutes
A. Regular meeting on September 17, 2019
Motion made by Alderman Johnson, seconded by Alderman Rahn to approve the minutes of the regular
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meeting on September 17, 2019. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers
declared the motion carried.
B. Executive session minutes on September 17, 2019
Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve the minutes of executive
session on September 17, 2019. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers
declared the motion carried.
Public Hearing
a. A Public Hearing for proposed text amendments that pertain to the Zoning District regulations
(Chapter 400, Section 220) governing Standards for Buildings on Major Roadways and Downtown.
Mayor Myers opened and read the Public Hearing into the record. Mayor Myers stated this refers to a
metal siding product and our ordinance prohibits these. If it comes from an architectural design, it would
be approved. An example of this was at McDonalds at the driveway. The ordinance book now prohibits
this. The amendment would leave it prohibited unless specified as an architectural design. Attorney
Jones stated Planning & Zoning has approved this and added additional language.
There being no further comments the Public Hearing was closed.

Mayor’s Report
a. Beautification Committee Fall Clean-Up Day
Mayor Myers stated this is Saturday and they are meeting at B & H at 9:00 a.m. The City is providing the
bags and vests and will be removing the trash. If you can join them that would be great.
c. Franklin County Honor Flight – Mayor Myers represented the City on Saturday evening, at Lambert
Airport there were 26 veterans that returned from Honor Flight. This allows them to take a trip and see
the changing of the Guard in Arlington. It was a privilege to be able to meet them.
d. Rodeo – The Rodeo did very well. The gate receipts were $ 22,600 and sponsorships were $ 14,600
for a grand total of $ 37,200. We are still waiting on some expenses to come in. He congratulated the
Partnership and thanked Kim and Debbie and the City workers. The rodeo cowboys Lance and Cletus
came down early and visited four elementary schools. He is looking forward to next year. The contract
renewal is coming soon. Mayor Myers asked about the funds that will show as a profit for the rodeo, in
the past it was for the use to improve the rodeo facilities. I hope that it remains there. Alderman Adams
felt that nothing should change, Alderman Gass agreed. Alderman Johnson stated to confirm are you
trying to split the costs for the facility and half the rodeo. Mayor Myers would like to see the rodeo
bigger and better every year. If it does better than we have more money. Alderman Johnson agreed, we
have to spend money to make money. Mayor Myers stated there was a tremendous amount of support for
the rodeo. Outlaw Rodeo Productions themselves was very pleased, the only concern is for seating. The
participants themselves suggested permanent lighting. Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded
by Alderman Gass to put profits into the rodeo. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result.
e. Missouri Municipal League Dinner in Union – Mayor Myers stated the dinner this quarter is in Union,
MO and is on Wednesday, October 16th at 7:00 p.m. at their City Hall. Let Kim know by October 7th if
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you can attend.
Public Participation
Larry Stroth, Ameren, 2409 Amarillo Drive, O’Fallon, MO, stated he was the Account Executive for
Ameren. They have a program that the City was interested in and that was acquiring a bucket truck.
Ameren has assigned one for the use of the City and the School as a partnership. The City will have
primary responsibility of the truck. He received a request from both entities about seven years ago.
Ameren will provide the training. He thanked the City and the School District for their cooperation. He
continued that it is rare to find a community that will work together on this. The truck is located at the
headquarters off Dorsett Road. Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to
accept the bucket truck. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result.
Pacific Public Works, Darrell Boyer, 135 Janey Lane, Villa Ridge, MO stated they were here this evening
regarding the health insurance. They thought it was unfair that there would be more out of pocket
expense to the employees. He asked the Board to consider tabling this and find another proposal.
New Bills
Bill No. 4074 An Ordinance amending standards for buildings on major Roadways and
Downtown. (1st reading)
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Bill No. 4074 by title only for the first reading.
Bill No. 4075 An Ordinance regulating Beekeeping in the City of Pacific. (1st reading)
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Bill No. 4075 by title only for the first reading.
Consideration of Bills Previously Introduced
Bill No. 4069 An Ordinance approving a Petition for Voluntary Annexation filed by TriStar
Companies regarding certain property contiguous and compact to the City of Pacific, Missouri,
generally located at 2130 Old Gray Summit Road annexing said property to the City; authorizing
other actions in connection with such annexation, and repealing conflicting ordinances. (2nd
reading)
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Bill No. 4069 by title only. Mayor Myers asked
for any discussion. Attorney Jones stated that on the dais is an Annexation Agreement that sets the terms
and conditions. He suggested amending Section 2 of this Bill so it will read “ the Mayor of the City of
Pacific and other appropriate city officials are hereby authorized and instructed to execute the annexation
agreement attached hereto as exhibit A on behalf of the City and take any and all steps to carry out its
purpose”. Also, Section 5 be amended to read “this ordinance is in full force and affect from and after the
recording of the Subdivision Plat by Franklin County”. The Bill is contingent of the subdivision
approval plat pending in Franklin County. Discussion followed. Alderman Adams stated there was a
meeting with the Developer and Alderman Gass was also there. When we look at Osage Hills there were
exceptions because it was a hillside development. I look at this differently also. This is 15 homes, sitting
on 3 acre lots with long driveways. Alderman Adams stated this development is not required to have
sidewalks. This is a different kind of development, which is the reason for the exceptions. Motion
made by Alderman Gass, seconded by Alderman Adams to approve both sections to be added. A
voice vote was taken with an affirmative result. Motion made by Alderman Adams to read the Bill
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as amended by title only. Mayor Myers read Amended Bill No. 4069 by title only. Motion made by
Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Rahn to approve the Amended Bill No. 4069. A roll call
vote was taken with the following results: Ayes: Alderman Adams, Alderman Rahn, Alderman
Gass, Alderman Johnson, Alderman Stotler. Nays: None. Whereupon, Mayor Myers declared
Amended Bill No. 4069 passed and becomes Ordinance No. 3154.
Bill No. 4072 An Ordinance amending the violation of peace disturbance in the Code of
Ordinances of the City of Pacific, Missouri (2nd reading)
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Bill No. 4072 by title only. Mayor Myers asked
for any discussion. Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve Bill No.
4072. A roll call vote was taken with the following results: Ayes: Alderman Adams, Alderman Rahn,
Alderman Gass, Alderman Johnson, Alderman Stotler. Nays: None. Whereupon, Mayor Myers declared
Bill No. 4072 passed and becomes Ordinance No. 3156.
Bill No. 4073 An Ordinance amending the prohibition on possession of marijuana in the
City of Pacific, Missouri. (2nd reading)
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Bill No. 4073 by title only. Mayor Myers asked
for any discussion. Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve Bill No.
4073. A roll call vote was taken with the following results: Ayes: Alderman Rahn, Alderman Gass,
Alderman Johnson, Alderman Stotler, Alderman Adams. Nays: None. Whereupon, Mayor Myers
declared Bill No. 4073 passed and becomes Ordinance No. 3157.
NEW BUSINESS
Resolution No. 2019-39 A Resolution authorizing the adoption of a Group Health Insurance
Plan to be offered to eligible employees of the City of Pacific and authorizing the execution of
documents thereto.
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Resolution No. 2019-39 by title only.
Administrator Roth stated he prepared a presentation for the overhead. We have been a part of MIRMA
since 2015 and moving toward their healthcare. Matthew Broderson, MIRMA is present this evening.
We are a charter member and he is a member of the Healthcare Board. The information has been put out
and communicated to the employees. There is a lot of information here. Currently the plan the
employees have is not an option. Plan 1 is the closest to the exiting plan with a $ 0 deductible and
$1,500 maximum. There were nine different plans that were available. Plan 8 is a high deductible plan,
and all the costs are paid up front until the deductible is reached. Currently the City pays 100% of the
employee costs and 50% of the dependents. Tonight, he is proposing the Base Plan to be Plan 8 with a
buyup plan if the employee wants to go to Plan 1. If the employee goes to the buyup plan, then the
employee has costs. The total premium for the employee is $ 815, which is a $ 45 increase the employee
is responsible for. If the employee takes Plan 8, they would have a HSA with approximately $ 106 going
towards the HSA account. If they buyup to Plan 1 there is no HSA. The proposal does not steer
employees either way, there is no incentive from one plan to another. Alderman Johnson asked if this
could still be bid out, although Attorney Jones has already told her this was not advisable. Administrator
Roth stated this was bid out in 2016 thru Cornerstone. United Healthcare gave us a rate then, we did not
make it thru underwriting. He did not believe going out on the market is going to benefit us. This is a
16% increase as it is. He continued the City spent $ 524,000 in our current plan and this proposal brings
it to about $ 580,000, which is a $ 60,000 increase. At these figures he believes a cost of living increase
could be given to the employees at a later date. Alderman Johnson stated the employees are the City’s
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best asset. We have the best retirement plan and want it to stay that way. Matthew Broderson, MIRMA
stated 18 cities joined the pool. There is a 5% increase overall, and 16% for Pacific because of our
history. The average increase is 14%-16%. There is a spousal surcharge of $ 200.00. If the spouse has
group health insurance offered thru their employer and they choose ours instead then that is when the
surcharge applies.
Robert Lefarth, 7363 Hwy HH, Catawissa, MO asked if we could look into a different plan.
Administrator Roth stated we did this 3 years ago, and he don’t expect a different result.
Matthew Broderson, MIRMA stated this change would be effective 11-1-19. There is a short window to
get things done, underwriting must be done, and insurance cards need to go out.
Darrell Boyer asked if this included dental and vision coverage. Administrator Roth stated they are
separate, but the pricing for those has not changed, they are effective 12/1.
Isaac Ousley, 1113 Pinewood, Pacific, MO stated he started in June. He was exited to come here with the
great benefits. He makes $ 15 an hour; with the change of the spousal surcharge this is dis-heartening.
There is a lot of good employees here, and this is expensive. He continued he may look for another job.
Matt Mansell, 708 Cypress, Pacific, MO stated he is speaking on behalf of the officers, and they are not in
favor of this.
Missy Allen, 414 N. Olive, Pacific, MO stated she thought we could have stayed with out current plan but
since we joined MIRMA Health we couldn’t. Administrator Roth stated that was correct. She continued
she is in the same spot as Isaac and she would need a $ 3.00 an hour raise to break even. If she don’t take
the buyout then Plan 8 is $ 5,600 out of pocket. She thought with the HSA it would only help some of the
employees, this seems discriminatory. Administrator Roth stated we could go out on the market again,
but it is highly unlikely it will come back better. The group hasn’t changed that much. He thought it was
unrealistic to expect a better plan. The City could choose to cover the premium differently. Alderman
Adams asked if any of the Board members wanted to go back on the market? Mayor Myers asked for a
motion to go on the market and shop it. There was no motion. He continued that now we need to be
creative and see what we can do. Public Works Commissioner Brueggemann stated he thought the total
increase for employees was $ 37,500. Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman
Johnson for Administrator Roth to go back and come to the next meeting with a recommendation
on how to fill the gap and meet them in the middle. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative
result, and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried. Motion made by Alderman Rahn, seconded
by Alderman Stotler to table Resolution No. 2019-39. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative
result, and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
Resolution No. 2019-40 A Resolution authorizing and directing the Mayor to execute a
Contract Agreement for construction of a section of Lisa Lane in the City of Pacific, Missouri.
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Resolution No. 2019-40 by title only.
Administrator Roth stated the City’s bid form had some errors in it which lead to inconsistencies. He
suggested the project be re-bid. Motion made by Alderman Gass, seconded by Alderman Rahn to reject
the bids and re-bid the project. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers
declared the motion carried.
Resolution No. 2019-41 A Resolution authorizing and directing the Mayor to execute a
Contract Agreement for construction of water main and appurtenances along a section of First
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Street and Highway OO in the City of Pacific, Missouri.
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Resolution No. 2019-41 by title only.
Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve Resolution No. 2019-41
A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
Resolution No. 2019-42 A Resolution to authorize a transfer from the City of Pacific
Contingency Fund for purposes of paying certain legal and litigation expenses for the City of
Pacific.
As posted pursuant to the ordinance, Mayor Myers read Resolution No. 2019-42 by title only. Mayor
Myers asked for any discussion. Attorney Jones stated he could address any questions in closed session if
they liked. Motion made by Alderman Gass, seconded by Alderman Stotler to approve Resolution
No. 2019-42. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers declared the
motion carried.
Unfinished Business
a. Bill No. 4012 An Ordinance amending the zoning regulations with regard to amendments in the
City of Pacific, Missouri. (2nd reading needed) (10-16-18 sent to Adm. Com after 1st reading,
tabled 11-6-18)
b. Bill No. 4013 An Ordinance amending the Subdivision Regulations with regard to amendments in
the City of Pacific, Missouri. (1st reading needed) (10-16-18 sent to Adm. Com., tabled at 11-618)
CITY ADMINISTRATOR REPORT
A. Ameren bucket truck donation
Administrator Roth stated he would work on getting the truck. This was discussed earlier in the meeting.
B. Bulky Trash pickup
Administrator Roth stated this starts next week.
C. Hawthorne Paving
This will also start next week, and the residents will receive door hangers. Some may be out of their
driveways for 2-3 hours.
D. Candlewick
He thought they would finish up this week.
MISCELLANEOUS
A. Approve Pay Application 1 from Jokerst Paving & Contracting for 2019 asphalt paving
project in the amount of $ 220,823.24.
Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to approve Pay Application 1 from
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Jokerst Paving & Contracting for 2019 asphalt paving project in the amount of $ 220,823.24. A voice
vote was taken with an affirmative result.
B. Approve Change Order 1 for Jokerst Paving & Contracting for 2019 asphalt paving project.
Motion made by Alderman Adams, second by Alderman Rahn to approve Change Order 1 for Jokerst
Paving & Contracting for 2019 asphalt paving project. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative
result.
C. Approve Invoice from Gilmore Bell for Pacific Municipal Assistance Corporation for filings
in the amount of $ 20.00.
Motion made by Alderman Gass, seconded by Alderman Stotler to approve the invoice from Gilmore Bell
for Pacific Municipal Assistance Corporation for filings in the amount of $ 20. A voice vote was taken
with an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.

D. Approve Invoice from Gilmore Bell for E. Osage CID in the amount of $ 2,592.79.
Motion made by Alderman Rahn, seconded by Alderman Adams to approve the invoice from Gilmore
Bell for E. Osage CID in the amount of $ 2,592.79. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result,
and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
E. Approve Invoice from Gilmore Bell for Osage CID in the amount of $ 2,592.79.
Motion made by Alderman Rahn, seconded by Alderman Adams to approve the invoice from Gilmore
Bell for Osage CID in the amount of $ 2,592.79. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and
Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
F. Approve Invoice from Gilmore Bell for Viaduct CID in the amount of $ 2,465.29.
Motion made by Alderman Rahn, seconded by Alderman Adams to approve the invoice from Gilmore
Bell for Viaduct CID in the amount of $ 2,465.29. A voice vote was taken with an affirmative result, and
Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
G. Approve Temporary Liquor License Permit for St. Bridget of Kildare, Constance Pross, for
the Fall Festival.
Motion made by Alderman Rahn, seconded by Alderman Adams to approve the Temporary Liquor
License Permit for St. Bridget Kildare, Constance Pross, for the Fall Festival. A voice vote was taken
with an affirmative result.

REPORTS OF CITY OFFICIALS
Mayor Myers stated Alderman Nemeth was absent this evening because his wife is sick.
Alderman Rahn – thanked the Partnership for the good job they did with the rodeo.
Alderman Gass – stated the curb and gutter that was dug out on Union St. is full of mud. Also, at
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Hawthorne & Sherwood there is an area that has been jack hammered out for months and needs fixed.
Alderman Johnson – commended the City and everyone on the great job on the area down by McDonalds
and Union Street. She reminded everyone of the Breakfast at the Eagles on Sunday at 6 a.m. They are
also having a ribbon cutting on the new shelter. She also asked about the cost for the new signage at the
intersection by McDonalds and if that was bid out. Mayor Myers stated this was approved by Tourism
and was not bid out, it was not designed by an engineer, it is paying for material. This project came thru
the Board of Aldermen. Attorney Jones stated Section 105.040 Subsection 6 references the procedures.
Alderman Adams stated Administrator Roth didn’t authorize this. If we remember the policy was
changed and bidding is required over $ 10,000.
Alderman Stotler – stated he thought the employees needed to start preparing for the healthcare costs.
Chief Mansell – thanked the officers that worked the rodeo. He thought the rodeo was a great community
event. He asked that the aldermen look at “no parking” on one side of Birch as it is tight when they park
on both sides. He then asked Alderman Johnson if she considered moving the fireworks display to the 4th
of July. He thought it drew people in. Alderman Johnson stated she received a request to take it to the
car show.
EXECUTIVE SESSION RSMO 610.021 (1)(3)

Mayor Myers stated Executive Session is on the Agenda for Legal and Personnel.
Motion made by Alderman Adams, seconded by Alderman Gass to go into Executive Session under
Legal and Personnel. A roll all vote was taken with the following results: Ayes: Alderman Adams,
Alderman Rahn, Alderman Gass, Alderman Johnson, Alderman Stotler. Nays: None.
The Board went into executive session at 9:17 p.m.
The Board reconvened at 9:34 p.m.
A roll call vote was taken with the following results: Alderman Adams, Alderman Rahn, Alderman Gass,
Alderman Johnson, Alderman Stotler.
ADJOURNMENT
Motion made by Alderman Gass, seconded by Alderman Stotler to adjourn. A voice vote was taken with
an affirmative result, and Mayor Myers declared the motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 9:34 p.m.

____________________________
Steve Myers, Mayor
ATTEST:
_______________________________
City Clerk
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MEMORANDUM
Steve Roth
City Administrator

636-271-0500 ext. 213
sroth@pacificmissouri.com

October 11, 2019
TO:
RE:

Mayor and Board of Aldermen
City Administrator report, 10-15-19 Board of Aldermen meeting

Hello everyone,
Please note the following with respect to agenda items and other information for the October 15
meeting.
1. Public Hearing, CDBG application. This public hearing is required as part of our application for
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds through Missouri Department of Economic
Development. The City’s total funding request will be approximately $553,270.25, which would be used
as matching funds to the $1.6 million in federal FEMA funding previously awarded.
The full hearing notice is included in the Board packet and is reprinted here:
The City of Pacific will hold a public hearing on October 15, 2019, at 7 p.m. at Pacific City
Hall located at 300 Hoven Drive, Pacific, MO 63090 to discuss the city’s submission of an
application for the Fiscal Year 2019 Community Development Block Grant Disaster
Recovery (CDBG-DR) program.
The City is interested in obtaining all citizens’ input on voluntary buyouts and other needs
related to the April – May 2017 flooding events within the City of Pacific. Citizens will have
the opportunity to discuss the impact of the proposed project on the environment and the
environment’s possible impact on the project. The City needs as much local participation
as possible in order to reflect the true desires of the community as a whole, as well as
comments relating to the proposed project application. At least 70% of the funds must be
used to benefit low and moderate-income persons. Due to the nature of a buyout,
displacement of persons will be proposed.
The City of Pacific is proposing use CDBG-DR funds to do a voluntary buyout of
approximately 27 residential structures including acquisition and demolition. One buyout
zone is expected to be addressed in this project. Amount of award is determined by the
Missouri Department of Economic Development based on unmet housing needs. The
project, if funded, will benefit low and moderate-income persons. All citizens, including
those in the targeted area, are encouraged to attend in order to comment on the
proposed activities.
2. Bill to Approve Text Amendment, Standards for Buildings on Major Roadways. This bill was given a
first reading Oct. 1 and is scheduled for a second reading Oct. 15. I have not heard any public comment
on this bill.
The bill amends the current Zoning Code provision relating to exterior finishes on buildings along or near
major roadways as follows:

D. Prohibited Materials On All Exterior Walls. The following materials are prohibited
for use in construction of exterior walls:
1.
2.

3.

Composition board or plywood paneling.
Metal panels, except for architectural metal facade materials that are
incorporated into an integrated pattern or scheme with other non-metal
materials, as approved City administrative staff or by the Planning and
Zoning Commission.
Any other material not listed in Subsection (C) above.

The intent is to give the City some discretion in use of metal materials on building facades. An all-metal
building typically seen in an industrial warehouse or similar would continue to be prohibited. However
architectural metal would be allowed, subject to certain conditions.
The Planning and Zoning Commission was unanimous in recommending approval, with the addition of
the following: “as approved City administrative staff or by the Planning and Zoning Commission.”
3. Bill to Regulate Beekeeping in the City. This bill was given a first reading Oct. 1 and is scheduled for a
second reading Oct. 15. I have not heard any public comment on this bill.
The bill allows bees in any zoning district, subject to certain provisions, one of which is a minimum lot size
of one (1) acre. The City Attorney can speak to this provision and others at the meeting.
4. Resolution to Adopt Group Health plan, 2019. This Resolution represents a revised proposal from
what was presented at the Oct. 1 meeting. The proposal increases City funding into the plan, off-setting
some of the increases in employee premiums. The proposal includes a third plan option, Plan 5, for
employees looking to save premium costs but still maintain an excellent pharmacy benefit. The proposal
also includes a reduction in the monthly spousal surcharge from $200 to $100, which was approved by
the MIRMA Health board.
The revised recommendation sets a defined amount of premium the City will spend on each tier,
regardless of which plan the employee chooses. The funding is set forth in the Resolution and reprinted
here as reference:

•
•
•
•

Employee only: $825 per month
Employee Spouse: $1,262 per month
Employee Child: $1,174 per month
Family: $1,639 per month

The earlier proposal had varying rates the City would pay for each plan. I believe the set amount for each
tier is more fair to the City and its employees. Under this proposal, employees would be responsible for
the difference between the total premium, and the amount the City will pay. These costs / savings are
included in the attached sheets.
The Board should understand that this proposal pushes the limits of our budgets. I think this level of
funding can be worked into the budget, but not without adjustments to other areas of the budget going
forward. The Board and employees should also understand that I do not expect us to be able to increase
our health insurance budgets year after year. Part of my rationale in developing this revised plan is a
belief that our rates will stabilize under the new MIRMA health, and that we won’t be seeing double-digit

increases year after year. Put another way, I think we can maintain this level of funding this year, and in
future years, but we have reached our reasonable limit.
The following is a basic overview of the three plan options:
Plan 1
This is a $0 deductible plan, with $1,500 maximum out of pocket costs for individuals, $3,000 family. The
out-of-pocket costs would be incurred for certain services and would be covered at an 80 / 20 coinsurance split. For example, an outpatient surgery that costs $4,000 would be covered 80 / 20, with the
plan paying $3,200 and the employee paying $800. The prescription drug benefit is $10 generic / $40
preferred / $70 non-preferred, which is similar to what we have now.
The costs to employees to “buy-up” to this plan are as follows: Employee only, $35 per month; Employee
Spouse, $329; Employee Child, $245; Family, $683.
Plan 5
This is a $1,500 individual deductible plan, $3,000 family; $4,500 maximum out of pocket cost for
individuals, $9,000 family. Out-of-pocket costs are incurred at an 80 / 20 co-insurance split. This plan is
likely best suited for employees who want a good pharmacy benefit, but don’t have a need for regular
health services.
The costs to employees for this plan are as follows: Employee only, $0 per month; Employee Spouse, $82;
Employee Child, $25; Family, $322.
Plan 8
This plan is a HDHP with a Health Savings Account (HSA). In an HSA plan, most all costs are paid by the
employee, up to the maximum out of pocket ($2,800 individual, $5,600 family.) Prescription drugs costs
are paid in the same way, at “retail” if you will and not through a co-pay. In general, with the exception of
certain preventive care services, all health care expenses are paid by the employee, up to the maximum
out-of-pocket.
The costs to employees for this plan are as follows: Employee only, $0 per month; Employee Spouse, $49;
Employee Child, $0; Family, $275. In this plan, employees who elect employee-only coverage would have
$116 per month directed into their HSA, and employees who elect Employee Child coverage would have
$5 per month directed into their HSA. This plan is likely best suited for employees who do not have
regular health care or prescription drug needs.
Summary
I understand that employees have major concerns about the change in benefits and costs. I also think the
plan options presented here represent excellent value to employees, and put health care decisions in
their own hands. Those employees who want or need the higher level benefit can get that, at a cost that
is very competitive. Employees who do not need that level of benefit can choose a lesser option, which
puts money into their pocket or into their Health Savings Account. The City meanwhile maintains a very
high level health insurance offering, which is comparable to and in most cases better than that which is
offered by other area cities.
I will reiterate that there certainly is budget justification for reducing the City’s health insurance costs.
However, the general consensus of the employees and the Board of Aldermen as I understand it is to
maintain the higher level of benefit if at all possible. This proposal does that, in a way that I feel is most
fair and equitable to all parties.

5. Resolution to renew Dental, Vision, Life and Short-Term Disability plans. This Resolution renews the
City’s existing Dental, Vision, Life, ADD and STD insurance policies, effective December 1. All costs are the
same as current, with the exception of the Short-Term disability premium which is increased from $8.50
to $9.25 per employee. The City will continue to pay the employee-only premiums for dental and vision,
with the employee responsible for dependent care coverage if they choose. The City’s costs are
referenced in the Resolution and are reprinted here as reference:

a.
b.
c.
d.

Dental Insurance: Kansas City Life, $25.69 per employee
Life, Accidental Death & Dismemberment insurance: Kansas City Life, $3.02
per employee
Short-Term Disability Insurance: Kansas City Life, $9.25 per employee
Vision Insurance: Kansas City Life, $5.21 per employee

The City’s total cost for these coverages is $43.17 per employee per month; total cost for all employees
(45 FTE) is $1,943 monthly, $23,312 annually.
6. Resolution to Authorize CDBG application. This Resolution authorizes the City’s application for CDBG
funding for our “Round 2” flood buyout program (Hazard Mitigation Grant Program). The total CDBG
funding request is $553,270.25, which represents 25 percent of the total program. The other $1.6 million
previously was awarded through FEMA, (FEMA-DR-4317-MO, Project #0034). The City has engaged
Meramec Regional Planning Commission to prepare the grant application. A total of 27 properties are in
the “Round 2” program.
7. Resolution to Adopt CDBG policies. This Resolution adopts several policies which we are required to
have as a condition of our CDBG application. I have reviewed each policy and find they are reasonable
and do not include any type of funding obligation on the part of the City. The Resolution also gives the
City Administrator authority to approve other related policies as may be required; these policies have not
been forwarded for City review at this time.
8. Resolution to Accept IT Agreement with ArchTech LLC. This Resolution accepts an agreement with
ArchTech LLC for certain managed IT services for the City. The Resolution also accepts a proposal from
ArchTech for the provision of two refurbished Dell servers, and up to 40 refurbished Dell computer
workstations. The refurbished units would be warrantied by ArchTech for the life of the contract. Edward
Wilson, ArchTech LLC, plans to attend the meeting to be available to address any questions.
The total costs of the managed services in Year 1 is $51,400, which includes a one-time initial
configuration fee of $7,600 and a monthly cost of $3,650. Mr. Wilson said he intends to dedicate
ArchTech staff to Pacific on a nearly full-time basis during the initial conversion, installing the new servers
and workstations and configuring the networks. The cost of the two servers is $6,031.16 and includes
installation. The unit price on the refurbished workstations is $73.75 and also includes installation. The
proposal to replace some of our aging computer workstations with the refurbished units represents a
significant opportunity to address some critical computer needs at a very affordable price.
Background
As the Board will recall, we issued an RFP for IT services earlier this summer. We met with several
prospective firms, and ultimately received three responsive proposals. We narrowed the field to two firm
and conducted interviews with each. While the ArchTech LLC pricing is slightly higher than the other firm
considered, we felt the total value of the ArchTech LLC proposal was higher.

Acceptance of this proposal represents a significant change in how we manage our IT. We currently do
not have any consultant under contract to provide ongoing IT services, and instead have utilized Bay’s ET
(Chris Bay) for general consulting services. Mr. Bay has been very helpful to us, but we have a need for a
more comprehensive IT program.
I can address further questions in more detail at the meeting. In my opinion it is not an option to
continue as we have, and we must upgrade and move our overall IT infrastructure and networks into a
new era. I realize the agreements proposed here represent significant expense, but it is an expense we
will have to accept at some point, and in my opinion we cannot reasonably wait any longer. With Chief
Mansell absent, Captain Don Locke will attend the meeting and be available to address any questions the
Board may have relating to the Police Department.
9. Ameren Bucket Truck donation. The City has accepted donation of the bucket truck and was
scheduled to pick it up from Ameren on the afternoon of October 11. Ameren is providing free training at
our location; we will include Meramec Valley R-3 employees in this training. As described earlier, the unit
is a 2011 Ford F550, with an All-Tech Industries AT-37G bucket, 37-foot reach. The donation is valued at
$22,000. We plan to share use of the truck with MVR-3, via an agreement between parties. I would hope
to bring an agreement for Board consideration at the Nov. 5 meeting.
10. Hawthorn Subdivision asphalt overlays. Recent wet weather has delayed progress on this project,
and may require asphalt paving to be moved into the week of Oct. 21. Hawthorne residents and the
Board will be informed of final paving plans in advance.
11. Information items
• P-Z Commission meeting October 22. We expect to have a meeting on this date; we are
reviewing a new light industrial project and also reviewing the status of pending zoning code
updates.
• Parks Master Plan consultant selection. The committee tasked with choosing a firm to conduct
the Parks Master Planning work has selected Planning Design Studio from among three finalists.
Staff has now been tasked with negotiating a contract with PDS, which is expected to be
presented for Board consideration at the Nov. 5 meeting.
• South Third Street asphalt surfacing. Leritz Contracting performed this work on Oct. 8; the work
appears to be satisfactory and performed to the contract specifications. We have a pay
application for this project on the list of bills.
As always, if you have questions or need further information please don’t hesitate to contact me.
Respectfully submitted,

Steve Roth
City Administrator

300 Hoven Drive
Pacific, MO 63069

636-271-0500
www.pacificmissouri.com

September 26, 2019

PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
The City of Pacific will hold a public hearing on October 15, 2019, at 7 p.m. at Pacific City Hall located at
300 Hoven Drive, Pacific, MO 63090 to discuss the city’s submission of an application for the Fiscal Year
2019 Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program.
The City is interested in obtaining all citizens’ input on voluntary buyouts and other needs related to the
April – May 2017 flooding events within the City of Pacific. Citizens will have the opportunity to discuss
the impact of the proposed project on the environment and the environment’s possible impact on the
project. The City needs as much local participation as possible in order to reflect the true desires of the
community as a whole, as well as comments relating to the proposed project application. At least 70% of
the funds must be used to benefit low and moderate-income persons. Due to the nature of a buyout,
displacement of persons will be proposed.
The City of Pacific is proposing use CDBG-DR funds to do a voluntary buyout of approximately 27
residential structures including acquisition and demolition. One buyout zone is expected to be
addressed in this project. Amount of award is determined by the Missouri Department of Economic
Development based on unmet housing needs. The project, if funded, will benefit low and moderateincome persons. All citizens, including those in the targeted area, are encouraged to attend in order to
comment on the proposed activities.
For more information, or if you require special accommodations at the hearing, contact Steve Roth, City
Administrator, at 636-271-0500, ext 213.

BILL NO.

_____

ORDINANCE NO.________

SPONSOR__________
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING STANDARDS FOR BUILDINGS ON MAJOR
ROADWAYS AND DOWNTOWN
WHEREAS, the Board of Aldermen has determined that the standards for buildings on major
roadways and downtown with respect to prohibited materials on exterior walls contains an internal
inconsistency; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Aldermen recognizes that modern construction includes materials with
integrated themes and may utilize materials with architectural interest or significance.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN OF THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Section 400.220 D. shall be repealed and replaced with the following:
D.
Prohibited Materials On All Exterior Walls. The following materials are prohibited for
use in construction of exterior walls:
1.

Composition board or plywood paneling.

2.

Metal panels, except for architectural metal facade materials that are incorporated
into an integrated pattern or scheme with other non-metal materials, as approved
City administrative staff or by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

3.

Any other material not listed in Subsection (C) above.

Section 2. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its passage by the Board of
Aldermen and approval by the Mayor.

PASSED this ________ day of ________________, 2019.________________________________
Steve Myers, MAYOR

APPROVED this ________ day of _________________, 2019. __________________________
Steve Myers, MAYOR
ATTEST:

City Clerk

BILL NO. _______

ORDINANCE NO. _______

AN ORDINANCE REGULATING BEEKEEPING IN THE CITY OF PACIFIC.
WHEREAS, the Board of Aldermen recognizes the importance of bees as pollinators for
the preservation of the ecosystem; but seeks to regulate the safekeeping of bees for the
comfort and safety of all citizens.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN OF
THE CITY OF PACIFC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.
Section 205.010 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Pacific shall be
repealed and replaced with the following:
Section 205.010

Animals and Fowl Prohibited

It shall be unlawful for any person to keep, maintain or harbor any sheep, goat, cow,
horses, bees or any member of the swine species of animals or poultry or fowl species,
other than as provided in this Chapter.
Section 2. Chapter 205 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Pacific shall be amended
by adding the following:
Section 205.066

Bees; General Regulations.

a. No person may keep upon his premises any bees except as provided in this article.
b. Bees may be kept in any zoning district under the following condition:
a minimum lot size of one (1) acre
c. In addition to complying with the terms of this Article, the location, size, number
and construction of enclosures and shelters shall comply with Chapter 500 and the
accessory structures provisions of Section 400.180 of the City.
d. When a conflict occurs between this Article and Chapter 500 or Section 400.180,
the most stringent regulation shall apply.
e. All shelters and enclosures shall be located in a “rear yard” as that term is defined
in Section 400.040 of this Code.
f. All bee colonies shall be kept in hives with removable combs, which shall be kept
in sound and usable condition. “Colony” shall mean a hive and its equipment and
appurtenances, including bees, combs, honey, pollen and brood.
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g. Existing Beekeepers shall be granted an extension for compliance with the
location of any hive up to three months.
h. Beekeepers shall practice good swarm prevention techniques.
i. It shall be unlawful to keep more than 3 colonies on any lot within the City or by
any one owner.
j. Bees, hives and the area surrounding the hives shall be maintained so that they do
not create a nuisance.
k. Hives are not permitted within five (5) feet of a lot line as measured from the
closest point of the lot to the closest point of the hive.
l. Any hive within 25 feet of a lot line shall not open towards that lot line unless that
lot line shall have a flyway barrier of at least six (6) feet in height. The flyway
barrier shall consist of one or a combination of the following: vegetative barrier,
solid wall, fence, or other acceptable barrier.
m. No hive is permitted within ten (10) feet of a building used for human habitation
on an adjoining lot as measured from the closest point of the building to the
closest point of the hive.
n. Each beekeeper shall ensure that a convenient source of water is available at all
times. The water source shall be located on the same property as the hive and
within fifty (50) feet of the hive or less than one-half the distance to the nearest
unnatural water source, whichever is closest. The water shall be maintained so as
not to become stagnant.
Section 205.067

Penalty for Violation.

Any person who violates any provision of this Article may be fined not more than One
thousand Dollars ($1,000.00) for each violation and each day or part of a day shall be
considered a separate violation..
Section 3.
This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage
and approval.

PASSED this ________ day of ________________, 2019.__________________________
Steve Myers, MAYOR
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APPROVED this ________ day of _________________, 2019. _____________________
Steve Myers, MAYOR

ATTEST:

City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 2019

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ADOPTION OF A GROUP HEALTH
INSURANCE PLAN TO BE OFFERED TO ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES OF THE CITY OF
PACIFIC; AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS THERETO
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific is a participating member of MIRMA Health, which offers
certain group health insurance benefits to its member cities; and
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific offers eligible employees of the City certain paid health
insurance benefits, and the City desires to offer a certain health insurance plan
design for the period commencing November 1, 2019;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. The City hereby elects the following Group Health Insurance plans as offered by
MIRMA Health, as shown on the attached “MIRMA Plan Designs” sheet (Exhibit
A):
§

Plan 1, Buy-Up Plan: $0 deductible, $1,500 maximum out of pocket
individual, $3,000 maximum out of pocket family (in network); $10 / $40
/ $70 pharmacy / prescription drug benefit

§

Plan 5, Base Plan 1: $1,500 individual deductible, $3,000 family
deductible (in-network); $4,500 maximum out of pocket individual,
$9,000 maximum out of pocket family (in network); $10 / $40 / $70
pharmacy / prescription drug benefit

§

Plan 8, Base Plan 2: High Deductible Health Plan, HSA Compliant,
$2,800 individual deductible, $5,600 family deductible (in-network); 0%
pharmacy / prescription drug benefit

Employees may choose the plan that best suits their individual health care needs.
Premium cost allocations are as set out in Section 2 and 3.
SECTION 2. The City’s participation in the monthly health insurance premiums for each plan
is hereby set as follows, subject to certain terms and conditions as hereinafter set
out:
•
•
•
•

Employee only: $825 per month
Employee Spouse: $1,262 per month
Employee Child: $1,174 per month
Family: $1,639 per month

SECTION 3. For employees who elect Employee only coverage, the following premium costs
allocations shall apply:
• Plan 1: The City shall pay $825 per month, and the employee shall pay
$35 per month, for a total monthly premium of $860.
• Plan 5: The City shall pay the full monthly premium of $726 per month.
No additional consideration shall be given to employees who elect this
plan.
• Plan 8: The City shall pay the full monthly premium of $706 per month. In
addition, the City shall make a monthly deposit of $119 per month into the
employee’s individual Health Savings Account.
SECTION 4. For employees who elect Employee Spouse, Employee Child and Family
coverage, the City shall pay that portion of the total monthly premium as
heretofore set out in Section 1. The employee shall be responsible for the
remaining share of the monthly premium (if any). The employee share of the
monthly premium for these plans shall be as set out in the table below.
Total Monthly Premium
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

Plan 1
$329
$245
$683

Plan 5
$82
$25
$322

Plan 8
$49
-$5*
$275

* Employees who select Plan 8, Employee Child, shall receive a monthly deposit
of $5.00 into the employee’s Health Savings Account.
SECTION 5. A $100 monthly spouse surcharge shall apply to anyone who elects Employee
Spouse or Family coverage, but only in the event the spouse is eligible to receive
group health coverage from their own employer. The $100 monthly surcharge
shall not apply until the spouse’s next open enrollment period. The spouse
surcharge rules shall be as further set forth in the Plan documents.
SECTION 6. The Mayor, City Administrator and City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute
such documents and take other such actions necessary to affect the intent of this
Resolution.

Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 15th day of
October, 2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

Exhibit A
MIRMA's Approved Plan Designs 8-23-2019
Benefit

Plan 1

Plan 2

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider
Indv. Deductible
Indv. Out-of-Pocket Max
Family Deductible

Plan 3

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 4

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 5

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 6

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 7

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 8

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 9

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

In-Network
Provider

Non-Network
Provider

$0

$1,000

$250

$1,000

$500

$1,500

$1,000

$2,000

$1,500

$3,000

$2,500

$5,000

$4,000

$8,000

$2,800

$5,600

$4,500

$9,000

$1,500

$3,000

$2,000

$4,000

$2,500

$5,000

$3,500

$7,000

$4,500

$9,000

$5,000

$10,000

$5,500

$11,000

$2,800

$5,600

$6,000

$12,000

$0

$2,000

$500

$2,000

$1,000

$3,000

$2,000

$4,000

$3,000

$6,000

$5,000

$10,000

$8,000

$16,000

$5,600

$11,200

$9,000

$18,000

$3,000

$6,000

$4,000

$8,000

$5,000

$10,000

$7,000

$14,000

$9,000

$18,000

$10,000

$20,000

$11,000

$22,000

$5,600

$11,200

$12,000

$24,000

Preventive Care

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

HSA-Compatible

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Primary Care

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$0

40%

$25

40%

Specialist

$40

40%

$40

40%

$40

40%

$50

40%

$50

40%

$40

40%

$50

40%

$0

40%

$60

40%

Mental Health/Substance Abuse

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$0

40%

$25

40%

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$0

$0

$200

$200

Family Out-of-Pocket Max

Emergency Room
Urgent Care

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$0

40%

$75

40%

Outpatient Surgery - Facility

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Outpatient Surgery - Professional

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Imaging (MRI/CT/PET)

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Lab Tests

0%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

X-rays and Diagnostic Imaging

0%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Rehab (PT/OT/ST)

$20

40%

$20

40%

$20

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$30

40%

$0

40%

$30

40%

Inpatient - Facility

$350

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Days 1-5

Days 1-5

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Inpatient - Professional

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Skilled Nursing Facility

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Home Health

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Coinsurance (Member)

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

0%

10%

40%

0%

0%

$10/40/70/
50% w/$100 cap

$10/40/70/
50% w/$100 cap

Inpatient Per Day or Per Admit

Pharmacy
Actuarial Value

$10 generic, $40 preferred brand, $70 non-preferred brand, 50% with $100 cap specialty
94.3%

93.1%

90.3%

89.0%

85.3%

83.3%

82.2%

82.9%

72.0%

Green shading indicates that the benefit is subject to the deductible before the cost sharing takes effect.
Embedded deductibles

8/26/2019

RESOLUTION NO. 2019-44

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING CERTAIN INSURANCE PLANS OFFERED TO
ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC, AND AUTHORIZING THE
EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS THERETO
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific offers eligible employees of the City certain fringe benefits,
including but not limited to Dental Insurance, Vision Insurance, Life Insurance
and Short-Term Disability Insurance; and
WHEREAS, the City through its broker, Cornerstone Insurance Group, has requested proposals
from qualified insurance firms and providers, and the City has, after canvassing
the proposals from various firms, has determined those proposals deemed to be
most advantageous to the City;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. The following insurance plans are hereby authorized and approved, for a one-year
term effective December 1, 2019, at the monthly premium cost as herein
provided:
a. Dental Insurance: Kansas City Life, $25.69 per employee
b. Life, Accidental Death & Dismemberment insurance: Kansas City Life,
$3.02 per employee
c. Short-Term Disability Insurance: Kansas City Life, $9.25 per employee
d. Vision Insurance: Kansas City Life, $5.21 per employee
SECTION 2. The City Administrator is authorized to execute such documents necessary to
carry out the intent of this Resolution.
Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 15th day of
October, 2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

Kansas City Life Insurance Company / 3520 Broadway / P.O. Box 219425 / Kansas City, Missouri 64121-9425
Group Phone: 877-266-6767 / Group Fax: 816-753-2964 / www.kclgroupbenefits.com
9/1/2019
Steven Roth
City Of Pacific
300 Hoven Drive
Pacific, MO 63069
Policy 24352
Thank you for selecting Kansas City Life as the carrier for your Group Life, ADD, STD, and Dental coverage.
We have just completed the annual review of factors affecting the rates for your group. Items considered include the nature of
business, group location, employees' age distribution, ratio of claims to premium, percentage of employee participation and current
trend. Based on the following evaluation, effective 12/1/2019, your renewal rates will be as follows:

Basic Term Life
ADD
Dependent Life
Std

Dental
Employee
Employee + Spouse
Employee + Child(ren)
Family

Current Rate
$0.125 Per $1,000
$0.025 Per $1,000
$1.73 Per Unit

Renewal Rate
$0.125 Per $1,000
$0.025 Per $1,000
$1.73 Per Unit

Rate Guaranteed Until
11/30/2021
11/30/2021
11/30/2021

Current Rate
$0.34 Per $10
Weekly Benefit

Renewal Rate
$0.37 Per $10
Weekly Benefit

Rate Guaranteed Until
11/30/2021

Current Rate
$25.69
$50.72
$64.34
$98.13

Renewal Rate
$25.69
$50.72
$64.34
$98.13

Rate Guaranteed Until
11/30/2020

This renewal offer is prepared on the basis of census and group information available at the time of renewal. Any change, inaccuracy
or omission may affect the premium rates or availability of coverage. Additionally, please remember that each active employee
should have an enrollment/beneficiary card on file. For our clients with Life insurance coverage and in accordance with your
policy, spouse coverage ends at the attainment of age 70. Please do not hesitate to contact our office if you have any questions.
For our clients who are enrolled for Life or Disability, please remember that Kansas City Life partners with Generali Global Assistance
to provide Value Added Services including: Travel Assistance, ID Theft Protection and a Beneficiary Companion benefit. These
services are provided at no cost.
Employers that provide Basic or Voluntary Life coverage may elect to include the Everplans platform to enrolled employees. Everplans
is a guided life and legacy platform that helps people create, store, and securely share all the important plans and information their
family will need in the future. You may visit this link for additional information: www.everplans.com / kcportal. Everplans may be
included on Basic Life and Voluntary Life coverages for a nominal fee. Please contact your broker for more information.
For our Dental clients you, too, have additional services automatically included on your plan including access to both vision and
hearing providers. With CONNECTION Vision employees and their families receive discounts on eyeglasses, contacts and other
products through EyeMed providers. CONNECTION Hearing services through TruHearing provides cost savings on audiological
services and discounts on hearing aids.
For information on any of these services, visit www.kclgroupbenefits.com and log in. For assistance, please contact your client
services representative, whose contact information may be found on your billing statement.

Kansas City Life Insurance Company / 3520 Broadway / P.O. Box 219425 / Kansas City, Missouri 64121-9425 / 877-266-6767

October 10, 2019
City of Pacific
Debbie Hayden
300 Hoven Drive
Pacific, MO 63069
RE: Group 24352
Dear Ms. Hayden
Thank you for your request for Vision rates pertaining to your group coverage.
Your current monthly vision rates are as stated below:
Employee only – $5.21
Employee and Family - $15.62
Employee and Child - $9.88
Employee and Spouse – $9.37
The vision rates for City of Pacific, policy 24352, are under rate guarantee until 11/30/2020.
Sincerely,
Cynthia Scott
Group Client Services
Kansas City Life Insurance Company

RESOLUTION NO. 2019-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, STATING INTENT TO SEEK
FUNDING THROUGH THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT – DISASTER
RECOVERY PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO PURSUE ACTIVITIES IN
AN ATTEMPT TO SECURE FUNDING.
WHEREAS, Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 does state as its primary
objective “the development of viable urban communities, by providing decent housing,
suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities principally for
persons of low and moderate income”;
WHEREAS, Title I does offer to communities the opportunity of monetary assistance in
accomplishing its stated primary objectives;
WHEREAS, the Missouri Department of Economic Development is designated to award Community
Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery funding under Title I; and,
WHEREAS, the City does have areas of need which may be addressed through the Community
Development Block Grant – Disaster Recovery program.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Aldermen of the City of Pacific,
Missouri as follows:
1. The City of Pacific desires to participate with the Missouri Department of Economic
Development in the improvement of our community under the activities authorized pursuant to
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.
2. The Mayor of the City of Pacific, Missouri hereby is authorized to prepare and submit
documents which are necessary in applying for funding and establishing an administrative
organization to implement activities pursuant to the aforementioned act.
3. The City of Pacific will dedicate $1,659,810.75 in funds to be used in this project. These funds
have been previously authorized through FEMA-DR-4317-MO, Project #0034.
Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 15th day of October, 2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor
ATTEST:

City Clerk

RESOLUTION NO. 2019-46

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ADOPTION OF CERTAIN AGREEMENTS
AND POLICIES RELATING TO THE CITY OF PACIFIC’S APPLICATION FOR
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING THROUGH
THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific intends to make application for Community Development
Block Grant funding as administered by the Missouri Department of Economic
Development; and
WHEREAS, a condition of the program is that the City adopt certain policies relating to the use
and administration of CDBG funds, if awarded;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. The City hereby adopts the following policies, together as attached hereto as
“Exhibit A” and referenced fully herein:
•
•
•
•

Subrogation and Assignment Policy
Cost Reasonableness Policy
Language Access Policy
Personal Identity Information Policy

SECTION 2. The City Administrator, upon consultation with the Mayor and City Attorney, is
authorized to accept and approve other such policies as may be required as a
condition of application for Community Development Block Grant funding. Such
policies may include, though not necessarily be limited to, the following:
•
•

Grievance and Appeals Policy
Duplication of Benefits Policy

Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 15th day of
October, 2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

Exhibit A

Cost Reasonableness Policy
Ø Applicable when Products or Services are Procured with CDBG Disaster
Recovery Funds
When determining the appropriate procurement method to use, the grantee must either
use Price Analysis or perform a Cost Analysis to determine that costs are reasonable and
necessary.
•

Grantees must first identify and document a need for goods and services before
undertaking procurement.
o Document the need for products/services as they relate directly to disaster
recovery.
o Establish that products/services are necessary
o Create a written scope of work or product list to procure services and/or
products.

•

Prepare Cost Estimates
o Determine if the estimate can be performed in-house; if not, look to procure
out-side professionals.

•

Identify Method of Procurement to be used.

Who is this guide for?
This guide is for all DED CDBG-DR grantees and funding recipients that contract for services
and/or supplies using funds provided in whole or in part by DED.
What is price analysis?
Price Analysis means that the grantee requests several bids, proposals, or quotes for the
materials, supplies, or service being procured. The winning offeror is the firm that offers
the most competitive price for the requested materials, supplies, and services. Price
analysis is essentially price comparison. It is the evaluation of a proposed price (i.e. lump
sum) without analyzing any of the separate cost elements that it is composed of.
What is cost analysis?
Cost analysis is the evaluation of the separate elements (e.g. labor, materials, etc.) that
make up a contractor’s total cost proposal or price (for both new contracts and
modifications) to determine if they are allowable, directly related to the requirement and

ultimately, reasonable. A Cost Analysis is verifying the proposed cost data, the projections
of the data, and the evaluation of the specific elements of costs and profits.
Is the cost or price analysis always required?
The analysis is required for all projects awarded with CDBG-DR funds per Federal Register
Vol. 83, No. 28, (February 9, 2018) as amended by Federal Register Vol. 83, No. 157,
(August 14, 2018). 2 CFR 200.323, “Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles,
and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards,” require grantees to perform a cost or price
analysis for every procurement action, including contract modifications (e.g., “change
orders”), using HUD grant funds.
The Missouri State CDBG program’s procurement policies includes standards for public
emergencies. Circumstances under which a contract may be awarded by noncompetitive
proposals include a public emergency presenting urgency that will not permit a delay
beyond the time needed to employ one of the other methods of procurement. A
noncompetitive proposal is procurement through solicitation of a proposal form only one
source, or after solicitation of a number of sources competition is determined inadequate.
The requirement for formal competitive bids may be waived, however the emergency
procurement should be made with as much informal bidding as practicable under the
circumstances. Only the products/services necessary to alleviate the immediate
emergency circumstances should be purchased. (Chapter 34, RSMo.) Criteria to be
considered includes: Is there a threat to life, property, public health, or public safety? Are
repairs to property necessary to protect against further loss of, or damage to the property.
When do I perform a price analysis?
You use price analysis whenever you are comparing lump sum prices – not cost estimatesreceived from contractors in a competitive pricing situation (e.g. when sealed bids are
obtained).
What qualifies as competition?
Generally, competition means two or more responsible (e.g., not debarred or suspended,
etc.) offerors (“bidders”), competing independently, submit priced offers that satisfy the
grantee’s contract requirement. Obviously, the greater the number of offers received, the
greater the competition and ideally, the better the pricing.
When do I perform a cost analysis?
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Cost analysis is used whenever you do not have price competition. A cost analysis is
required when:
Ø Using the competitive proposal method of contracting, e.g., for acquiring
professional, consulting or architect/engineering (A/E) services. Under the
competitive proposal method, offerors are required to submit cost proposals that
show the elements (e.g., labor, materials, overhead, and profit) of their proposed
costs or price.
Ø Negotiating a contract with a sole source, i.e., not soliciting competitive bids or
offers. When a sole source is appropriate and justified (see CDBG-DR procurement
chapter), you must obtain a complete cost breakdown from the sole source
contractor and perform an analysis using the cost principles to establish a fair and
reasonable price or estimated cost.
Ø After soliciting competitive sealed bids, you receive only one bid, and it differs
substantially from your independent estimate of the contract price. If you
determine that the bid is unreasonable and decide to not recompete (e.g., market
survey tells you that you wouldn’t get competition), then you may formally cancel
the solicitation and negotiate a contract price with the single bidder. In that case,
you must obtain a cost breakdown of the single bid price and use cost principles to
determine if that price is reasonable.
Ø Negotiating a modification (including change orders) to any type of contract, if the
modification changes the work authorized under the contract, and changes the
price or total estimated cost, either upwards or downwards. You must obtain a
detailed breakdown of the contractor’s proposed cost – not a lump sum proposal –
before negotiating the change in contract price.
CAUTION: Modifications that change the work beyond the scope of the contract must be
justified. If the out-of-scope change cannot be justified, you must procure the work
competitively.
Could there ever be a situation where I don't have price competition, and I don't have to
perform a cost analysis?
Yes. There are two situations:
Ø The price can be established on the basis of catalog or market prices of commercial

products or services sold in substantial quantities to the general public. A product is
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considered to be "sold in substantial quantity" when the regular sales volume is large
enough to constitute a real commercial market. Services are considered to be "sold in
substantial quantity" when the contractor/vendor customarily provides them, using
his/her regularly employed personnel and using equipment (if any is needed) regularly
maintained solely to provide the services.
or
Ø The price is set by law or regulation.

Do I need to analyze and negotiate profit separately?
Whenever you are required to perform a cost analysis, and you are negotiating a contract
action that provides for a profit or fee, you must negotiate profit separately. When negotiating
profit, you should consider all of the following:
Ø The complexity of the work to be performed. The more difficult the work, the more

profit a contractor may be entitled to.
Ø Contractor's investment (labor, oversight, etc.). How much and what type of resources

will the contractor have to dedicate to performing the contract? The greater the
investment of resources the more profit.
Ø Subcontracting. The amount of profit depends upon the size, nature and oversight

needs of the subcontracts the contractor will use. Will the contractor perform most of
the work, or will he/she sub out some of it, and if so, how much? Will subcontracted
work be routine or complex? What amount and level of oversight and management will
subcontracted work require of the contractor? Simple subcontracts for routine supplies
of services should not be worth as much profit as complex subcontracts that require a
lot oversight by your own highly skilled staff or management.
Ø Quality of the contractor's past performance. Profit should reward the contractor for a

proven record of high quality performance. A consistent record of delivering quality
goods or services on time within cost, indicates that the contractor will likely "deliver
the goods" to you, too. (Note: You probably won't be considering a poor performer for a
new contract award.) Performance under the current contract must be considered when
negotiating a modification.
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Ø Industry profit rates in the surrounding geographical areas for similar work. What's the

"going rate," especially for standard, more commercial types of work?
CAUTION: Be careful to not pay going rates when the work required is not really covered by
those rates, e.g., paying specialty rates for routine work.
CAUTION! The "cost-plus-a-percentage-of-cost" and "percentage-of-constructioncost" contract types are prohibited. These types of contracts reward contractors for
incurring greater costs, which is just the opposite of what is in your, the buyer's best
interest.
How do cost analysis and price analysis apply to the different contracting methods?
Ø Small Purchases. For routine, commercial type purchases, comparing price or rate

quotes obtained from an adequate number of qualified vendors is sufficient price
analysis. If the small purchase is for professional or technical services, or the Grantee
needs to evaluate other factors than price, then at least a limited cost analysis is
appropriate. In either case, the Grantee's analysis should include comparing the
proposed prices to past prices it has paid for the same or similar items or services.
Ø Sealed Bidding. This is the preferred method for contracting for supplies, equipment and

construction. (See 24 CFR 85.36(d)(2) for a definition.) Normally, the competitive pricing
forces of the marketplace determine the reasonableness of the low price obtained
through sealed bidding. Nevertheless, the Grantee should always compare its own
independent cost estimate to the low competitive bid received. In the event they are
significantly different, the Grantee will need to examine each to verify that either its
own estimate or the market price is valid. Otherwise, no further price or cost analysis is
required under sealed bidding.
CAUTION! When only one bid is received in response to a competitive bid solicitation, you do not
have price competition. If you decide to award on the basis of a single submitted bid price, i.e.,
without negotiation, you must justify that the price is fair and reasonable. At a minimum, you
should compare the bid price to your own in-house estimate and past prices paid for the same
or substantially similar item(s) in the past. You should also try to obtain information from the
marketplace, if you have not already done so in developing your own estimate. If you decide to
cancel the sealed bid and negotiate a contract price with the single bidder, you must obtain a
complete cost breakdown and perform a cost analysis of the proposed price. If the bidder
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refuses to provide a breakdown of his/her costs, you may have no other choice than to resolicit
bids. In any case, you must document the rationale for your award decision.
Ø Competitive Proposals. This method is most often used to contract for professional,

consulting, and architect/engineering (A/E) services. (See 24 CFR 85.36(d)(3) for a
definition.) To determine the reasonableness of proposed costs, you must obtain cost
breakdowns from the offerors showing all the elements of their proposed total costs
and perform a cost analysis of each proposal using the appropriate set of cost principles
(discussed below).
NOTE! When awarding a contract using the competitive proposal method, the type of
contract (e.g., firm fixed-price or cost-reimbursement) you propose to award does not
affect the requirement for a cost analysis. For example, if you intend to award a firm
fixed-price contract via the competitive proposal method, you still must analyze all of the
proposed costs contained in each offeror's price. However, you are not required to
negotiate each individual cost element in arriving at an agreement on total price. The
final price you negotiate with the contractor on a fixed-price contract normally reflects
agreement only on the total price. Therefore, the overall objective should be to negotiate
total prices that are fair and reasonable.
NOTE! In certain cases, the contract may specify separately priced items. This is
commonly done in indefinite- delivery (e.g., indefinite-quantity, sometimes called job
order, or "open ended") contracts. Under these contracts, pre-priced items are ordered
on an as-needed basis, up to a stated maximum quantity. For these contracts,
agreement must be reached on each item's price before award and the prices included in
the final contract document.
Ø Noncompetitive Proposals. These are sometimes called sole source contracts and are

different from single bids. No competition is intended, and usually, there is no market to
help set the price or estimated cost. Since there is no price competition to tell you if the
price or estimated cost is reasonable, you must obtain a breakdown of the proposed
costs and perform a cost analysis.
What other contract actions or types require cost analysis?
Ø Contract Modifications. If you are negotiating a modification (including change orders)

to any contract (even if the basic contract was awarded competitively through sealed
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bidding) that changes the scope of work previously authorized and impacts the price or
estimated cost, you must use cost analysis to arrive at a reasonable cost. The only
exception to this rule is a contract modification based on pricing terms already
established in the contract document. Keep in mind that changes in scope do not always
result in increased costs. Elimination or reduction of contract work may result in a
decrease in the contract price. Regardless of the direction of the price change, these
modifications require cost analysis using the cost principles to determine that the price
change is fair and reasonable.
Ø Contract Terminations. Terminating a contract means unilaterally ending it before its

stated end. Contracts can be terminated for the convenience of the grantee or for cause
(also called default). Contracts are usually terminated for convenience when the buyer
no longer has a need for the service or products as they are specified in the contract, or
when it is not possible to substantiate that the contractor's performance is poor enough
to terminate him/her for cause. Contracts may be terminated for cause when the
contractor fails to perform the contract as written. If you are terminating a contract of
any type (fixed-price or cost-reimbursement) for convenience, or a cost-reimbursement
contract for cause, you must use cost analysis - and the appropriate cost principles - to
negotiate the final amount of the termination settlement.
Ø Cost-reimbursement Contracts. In determining reasonable costs under any cost-

reimbursement contract, a cost analysis using the cost principles is required.
Ø Architect/Engineer Contracts. Cost analysis is required in determining if the cost portion

of an A/E contract is fair and reasonable.
Ø Construction Contracts. This includes all contracts and contract modifications negotiated

on the basis of cost for construction management or construction, alteration or repair of
buildings, bridges, roads, or other kinds of real property. It does not include contracts
for equipment, or other kinds of personal property. Construction contracts awarded
using sealed bidding do not require cost analysis (see Sealed Bidding above), but
construction contracts awarded using any method other than sealed bidding, and
modifications to construction contracts do require cost analysis (see Modifications
above).
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How do I perform an analysis?
Here are some basic techniques.
Price analysis. Use as many of the following techniques as applicable and appropriate:
Ø Compare competitive prices received in response to the solicitation to one another. This
assumes you receive a large enough number of competitively priced offers from the
current marketplace.
Ø Compare proposed prices with prices under existing contracts and with prices proposed
in the past for the same or similar items/services. Be sure to factor in any market
changes (e.g., commodity price changes) or other influences (e.g., inflation).
Ø Apply rough yardsticks (e.g., dollars per pound, per square foot, per hour, etc.) to
compare prices and highlight significant inconsistencies that warrant additional pricing
inquiry.
Ø Compare competitive price lists, published catalog or market prices of commodities and
products, similar indices and discount or rebate arrangements.
Ø Compare proposed prices with your independent (i.e., in-house) cost estimates.

Cost Analysis.
Ø Verify the accuracy of the cost and pricing information submitted, and evaluate:
•

The reasonableness of the proposed costs, including allowances for
contingencies. To be considered reasonable, proposed costs must
meet three critical tests. The costs must be:
⇒ Allowable. The applicable cost principles will usually state
whether a type of cost is allowable or not. Cost principles are
listed in a section below.
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⇒ Allocable. This means that the costs are logically related to, or
required in the performance of the contract. Many costs may
be allowable but not related to the work required under the
contract.
⇒ Reasonable. This term is generally defined as what a prudent
business would pay in a competitive marketplace. A cost can
be allowable and allocable, and still not be what a prudent
businessperson would pay.
•

The necessity for proposed cost items. Technical personnel (e.g.,
engineer, architect, information systems specialist, etc.) should
review the proposed direct cost elements to determine their
necessity to perform the contract and reasonableness (e.g., in
comparison to market rates). A cost may be allowable under the cost
principles and even allocable to the type of work to be performed,
but still not be necessary for the specific contract.

•

Application of audited or pre-negotiated (e.g., by the Federal
Government) indirect cost (e.g., overhead) rates, labor and fringe
benefit rates, or other factors.

•

Effect of the offeror's current practices on future costs. Does the
offeror have a track record of containing costs (completing contracts
at or "under cost")? Does he/she overrun costs?

•

The projection of the offeror's cost trends. Is there any indication that
his/her costs are likely to increase or decrease over the life of the
contract?

Ø Compare costs proposed by the offeror with:
•

Actual costs previously incurred by the same contractor for the same
or similar work. If it is a repetitive type of work or service, how much
has it cost in the past. Apply any appropriate inflation factors for past
work.
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•

Actual costs of previous the same or similar work performed by other
contractors.

•

Previous cost estimates from the offeror or other offerors for the
same or similar items.

•

The methods proposed by the offeror with the requirements of the
solicitation (i.e., do the costs reflect the technical approach proposed
and the work required?).

•

The Grantee's independent cost estimate, either created by Grantee
staff or for the Grantee by an independent architect, engineer,
appraiser, etc.

Ø Verify that the offeror's cost submissions comply with the appropriate set of
cost principles.
What are cost principles?
Cost principles describe the allowability of various types of costs (e.g., labor, travel,
communications, etc.). The HUD regulations at 24 CFR Part 85, "Administrative Requirements
for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State, Local and Federally Recognized Indian Tribal
Governments" (specifically, section 85.22, "Allowable costs require you to use them when
performing cost analysis.
Which cost principles do I use?
State, local and tribal governments Office of Management Budget (OMB) Circular A-87 (See
Attachment)
According to A-87, to be allowable under Federal awards, costs must:
•

Be necessary and reasonable to carry out the Federal award;

•

Be allocable to Federal awards under the rules of A-87

•

Be authorized (or not prohibited) under state or local laws or rules;
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•

Conform to other limitation or exclusions in A-87, Federal law or rules, or other
governing regulation;

•

Be consistent with policies and rules applicable to Federal awards and other
activities of state or local governments;

•

Be treated consistently

•

Be determined in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles;

•

Not be used to meet cost sharing or matching requirements of any Federal
award

•

Be net of applicable credits (for example, the agency must take advantage of
discounts, rebates, refunds, recoveries and adjustments); and

•

Be adequately documented.
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Cost and Price Analysis Worksheet

Part I Introduction:
The following worksheet is provided as a guide to assist communities to determine what
appropriate documentation should be obtained to support procurement undertaken as part of
the CDBG program in accordance with Federal and State regulations. This checklist is a
supplemental tool to provide additional assistance with compliance and does not take the place
of the compliance monitoring checklist or relieve the grantee of any procurement
responsibilities provided in other manuals, policy letters, or guidance materials. Please contact
your CDBG program supervisor if you have questions about this worksheet.
All CDBG contracts require a determination of reasonable cost/price. If adequate price
competition does not exist, additional steps are necessary to show reasonableness. If you have
questions, please contract your CDBG program representative for guidance.
Part II Contract Information:
Name of Contractor:
Type of Contract (professional service, material, construction, etc.):

Comparison to in-house estimate (for all procurements, attach estimate). A cost analysis as
is done before an RFP or RFQ is issued. The purpose is to establish reasonableness of cost for
negotiation purposes. This is required for any professional services contract for which a
standard scale does not exist.
Part III Price Analysis:
The price analysis was conducted based on one or more of the following (check those that
apply and attach documentation).
Sealed bid with 2 or more responsible bidders and the low bidder was selected (keep
documentation of compliance with state bid and public works laws regarding
advertisements and other compliance requirements regarding direct solicitations, bid
opening minutes, original bid envelopes, and bid tabulation).
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Small purchase with documented phone or fax quotations from 3 or more offerors and the
lowest price was selected (keep documentation indicating the name of the contact person,
phone number, date and time of call, and a description of what the quote was based on).
Small purchase with documented published price lists from 3 or more vendors and the
lowest price was selected (keep documents of published prices from catalogues, web pages,
or faxed price lists).
Competitive proposals (RFPs) where price was part of the proposal and there were 2 or
more offereors.
Competitive proposals (RFQs) where price is not part of the proposal, but prices fell within
established program fee scales.
Part IV Cost Analysis:
If one or more of the boxes above is not checked, an additional cost analysis is necessary.
Please check each of the boxes below which apply and provide narrative and/or documentation
as necessary.
A: Has the grantee determined that each of the cost items listed by the contractor is:
The cost is allowable (see CDBG-DR Manual Financial Compliance chapter)
Explanation of determination:

The cost is allocable (logically related to the performance of the contract)
Explanation of determination:
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The cost is reasonable (what a prudent business would pay in a competitive
marketplace). This portion of the cost analysis must be done independently and should
compare costs for comparable projects or activities.
Explanation of determination:

The cost is necessary
Explanation of determination:

B: Costs items submitted by the contractor (attach copies of the rates along with verifiable
citations).
Hourly/Daily rate with estimate of hours/days
Published rates schedules for the same activity from a state or federal program
Other historical cost data that has already been established as reasonable
Actual Costs and proposed profit (provide support documentation such as payrolls,
etc., explanation of cost item, and justification for each cost item checked below).
Personnel Costs: $

Details:

Travel Costs: $

Details:

14

Equipment Costs: $

Details:

Supply Costs: $

Details:

Other Direct Costs $

Details:

Indirect Costs $

Details:

Proposed Profit: $

Details:
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Part V Cost/Price Reasonableness Certification:
I have reviewed and compared the price and cost data provided by the contractor and have
determined that the costs proposed are necessary and reasonable for the work to be performed
by the contractor.
Certify:

Signature of Chief Elected Official

Date

Attest:

Printed Name and Signature

Date

16

Missouri CDBG Language Access Plan
Introduction
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000(d) and Executive Order 13166 require that
recipients of federal funds take responsible steps to ensure meaningful access by persons with
Limited English Proficiency (LEP persons). The State of Missouri CDBG and CDBG-DR programs
are a recipient of federal funds and, thus, obligated to reduce language barriers that can
preclude meaningful access by LEP persons to DCA programs. Missouri CDBG has prepared this
Language Access Plan (“LAP” or “Plan”), which defines the actions to be taken to ensure
meaningful access to agency services, programs, and activities on the part of persons who have
limited English proficiency.
In preparing this Plan, CDBG conducted a four factor analysis, considering (1) the number or
proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be encountered by the Agency or its
federally funded programs, (2) frequency with which LEP persons come into contact with
Agency’s program, (3) nature and importance of the program, activity, or service to people’s
lives, and (4) resources available and costs. MO CDBG will review and update, on an annual
basis with the Annual Action Plan, this LAP in order to ensure continued responsiveness to
community needs.
Purpose
The purpose of this plan is to ensure beneficiaries of CDBG meaningful access to services,
programs, and activities although they may be limited in their English language proficiency. MO
CDBG is committed to this Language Access Plan as the appropriate response to meeting our
beneficiary’s needs.
Definitions
Recipient means the entity designated as a recipient for assistance with federal or state
funding. This is any entity which receives federal assistance, directly from MO CDBG or from
another recipient. This includes, but is not limited to, any unit of local government, public
housing authority, community housing development organization, public or private nonprofit
agency, developer, contractor, private agency or institution, builder, property manager,
residential management corporation, or cooperative association.
LEP means Limited English Proficiency persons who do not speak English as their primary
language and who have a limited ability to read, write, speak, or understand English, and may
be entitled to language assistance with respect to a particular type of service, benefit, or
encounter. Note that for the purposes of gathering data for the four- factor analysis, MO CDBG
used the U.S. Census definition as any individual who speaks a language at home other than
English as their primary language, and who speaks or understands English “not well” or “not at
all”.
Updated October 2018

LAP means this language access plan.
Description of Covered Programs
The Missouri Department of Economic Development is the recipient of funding from the United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), which consists of Community
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG) funds and Community Development Block Grant
Program- Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds. DED then subgrants this funding to eligible
Recipients throughout the State of Missouri and such Recipients undertake projects in specific
services areas (i.e. within a particular local government, a group of counties, or other identified
service area).
• CDBG: provides grants to units of local government in non-entitlement areas for the
development of viable communities through street, potable water, sewer, community
facility, and economic development activities.
• CDBG-DR: disaster allocations dedicated to recovery from various disasters, which must
be utilized from housing, infrastructure, economic development, hazard mitigation, and
planning
Four Factor Analysis
Factor One: Identifying Missouri’s LEP Population Who May Need Language Assistance
MO CDBG’s service area generally consists of the entire State of Missouri. Communities
meeting certain population threshold set forth by HUD are designated as entitlement
communities and are not eligible to receive state CDBG funds. However, these
communities can receive CDBG-DR funds if they are part of the communities included in
the Disaster Declaration resulting in a CDBG-DR supplemental allocation. To simplify the
considerations for this Plan, all counties in the State of Missouri will be included in the Four
Factor Analysis.
In order to determine the LEP population of Missouri, MO CDBG reviewed the 2015 5-year
American Community Survey (ACS) data (Table B16001) to find what the primary languages
were for people that spoke English less than “very well”. Based on this data, in addition to
English, Missouri’s population speaks the following languages: Spanish (54,831 or 1.0%),
Chinese (10,857 or 0.2%), Vietnamese (7,335 or 0.1%), German (5,263 or 0.1%), SerboCroatian (5,486 or 0.1%), (African Languages (4,612 or 0.1%), Arabic (4,404 or 0.1%), and
Russian (3,576 or 0.1%).
This data shows that the Spanish speaking population is the largest LEP population in
Missouri, and, therefore, would likely be the LEP population most likely to be encountered
by MO CDBG. Because MO CDBG does not directly provide assistance to individuals, MO
CDBG also looked at the ACS data to determine what LEP populations are present on a
county level.
HUD has established a “safe harbor” regarding the responsibility to provide translation of
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Vital Documents for LEP populations. This safe harbor is based upon the number and
percentages of the service area-eligible population or current beneficiaries and applicants
that are LEP. According to the safe harbor rule, HUD expects translation of Vital Documents
to be provided when the eligible LEP population in the service area or Beneficiaries exceeds
1,000 persons or if it exceeds 5% of the eligible population or Beneficiaries along with more
than 50 people. In cases where more than 5% of the eligible population speaks a specific
language, but fewer than 50 persons are affected, there should be a translated written
notice of the person’s right to an oral interpretation.
MO CDBG has identified fifteen counties and St. Louis City that have Spanish speaking LEP
populations exceeding the 1,000 person or 5% threshold. These are depicted in the
following table. Few other areas have an LEP population other than the Spanish speaking
population that exceeds the HUD safe harbor threshold, as indicated in the table below.
The table below sets forth safe harbors for written translations for Missouri Counties and
St. Louis City. Italicized Counties represent Counties included in DR-4317 Presidential
Disaster Declaration.
Table 1- Safe Harbor Counties in Missouri

Size of Language
Group

1,000 or more in
the eligible
population in the
market area or
among current
beneficiaries

More than 5% of
the eligible
population or
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Recommended
Provision of Written
Language Assistance

Missouri County

Barry
Boone
Buchanan
Cass
Clay
Greene
Jackson
Translated vital
documents

Translated vital
documents

Language

Webster

Spanish
Chinese
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish, Vietnamese,
African
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish
Spanish, Vietnamese
Spanish, Russian, SerboCroatian, Chinese, Korean,
Vietnamese, Arabic, Other
Asian
German

Barry
McDonald
Sullivan

Spanish
Spanish
Spanish

Jasper
McDonald
Pettis
Pulaski
St. Charles
St. Louis City
St. Louis County

beneficiaries and
more than 50 in
number
More than 5% of
the eligible
population or
beneficiaries and
50 or less in
number
5% or less of the
eligible population
or beneficiaries
and less than 1,000
in number
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Translated written
notice of right to
receive free oral
interpretation of
documents.

No written translation
is required.

None

None

Source: 2016 ACS 5yr (2012-2016) Estimates, Selected Social Characteristics
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Source: 2016 ACS 5yr (2012-2016) Estimates, Selected Social Characteristics

Factor Two: Frequency with Which LEP Persons May Come Into Contact With Missouri
CDBG
As a by-product of subgranting funds to communities, MO DED does not often come into
direct contact with LEP persons, as most direct contact with an LEP person occurs at the
project level between the Recipient and the LEP person. There are instances, however,
when MO DED may expect to come into contact with LEP persons at the State level, and
accommodations are necessary. MO CDBG has determined that persons with LEP are most
likely to come into contact with Agency programs as follows:
• Persons participating in the annual planning process for MODED programs
• Individuals utilizing the State’s compliant/application status process
• Individuals accessing the website
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Factor Three: Nature and Importance of the Program, Activity, or Service Provided By
Missouri CDBG
Missouri CDBG understands that the more important the activity, information, services or
program, or the greater the possible consequences of the contact to the LEP persons, the
more likely language services are needed. The programs administered by Missouri CDBG
result in Recipients of HUD funding from Missouri CDBG carrying out projects, and in some
instances, providing direct assistance to LEP individuals and families. It is likely that the type
of project activities proposed by the Recipient will impact the level and type of language
assistance needed to be provided. At the Missouri CDBG level, it is most important for
language assistance services be provided for citizen participation efforts undertaken by MO
CDBG, as this is when it is most likely that LEP individuals will come into contact with MO
CDBG directly. It is also important that MO CDBG provides information to LEP persons that
will allow them to file a complaint if they believe they have been denied the benefits of
language assistance.
Factor Four: Available Resources and Costs
MO CDBG has limited resources available for administration of HUD funded programs.
These resources primarily come from the percentage of CDBG and CDBG-DR Program
funding that is allowed to be used for administration of such programs. MO CDBG will use
these administration funds to provide LEP services, in addition to using such funds for
fulfilling all other statutory and regulatory requirements of these programs.
The costs associated with providing LEP services will vary depending upon the service
provided. A cost effective method of providing LEP services would be to make LEP persons
aware of the many brochures, handbooks, booklets, factsheets and forms that are available
in multiple languages on the HUD website. MO CDBG may also, when appropriate, utilize
free websites to translate written materials. The most costly option for providing LEP
services would be to contract with outside persons that are proficient in interpretation of
spoken word and in translation of documents. NEDED will do this when necessary. It is
expected that the cost of obtaining such services will vary depending upon the nature of
the services requested, and the service provider selected.
Point of Contact
The CDBG Communication Specialist, reachable at 573/751-3600, is the designated point of
contact for coordination of LEP compliance and services.
Identification of LEP individuals who need language assistance
MO CDBG will review American Community Survey data as it is updated to determine the
size of LEP populations and the languages of LEP populations within the State of Missouri.
Additionally, in the event that LEP persons come into direct contact with MO CDBG, staff
will be instructed to utilize the “I speak cards,” available here, to determine identify the
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appropriate language necessary to provide assistance to the individual.
Language Assistance to be Provided
MO CDBG will provide language assistance as requested and as appropriate.
• MO CDBG will use and make persons aware of the many brochures, handbooks,
booklets, factsheets and forms that are available in multiple languages on the HUD
website. Many of these are available at:
• When, and if appropriate, MO CDBG may utilize free websites and computer
programs to translate written materials.
• As needed, MO CDBG will contract with entities that are proficient in interpretation
of spoken word and translation of documents. A list of identified contractors is
available through the Missouri Office of Administration.
• MO CDBG will maintain an open contract with an approved Office of Administration
vendor to provide language assistance through a voice interpretation service via
telephone. MO CDBG will keep a copy of the instructions for using this service on
the Department’s internal share drive.
• MO CBDG will provide, on a prior request basis, interpretation assistance for public
hearings from a qualified contractor.
• MO CDBG will translate Vital Documents, including but not limited to the Citizen
Participation Plan and Complaint procedures, into Spanish (and other languages as
need may be identified in the future).
Staff Training
MO CDBG will ensure that staff persons are given proper LEP training to provide or obtain
language assistance.
• Staff will be trained on the language assistance requirements by being made aware
of applicable laws and resources.
• Staff will be made aware of the four factor analysis and Language Assistance Plan,
as presented in this document.
• Staff will be trained to utilize the “I speak” cards, as necessary.
Outreach
MO CDBG will provide a link on the MO CDBG webpage to the HUD translated materials
website and provide notification to LEP persons of the availability of language assistance
services (both interpretation and translation) through public notices published in
conjunction with the Annual Action Plan and on the MO CDBG webpage. Additionally, MO
CDBG will provide its recipients with technical assistance regarding their responsibilities to
provide language assistance services to individuals in their jurisdiction and/or service area.
Monitoring and Updating the LAP
MO CDBG will review American Community Survey data as it is updated to determine the
size of LEP populations and the languages of LEP populations within the State of Missouri,
review additional guidance provided by HUD, and update the Language Assistance Plan
accordingly.
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Complaints
If you believe you have been denied the benefits of this Plan, please file a written
complaint with the MO CBDG Communication Specialist:
CDBG Communication Specialist
Missouri Department of Economic Development
Business and Community Services
Harry S. Truman Bldg, Rm 770
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Appendix
Missouri CDBG Grantee Language Access Plan Guidance
This document provides additional guidance on how to accomplish timely and reasonable steps to provide Limited
English Proficient (LEP) persons with meaningful access to programs and activities funded by the federal
government and awarded by MO CDBG. Refer to the CDBG LAP Policy and the Civil Rights section of the CDBG
Administrative Manual, then complete the steps described in detail below to develop a LAP:
Step 1: Provide General Information:
Provide the following information at the beginning of the local government’s Language Access plan
• Grantee
• CDBG Grant Number
• Target Area
• Preparer’s name, phone number, email address
Step 2: Conduct a Four-Factor Analysis to determine how to provide needed language assistance
Recipients are required to take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to LEP persons. This
"reasonableness" standard is intended to be flexible and fact-dependent. It is also intended to balance the need to
ensure meaningful access by LEP persons to critical services while not imposing undue financial burdens on small
businesses, small local governments, or small nonprofit organizations. As a starting point, a recipient may conduct
an individualized assessment that balances the following four factors:

Use data to answer the question:
How many Limited English Proficient people are in your local government’s city or county’s
jurisdiction?
Attach maps (if applicable) or other relevant data to your Language Access Plan. All data or
maps provided must be accurately sourced.
Factor 1: Determine the number of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible service population
Most grantees will depend on the most recent release of data from the American Community Survey Table B16001
and Table S1601, updated each year in December, to determine the number of LEP persons in the service area. In
the case where the overall jurisdiction numbers fall below the Safe Harbor thresholds to provide translated written
documents but existing or planned CDBG target areas exist, the CDBG grantee must evaluate whether there are
LEP households within the target areas that may need notification or other LAP services. The grantee’s evaluation
should use local knowledge or data or other relevant data in conducting its evaluation and should indicate its
conclusions regarding the steps necessary reach out to these households in the language they speak to ensure that
adequate notification is achieved. This evaluation will be particularly important for housing grants where eligible
applicants for assistance may need application or other documents translated to take advantage of available
services. All data provided must be accurately sourced

The size of the language group determines the recommended provision for written language assistance, as
determined by the “safe harbors” outlined in the federal register.
Table 1- Safe Harbor Thresholds

Size of Language Group
1,000 or more in the eligible population
More than 5% of the eligible population or
beneficiaries and more than 50 in number
More than 5% of the eligible population or
beneficiaries and 50 or less in number
5% or less of the eligible population or
beneficiaries and less than 1,000 in number

Recommended Provision of Written Language
Assistance
Translated vital documents
Translated vital documents
Translated written notice of right to receive free
oral interpretation of documents.
No written translation is required.

A vital document is any document that is critical for ensuring meaningful access to the grantees' major activities
and programs by beneficiaries generally and LEP persons specifically. Whether or not a document (or the
information it solicits) is "vital" may depend upon the importance of the program, information, encounter, or
service involved, and the consequence to the LEP person if the information in is not provided accurately or in a
timely manner. Where appropriate, grantees are encouraged to create a plan for consistently determining, over
time and across its various activities, what documents are "vital" to the meaningful access of the LEP populations
they serve. Leases, rental agreements and other housing documents of a legal nature enforceable in U.S. courts
should be in English.
Factor 2: The frequency with which LEP persons come into contact with the program:

Identify how your program engages with the public and how frequently does this occur
Grantees should assess, as accurately as possible, the frequency with which they have or should have contact with
an LEP individual from different language groups seeking assistance. If an LEP individual accesses a program or
service on a daily basis, a recipient has greater duties than if the same individual’s program or activity contact is
unpredictable or infrequent. But even recipients that serve LEP persons on an unpredictable or infrequent basis
should determine what to do if an LEP individual seeks services under the program in question. This plan need not be
intricate. It may be as simple as being prepared to use one of the commercially available telephonic interpretation
services to obtain immediate interpreter services. In applying this standard, recipients should consider whether
appropriate outreach to LEP persons could increase the frequency of contact with LEP language groups.
For CDBG grants, grantees must engage with the public at these critical steps:
a. When notifying the public about a grant award application and its proposed activities
b. When notifying the public about the grant award and its funded activities

c. When seeking applicants to participate in the program (e.g., when seeking homeowners for
rehabilitation assistance)
d. When seeking qualified contractors
e. When working with homeowners selected for assistance
f. When seeking bids from builders to construct the homes
g. When notifying the public about the grant award closeout and its accomplishments

Factor 3: The nature and importance of the program, activity, or service provided by the program:

Answer the following questions:
What is the nature of the program? e.g. Providing improved water and sewer services
What is the importance of the program? Would denial or delay of access to services or
information could serious or even life-threatening implications for the LEP individual?
The more important the activity, information, service, or program, or the greater the possible consequences of the
contact to the LEP persons, the more likely the need for language services. The grantee needs to determine
whether denial or delay of access to services or information could have serious or even life-threatening
implications for the LEP individual. Decisions by HUD, another federal, state, or local entity, or the recipient to
make a specific activity compulsory in order to participate in the program, such as filling out particular forms,
participating in administrative hearings, or other activities, can serve as strong evidence of the program’s
importance.

Determine the resources to be made available if any
Factor 4: The resources available and costs to the recipient:
Language assistance that a grantee might provide to LEP persons includes, but is not limited to
• Oral interpretation services;
• Bilingual staff;
• Telephone service lines interpreter;
• Written translation services;
• Notices to staff and subrecipients of the availability of LEP services; or
• Referrals to community liaisons proficient in the language of LEP persons.
• Provide "I speak" card, available at https://www.lep.gov/ISpeakCards2004.pdf
• Use of the many brochures, handbooks, booklets, factsheets, and forms that are available in multiple
languages on the HUD website,
https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/17lep#Booklets
A recipient’s level of resources and the costs that would be imposed on it may have an impact on the nature of the
steps it should take. Smaller recipients with more limited budgets are not expected to provide the same level of
language services as larger recipients with larger budgets. In addition, “reasonable steps” may cease to be
reasonable where the costs imposed substantially exceed the benefits. Resource and cost issues, however, can
often be reduced by technological advances; sharing of language assistance materials and services among and
between recipients, advocacy groups, and federal grant agencies; and reasonable business practices. Where
appropriate, training bilingual staff to act as interpreters and translators, information sharing through industry
groups, telephonic and video conferencing interpretation services, pooling resources and standardizing documents
to reduce translation needs, using qualified translators and interpreters to ensure that documents need not be
“fixed” later and that inaccurate interpretations do not cause delay or other costs, centralizing interpreter and
translator services to achieve economies of scale, or the formalized use of qualified community volunteers, for

example, may help reduce costs. Recipients should carefully explore the most cost- effective means of delivering
competent and accurate language services before limiting services due to resource concerns. Small recipients with
limited resources may find that entering into a bulk telephonic interpretation service contract will prove cost
effective. Large entities and those entities serving a significant substantiated before using this factor as a reason to
limit language assistance. Such recipients may find it useful to articulate, through documentation or in some other
reasonable manner, their process for determining that language services would be limited based on resources or
costs.
The four-factor analysis necessarily implicates the “mix” of LEP services the recipient will provide. Recipients have
two main ways to provide language services: Oral interpretation in person or via telephone interpretation service
(hereinafter “interpretation”) and through written translation (hereinafter “translation”). Oral interpretation can
range from on-site interpreters for critical services provided to a high volume of LEP persons through commercially
available telephonic interpretation services. Written translation, likewise, can range from translation of an entire
document to translation of a short description of the document. In some cases, language services should be made
available on an expedited basis, while in others the LEP individual may be referred to another office of the
recipient for language assistance. The correct mix should be based on what is both necessary and reasonable in light
of the four-factor analysis. For instance, a public housing provider in a largely Hispanic neighborhood may need
immediate oral interpreters available and should give serious consideration to hiring some bilingual staff. (Of
course, many have already made such arrangements.) By contrast, there may be circumstances where the
importance and nature of the activity and number or proportion and frequency of contact with LEP persons may
be low and the costs and resources needed to provide language services may be high – such as in the case of a
voluntary public tour of a recreational facility – in which pre-arranged language services for the particular service
may not be necessary. Regardless of the type of language service provided, quality and accuracy of those services
can be critical in order to avoid serious consequences to the LEP person and to the recipient. Recipients have
substantial flexibility in determining the appropriate mix.
Step 3: Prepare a Language Access Plan (LAP) and submit it to your CDBG Field Rep that includes:
After completing the four-factor analysis and deciding what language assistance services are appropriate, grantees
must develop a Language Assistance Plan to address identified needs of the LEP populations it serves. An effective
LAP should include:
• The Four Factor Analysis
• The points and types of contact the agency and staff may have with LEP persons
• The procedures the grantee will use to identify LEP individuals who need language assistance
• Ways in which language assistance will be provided by the grantee
• A list of vital documents to be translated (if necessary)
• The grantee’s plan for training staff members on LEP guidance and the LAP
• The grantee’s plan for monitoring and updating the LAP
• A plan for complaints and appeals

Language Access Plan Frequently Asked Questions
Who are limited English proficient (LEP) persons?
Persons who, as a result of national origin, do not speak English as their primary language and who have a limited
ability to speak, read, write, or understand. For purposes of Title VI and the LEP Guidance, persons may be entitled
to language assistance with respect to a particular service, benefit, or encounter.
What is Title VI and how does it relate to providing meaningful access to LEP persons?
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is the federal law that protects individuals from discrimination on the basis
of their race, color, or national origin in programs that receive federal financial assistance. In certain situations,
failure to ensure that persons who are LEP can effectively participate in, or benefit from, federally assisted
programs may violate Title VI's prohibition against national origin discrimination.
What do Executive Order (EO) 13166 and the Guidance require?
EO 13166, signed on August 11, 2000, directs all federal agencies, including the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), to work to ensure that programs receiving federal financial assistance provide meaningful
access to LEP persons. Pursuant to EO 13166, the meaningful access requirement of the Title VI regulations and
the four-factor analysis set forth in the Department of Justice (DOJ) LEP Guidance apply to the programs and
activities of federal agencies, including HUD. In addition, EO 13166 requires federal agencies to issue LEP Guidance
to assist their federally assisted recipients in providing such meaningful access to their programs. This Guidance
must be consistent with the DOJ Guidance. Each federal agency is required to specifically tailor the general
standards established in DOJ's Guidance to its federally assisted recipients. On December 19, 2003, HUD published
such proposed Guidance.
Who must comply with the Title VI LEP obligations?
All programs and operations of entities that receive financial assistance from the federal government, including
but not limited to state agencies, local agencies and for-profit and non-profit entities, must comply with the Title
VI requirements. A listing of most, but not necessarily all, HUD programs that are federally assisted may be found
at the "List of Federally Assisted Programs" published in the Federal Register on November 24, 2004 (69 FR 68700).
Sub-recipients must also comply (i.e., when federal funds are passed through a recipient to a sub-recipient). As an
example, Federal Housing Administration (FHA) insurance is not considered federal financial assistance, and
participants in that program are not required to comply with Title VI's LEP obligations, unless they receive federal
financial assistance as well. [24 CFR 1.2 (e)].
Does a person's citizenship and immigration status determine the applicability of the Title VI LEP obligations?
United States citizenship does not determine whether a person is LEP. It is possible for a person who is a United
States citizen to be LEP. It is also possible for a person who is not a United States citizen to be fluent in the English
language. Title VI is interpreted to apply to citizens, documented non-citizens, and undocumented non-citizens.
Some HUD programs require recipients to document citizenship or eligible immigrant status of beneficiaries; other
programs do not. Title VI LEP obligations apply to every beneficiary who meets the program requirements,

regardless of the beneficiary's citizenship status.
What is expected of recipients under the Guidance?
The actions that the recipient may be expected to take to meet its LEP obligations depend upon the results of the
four-factor analysis including the services the recipient offers, the community the recipient serves, the resources
the recipient possesses, and the costs of various language service options. All organizations would ensure
nondiscrimination by taking reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access for persons who are LEP. HUD
recognizes that some projects' budgets and resources are constrained by contracts and agreements with HUD.
These constraints may impose a material burden upon the projects. Where a HUD recipient can demonstrate such a
material burden, HUD views this as a critical item in the consideration of costs in the four-factor analysis. However,
refusing to serve LEP persons or not adequately serving or delaying services to LEP persons would violate Title VI.
The agency may, for example, have a contract with another organization to supply an interpreter when needed; use
a telephone service line interpreter; or, if it would not impose an undue burden, or delay or deny meaningful access
to the client, the agency may seek the assistance of another agency in the same community with bilingual staff to
help provide oral interpretation service.
What are examples of language assistance?
Language assistance that a grantee might provide to LEP persons includes, but is not limited to
Oral interpretation services;
Bilingual staff;
Telephone service lines interpreter;
Written translation services;
Notices to staff of the availability of LEP services; or
Referrals to community liaisons proficient in the language of LEP persons.
How may a grantee determine the language service needs of a beneficiary?
Grantees should elicit language service needs from all prospective beneficiaries (regardless of the prospective
beneficiary's race or national origin). If the prospective beneficiary's response indicates a need for language
assistance, the grantee may want to give applicants or prospective beneficiaries a language identification card (or
"I speak" card). Language identification cards invite LEP persons to identify their own language needs. Such cards,
for instance, might say "I speak Spanish" in both Spanish and English, "I speak Vietnamese" in both Vietnamese
and English, etc. To reduce costs of compliance, the federal government has made a set of these cards available on
the Internet. Download the “I speak” card here.
How may a grantee's limited resources be supplemented to provide the necessary LEP services?
A grantee should be resourceful in providing language assistance as long as quality and accuracy of language
services are not compromised. The grantee itself need not provide the assistance, but may decide to partner with
other organizations to provide the services. In addition, local community resources may be used if they can ensure
that language services are competently provided. In the case of oral interpretation, for example, demonstrating
competency requires more than self-identification as bilingual. Some bilingual persons may be able to
communicate effectively in a different language when communicating information directly in that language, but

may not be competent to interpret between English and that language.
In addition, the skill of translating is very different than the skill of interpreting and a person who is a competent
interpreter may not be a competent translator. To ensure the quality of written translations and oral
interpretations, HUD encourages grantees to use members of professional organizations. Examples of such
organizations are national organizations, including American Translators Association (written translations),
National Association of Judicial Interpreters and Translators, and International Organization of Conference
Interpreters (oral interpretation); state organizations, including Colorado Association of Professional Interpreters
and Florida Chapter of the American Translators Association; and local legal organizations such as Bay Area Court
Interpreters.
While HUD recommends using the list posted on the official LEP website, its limitations must be recognized. Use of
the list is encouraged, but not required or endorsed by HUD. It does not come with a presumption of compliance.
There are many other qualified interpretation and translation providers, including in the private sector.
May grantees rely upon family members or friends of the LEP person as interpreters?
Generally, grantees should not rely on family members, friends of the LEP person, or other informal interpreters.
In many circumstances, family members (especially children) or friends may not be competent to provide quality
and accurate interpretations. Therefore, such language assistance may not result in an LEP person obtaining
meaningful access to the grantees' programs and activities. However, when LEP persons choose not to utilize the
free language assistance services expressly offered to them by the grantee but rather choose to rely upon an
interpreter of their own choosing (whether a professional interpreter, family member, or friend), LEP persons
should be permitted to do so, at their own expense. Grantees may consult HUD LEP Guidance for more specific
information on the use of family members or friends as interpreters. While HUD guidance does not preclude use of
friends or family as interpreters in every instance, HUD recommends that the grantee use caution when such
services are provided.
Are leases, rental agreements and other housing documents of a legal nature enforceable in U.S. courts when
they are in languages other than English?
Generally, the English language document prevails. The translated documents may carry a disclaimer. For example,
"This document is a translation of a HUD-issued legal document. HUD provides this translation to you merely as a
convenience to assist in your understanding of your rights and obligations. The English language version of this
document is the official, legal, controlling document. This translated document is not an official document."
Where both the landlord and tenant contracts are in languages other than English, state contract law governs the
leases and rental agreements. HUD does not interpret state contract law. Therefore, s regarding the enforceability
of housing documents of a legal nature that are in languages other than English should be referred to a lawyer
well-versed in contract law of the appropriate state or locality. Neither EO 13166 nor HUD LEP Guidance grants an
individual the right to proceed to court alleging violations of EO 13166 or HUD LEP Guidance.
In addition, current Title VI case law only permits a private right of action for intentional discrimination and not for
action based on the discriminatory effects of a grantee's practices. However, individuals may file administrative
complaints with HUD alleging violations of Title VI because the HUD grantee failed to take reasonable steps to

provide meaningful access to LEP persons.
The local HUD office will intake the complaint, in writing, by date and time, detailing the complainant's allegation
as to how the state failed to provide meaningful access to LEP persons. HUD will determine jurisdiction and follow
up with an investigation of the complaint.
Who enforces Title VI as it relates to discrimination against LEP persons?
Most federal agencies have an office that is responsible for enforcing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. To the
extent that a grantee's actions violate Title VI obligations, then such federal agencies will take the necessary
corrective steps. The Secretary of HUD has designated the Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) to
take the lead in coordinating and implementing EO 13166 for HUD, but each program office is responsible for its
grantees' compliance with the civil-rights related program requirements (CRRPRs) under Title VI.
How does a person file a complaint if he/she believes the state is not meeting its Title VI LEP obligations?
If a person believes that the state is not taking reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to LEP persons, that
individual may file a complaint with HUD's local Office of FHEO. For contact information of the local HUD office, go
to the HUD website or call the housing discrimination toll free hotline at 800-669- 9777 (voice) or 800-927-9275
(TTY).
What will HUD do with a complaint alleging noncompliance with Title VI obligations?
HUD's Office of FHEO will conduct an investigation or compliance review whenever it receives a complaint, report, or
other information that alleges or indicates possible noncompliance with Title VI obligations by the state. If HUD's
investigation or review results in a finding of compliance, HUD will inform the state in writing of its determination.
If an investigation or review results in a finding of noncompliance, HUD also will inform the state in writing of its
finding and identify steps that the state must take to correct the noncompliance. In a case of noncompliance, HUD
will first attempt to secure voluntary compliance through informal means. If the matter cannot be resolved
informally, HUD may then secure compliance by
(1) Terminating the financial assistance of the state only after the state has been given an opportunity for an
administrative hearing; and/or
(2) Referring the matter to DOJ for enforcement proceedings.
How will HUD evaluate evidence in the investigation of a complaint alleging noncompliance with Title VI
obligations?
Title VI is the enforceable statute by which HUD investigates complaints alleging a grantee's failure to take
reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access to LEP persons. In evaluating the evidence in such complaints, HUD
will consider the extent to which the state followed the LEP Guidance or otherwise demonstrated its efforts to
serve LEP persons. HUD's review of the evidence will include, but may not be limited to, application of the fourfactor analysis identified in HUD LEP Guidance. The four-factor analysis provides HUD a framework by which it may
look at all the programs and services that the grantee provides to persons who are LEP to ensure meaningful

access while not imposing undue burdens on grantees.
What is a safe harbor?
A "safe harbor," in the context of this guidance, means that the grantee has undertaken efforts to comply with
respect to the needed translation of vital written materials. If a grantee conducts the four-factor analysis,
determines that translated documents are needed by LEP applicants or beneficiaries, adopts an LAP that specifies
the translation of vital materials, and makes the necessary translations, then the grantee provides strong evidence,
in its records or in reports to the agency providing federal financial assistance, that it has made reasonable efforts
to provide written language assistance.
What "safe harbors" may grantees follow to ensure they have no compliance finding with Title VI LEP
obligations?
HUD has adopted a "safe harbor" for translation of written materials, as outlined in Table 1 of this document. The
Guidance identifies actions that will be considered strong evidence of compliance with Title VI obligations. Failure
to provide written translations under these cited circumstances does not mean that the grantee is in
noncompliance.
Rather, the "safe harbors" provide a starting point for grantees to consider
•
•
•
•

Whether and at what point the importance of the service, benefit, or activity involved warrants written
translations of commonly used forms into frequently encountered languages other than English;
Whether the nature of the information sought warrants written translations of commonly used forms into
frequently encountered languages other than English;
Whether the number or proportion of LEP persons served warrants written translations of commonly used
forms into frequently encountered languages other than English; and
Whether the demographics of the eligible population are specific to the situations for which the need for
language services is being evaluated. In many cases, use of the "safe harbor" would mean provision of
written language services when marketing to the eligible LEP population within the market area. However,
when the actual population served (e.g., occupants of, or applicants to, the housing project) is used to
determine the need for written translation services, written translations may not be necessary.

When HUD conducts a review or investigation, it will look at the total services the grantee provides, rather than a
few isolated instances.
Is the grantee expected to provide any language assistance to persons in a language group when fewer than 5
percent of the eligible population and fewer than 50 in number are members of the language group?
HUD recommends that grantees use the four-factor analysis to determine whether to provide these persons with
oral interpretation of vital documents if requested.
Are there "safe harbors" provided for oral interpretation services?
There are no "safe harbors" for oral interpretation services. Grantees should use the four-factor analysis to

determine whether they should provide reasonable, timely, oral language assistance free of charge to any
beneficiary that is LEP (depending on the circumstances, reasonable oral language assistance might be an inperson interpreter or telephone interpreter line).
What are the obligations of HUD grantees if they operate in jurisdictions in which English has been declared the
official language?
In a jurisdiction where English has been declared the official language, a HUD grantee is still subject to federal
nondiscrimination requirements, including Title VI requirements as they relate to LEP persons.
Where can I find more information on LEP?
Additional resources on HUD compliance policies and guidance can be found in the Final Guidance to Federal
Financial Assistance Recipients Regarding Title VI Prohibition Against National Origin Discrimination Affecting
Limited English Proficient Persons Notice: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2007-01-22/pdf/07-217.pdf. Complete
LEP resources and information for all federal programs can be found on this website: https://www.lep.gov/
For CDBG LAP technical assistance, contact the CDBG communication specialist at (573) 751-3600.

Missouri CDBG Program
Personal Identity Information Policy (PII)

PII and CDBG
The State of Missouri Department of Economic Development Community Development
Block Grant Program (CDBG) is required to collect and maintain Personal Identity
Information (PII) for a variety of reasons related to the administration of the CDBG
Program.
Definitions

Privacy Act information is any data about an individual that is retrieved by name or other
personal identifier assigned to the individual.

Personal Identity Information (PII) is any information about an individual maintained by
an agency, which can be used to distinguish, trace, or identify an individual’s identity,
including personal information which is linked or linkable to an individual.
Sensitive Personal Identity Information (SPII) is Social Security numbers or comparable
identification numbers like a state ID or driver’s license number, passport number, alien
registration number; financial information including financial account numbers; and
medical information associated with individuals such as biometric numbers. The following
information, when paired with a second identifier, becomes SPII: citizenship or
immigration status, medical information, ethnic or religious affiliation, sexual orientation,
account passwords, last four digits of SSN, date of birth, criminal history, and mother’s
maiden name.
Regulations

Enacted in 1974, the Privacy Act (5 USC 552a) establishes controls on personal information
collected, maintained and used by the government and it establishes information practices
for the transfer, storage and sharing of that information. The Act also provides for
requirements of the dealing with personal information including notifying the individuals
of the purpose, use and sharing of that information, allowing access to the records to the
individuals whose records are retained, conducting privacy reviews, and ensuring key
personnel are trained. The Act limits the retention collection and maintenance of records
to only those necessary to accomplish the purpose and that electronic and paper files are
safeguarded. The Act extends from HUD to State grantees, and from the State to all local
grantees and sub-recipients. The Act outlines civil penalties for non-compliance. 24 CFR
214 provides the regulations related to PII. HUD has also produced handbooks, specifically
for training housing counseling agencies but much of the information is relevant to State
Grantees.
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Privacy Act Handbook http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=13251trnCHCH.pdf
HUD’s Privacy Principle http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/cio/privacy/docu
ments/privprin
PIH Notice 2014-10, HUD Privacy Protection Guidance for Third Parties
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=pih2014-10.pdf
The E-Government Act of 2002,
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/memoranda_m03-22/
Federal Information Security Management Act of 2002, Title 3 of e-Gov Act of 2002,
http://csrc.nist.gov/drivers/documents/FISMA-final.pdf

Data Collection

The typical reasons for collection of data include but are not limited to: proof of income for
verification of low and moderate income status, payroll records for labor standards, federal
government benefit information for duplication of benefit research, and employment
records for economic development projects requiring new job creation.
PII/SPII Types

The types of SPII collected and maintained by the CDBG Program may include:
§
§
§
§
§
§

Social Security Numbers
Taxpayer Identification Numbers
Employer Identification Numbers
State or foreign driver’s license numbers.
Date(s) of birth.
Corporate or individually held credit or debit transaction card numbers (including PIN
or access numbers) maintained in organizational or approved vendor records.

The PII and SPII data may be supplied to CDBG in hard copy or electronic records and both
forms of PII fall within the scope of this policy.
Scope

The CDBG Program recognizes its need to maintain the confidentiality of Personal
Identity Information (PII) and understands that such information is unique to each
individual. The PII covered by this policy may come from local government grantees, subrecipient non-profits or districts, construction contractors, professional service providers
and other entities working on a CDBG financed project. The scope of this policy is intended
to be comprehensive and will include CDBG requirements for the security and protection of
such information throughout the Program (internally) and its approved grantees and subrecipients, as well as all contracted professional service providers, both at the offices in
Jefferson City as well as locally at each grantee office and other related entity locations.
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Transfer of PII Data
The transfer of any PII data collected and held by the DED CDBG Program may be made
available to our partners within the Department of Economic Development in order to
ensure a compliant administration of the Program as well as a maximum value to the
Grantee/Sub-recipient or Beneficiary. However, transfer of data outside of DED is not
permitted unless there is explicit written permission granting such between the individual
to whom the PII applies and the DED CDBG Program.
Transfer of PII Data Via -

Applicability: The requirement for the protection of PII data applies to data received or
sent electronically, by CD, or in paper record. All standard practices of redaction and
encryption shall apply to CDBG records.

Labeling and Storage: All PII paper files shall be filed, labeled as Official Use Only, and
stored in locked cabinets. Encryption for electronic transfers and CD’s will include
passwords sent separately and storage of such information shall remain separate and
labeled as PII. Any PII sent through the regular mail should be double wrapped and
marked.

Electronic: State IT procedures allow only approved jump drives. Any PII data transferred
shall only occur on approved devices and all shall be stored and locked appropriately. No
PII data should be stored on laptops that leave the DED CDBG office premises. No phone
messages will be left on recorders that contain PII. No PII shall be stored in files on the
share drive.

Fax: Any information faxed must use the date stamp function with a confirmation to the fax
number and confirmation that it was received. Fax only when the intended receiver is
available and knows the information is coming. Ensure nothing is stored on the memory of
the fax machine.
Meetings: Written notes that contain PII or SPII shall be treated the same as paper records
and shall be labeled, filed and secured accordingly. All meetings will be held in secure
locations avoiding unauthorized traffic and the attendees of all meetings shall be noted.
Disposal: Any paper or electronic device containing PII that is no longer needed must be
destroyed by shredding and erasing and breaking the device.

Limiting information sent to CDBG Program: Additionally, unless the specific field of
information is necessary for the CDBG staff to administer a function whereas otherwise the
data would be held in a protected location in the Grantees offices and accessible for
inspection upon demand, the default practice should be to redact such information when
transmitted or transferred to the CDBG Program.
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Authority
As the State’s administering agency, the Department of Economic Development (DED)
Community Development Block Grant Program has the delegated authority for developing
and implementing procedural guidance for ensuring that their departmental
responsibilities under this policy are communicated and enforced and consistent with the
law. The authority applies to DED staff and all grantees, sub-recipients and contracted
agents working under a CDBG grant project.
The PII policy for DED employees is under-pinned by several DED policies which include:
•

•
•

•
•
•

DED Employee Confidentiality Oath – an oath each employee is required to execute
which outlines the treatment of confidential information and the disciplinary action
for any violations.
Ethics and Conflict of Interest – policy which ensures all ministerial decisions are
made impartially and with conflicts of commitment or interest.
Personal Accountability and Conduct – policy which addresses penalties for
falsifying or altering work records or reports and security and confidentiality of
information.
Acceptable Computer Use – policy which limits all devices to business use only.
Drug Free Workplace
Nepotism – policy which outlines guidance for nepotism, relatives, intimate
relationships to avoid conflicts of interest or the perception of such.

(Copies of these policies are available upon request.)
Grantees/Sub-recipients/Contracted Agents:

The protection of PII data applies to all CDBG grantees, sub-recipients and contracted
agents. Requirements of PII protection must be adhered to and as such are set forth in:
•
•

Grant agreements
Sub-recipient contracts and agreements

All entities participating with CDBG shall indicate their recognition, acceptance and
concurrence with this policy by executing it and providing the executed copy to the CDBG
Program. The existence of a signed copy for all entities will be a monitoring function and
non-compliance may cause penalties for future grant awards.
PII Retention

Retention and protection of PII data is the same as all CDBG grant data and shall be held for
at least 5 years following the closing of the grant. Destruction of PII data shall follow
shredding protocols and other destruction of records prescribed by the State Archives.
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Training
All new hires entering the DED CDBG Program who may have access to PII are provided
with introductory training regarding the provisions of this policy, a copy of this policy and
implementing procedures. All new Grantee training and annual Administrative Training
shall cover PII data as part of CDBG Recordkeeping.
Infractions

Infractions of this policy or its procedures will result in disciplinary actions to employees
under the DED discipline policy and may include recommendations to Human Resources
for suspension or termination in the case of severe or repeat violations. Discipline to
grantees, sub-grantees and other contracted agents may include restrictions applied to
future grant awards.

Data Breaches/Notification: Databases or data sets that include PII may be breached
inadvertently or through wrongful intrusion. Upon becoming aware of a data breach, the
CDBG Program will notify the DED legal team and implement a notification of all affected
individuals whose PII data may have been compromised. The notice will be accompanied
by a description of action being taken to reconcile any damage as a result of the data
breach. Notices will be provided as expeditiously as possible.
Data Breach Contact

If an employee has reason to believe that PII data security has been breached or that DED
employees, grantees, sub-recipients or contracted agents are not adhering to the provisions
of this policy, an employee should contact:
Missouri Department of Economic Development
Offices of the General Counsel
301 West High Street, Harry S Truman State Office Building
Suite 680
Jefferson City, MO 65102
573-751-4770

Missouri Department of Economic Development
CDBG Manager
301 West High Street, Harry S Truman State Office Building
Suite 770
Jefferson City, MO 65102
573-751-3600
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Confirmation of Confidentiality:
All employees, grantees, sub-recipients and contracted agents must maintain the
confidentiality of PII data to which they may have access and understand that that such PII
is to be restricted.
Your signature below indicates your awareness, understanding and compliance with the
protection of PII data accessed in conjunction with the CDBG Program.

I attest that I have read and that I understand fully the policies surrounding PII data and
that these policies apply to my responsibility for receiving or sending, the method in which
PII is received or sent, my duties to encrypt or redact, to report any breach, and the storage
and retention of such data. I also understand the potential penalties for non-compliance.
Signature _____________________________________________Date________________________________________
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Missouri Department of Economic Development
Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) Program
SUBROGATION AND ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT
This Subrogation and Assignment Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into on this
day of____________________ , 20______ , by _______________________________________,
with the address of _________________________________________(street, city county, state)
(“Applicant”)
1. Assignment Relating to Funds Received under CDBG-Disaster Recovery Program.
(a) Applicant enters this Agreement in consideration of the evaluation by the City/County of
___________________________ (“Subrecipient”) and the Missouri Department of Economic
Development (DED) CDBG-DR Program of its application for disaster assistance funds, monies,
or other benefits (“Benefits”) or its receipt of benefits under the CDBG-DR Program
(“Program”).
(b) Applicant acknowledges that the Program is subject to the provisions of the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5121-5207,
(the “Stafford Act”). Under the Stafford Act, Applicant may receive assistance only to the extent
that it has a disaster recovery need that is not full met by insurance or other disaster assistance.
Applicant further acknowledges that this Agreement is intended to ensure that it does not
receive Benefits that duplicate benefits available for the same purposes from another source.
Applicant promises to reimburse the Subrecipient for the full amount of any Benefits that
Applicant previously received, subsequently receives, or (or with reasonable effort would be)
eligible to receive for the same purposes for which the Benefits are awarded.
(c) Applicant subrogates and assigns to the Subrecipient all of its future rights to
reimbursement and all payments or proceeds determined to be a Duplication of Benefits
(“DOB”), as provided in this Agreement. This includes, but is not limited to, payments or
proceeds received from any grant, subsidized loan, insurance policies of any type or coverage,
or under any reimbursement or relief program related to or administered by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) or the Small Business Administration (“SBA”) (each,
singularly, a “Disaster Program” and collectively, the “Disaster Programs”) to the extent such
payments and/or proceeds, in the sole discretion of the Subrecipient or its designated agency
and/or Missouri DED CDBG-DR, constitute a DOB. Payments and proceeds referred to in this
paragraph, regardless of DOB or source, shall hereafter be referred to as “Proceeds”, and any
Proceeds that are a DOB shall hereafter be referred to as “DOB Proceeds”.
(d) Applicant agrees to immediately notify the Subrecipient upon receiving any Proceeds not
previously disclosed in connection with their Application. The Subrecipient will thereafter
determine, in its sole discretion, whether any or all such Proceeds constitute DOB Proceeds.
Applicant must pay all DOB Proceeds to the Subrecipient, as provided in Section 3 of this
Agreement.

2. Cooperation and Further Documentation.
(a) Applicant agrees to assist and cooperate with the Subrecipient, if the Subrecipient pursues
any claims for reimbursement Applicant has, or may have, against insurers. Applicant’s
assistance and cooperation includes, but is not limited to allowing suit to be brought in
Applicant’s name(s) and providing any additional documentation with respect to such consent,
giving depositions, providing documents, producing records and other evidence, testifying at
trial, and any other form of assistance and cooperation the Subrecipient reasonable requests.
Applicant also agrees to assist and cooperate with the Subrecipient to attain and collect any
DOB Proceeds available to Applicant under any applicable Disaster Program.
(b) Applicant agrees to execute additional documents and instruments upon Subrecipient
request to further and better subrogate and assign to Subrecipient (to the extent of Program
Benefits Applicant received) any amount received under the Disaster Programs that are DOB
Proceeds and any rights thereunder. Applicant further agrees to take all actions and to do all
things requested by the Subrecipient to make the agreement effective.
(c) Applicant expressly authorizes each of its insurers; any entity to which Applicant applied for
storm recovery assistance or from which it received, is now receiving, or is eligible to receive
disaster recovery benefits, including FEMA, SBA, and any other entity, to release upon
Subrecipient request, any nonpublic or confidential information the Subrecipient finds useful to
effect the rights subrogated and assigned by Applicant.
3. Agreement to Turn Over Proceeds; Future Reassignment.
(a) If Applicant receives any Proceeds, or any notice that he/she is scheduled to receive
Proceeds, and such Proceeds have not been previously disclosed in connection with its
Application (“Subsequent Proceeds”), Applicant must immediately notify the Subrecipient and
provide the Subrecipient with copies of any communications concerning the Subsequent
Proceeds.
(b) Upon receipt of such notice from Applicant, the Subrecipient will determine the amount of
the Subsequent Proceeds that constitute DOB Proceeds (the “Subsequent DOB Amount”) and
thereafter provide Applicant with notice of its determination (the “DOB Notice”). Upon receipt
of any such DOB Notice, Applicant hereby agrees to proceed as follows:
i.

If Applicant has received all of the Subsequent Proceeds, Applicant must surrender the
Subsequent DOB Amount to the Subrecipient, within three (3) business days of
Applicant’s receipt of its DOB Notice.

ii.

If Applicant has received only part of the Subsequent Proceeds, but more than the
Subsequent DOB Amount identified in the DOB Notice, then Applicant shall surrender
the Subsequent DOB Amount to the Subrecipient, within three (3) business days of
Applicant’s recipe of its DOB Notice.

iii.

If Applicant has received part of the Subsequent Proceeds, but less than the Subsequent
DOB Amount, Applicant shall surrender to the Subrecipient all of the Subsequent
Proceeds it has received, within three (3) business days of Applicant’s receipt of its DOB
Notice. Upon Applicant’s receipt of any further Subsequent Proceeds, Applicant shall,
within three (3) business days, surrender to the Subrecipient the outstanding balance of
the Subsequent DOB Amount.

iv.

If Applicant has not yet received any Subsequent Proceeds, Applicant shall notify the
Subrecipient of this fact, within three (3) business days of Applicant’s receipt of its DOB
Notice. Thereafter, Applicant shall notify the Subrecipient within three (3) business days
of its receipt of any or all of the Subsequent Proceeds and proceed as instructed by the
Subrecipient.

5. Certification
(a) Applicant represents that all statements and representations made by Applicant regarding
Proceeds received by Applicant shall be true and correct as of this date.
(b) In any proceeding to enforce this Agreement, the Subrecipient shall be entitled to recover
all costs of enforcement, including actual attorney’s fees.
Warning: Any person who knowingly makes a false claim or statement to HUD may be subject
to civil or criminal penalties under 18 U.S.C. 287, 1001, 3571 and 31 U.S.C. 3729.
EXECUTED this day of ____________________________________________, 20____________
Applicant Signature: ____________________________________________________________
Co-Applicant Signature: _________________________________________________________
Application Number ____________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION NO. 2019-47

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN
AGREEMENT WITH ARCHTECH LLC FOR CERTAIN INFORMATON
TECHNOLOGY AND MANAGED COMPUTER NETWORK SERVICES FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific has requested qualifications from qualified firms to provide
certain professional services relating to management of the City’s information
technology infrastructure and networks; and
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific, upon canvassing the qualifications submitted, has determined
that ArchTech LLC is the firm best qualified to provide certain services as
hereinafter set out, and has solicited a proposal from said firm to provide said
professional services;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. The Mayor is hereby authorized and directed, on behalf of the City of Pacific, to
execute an Agreement with ArchTech LLC for Information Technology Services
as described therein. The Agreement is attached hereto as “Exhibit A” and made
fully a part hereof.
SECTION 2. The Mayor is further authorized and directed to execute a proposal from ArchTech
LLC for the purchase and installation of two (2) computer servers and up to forty
(40) computer workstations, complete with necessary hardware and software,
together as described on the proposal attached hereto as “Exhibit B.”
Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 15th day of October,
2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

Exhibit A

IT SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY (“IT”) SERVICES (hereinafter the
“Agreement”) is effective this 1 0 t h day of October, 2019, a n d is made and entered into by and
between ArchTech, LLC, a Missouri limited liability company located at 1650 Shackelford Rd.,
Ste. 1527, St. Louis, MO 63031 ("ArchTech"), and the City of Pacific, a Missouri municipal
corporation, located at 300 Hoven Drive, Pacific, MO 63069 (“the City”);

WHEREAS ArchTech is in the business of providing information technology services to the public;
and
WHEREAS the City is in need of certain IT related services consisting of both immediate and
ongoing needs and maintenance;
NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:
A. Scope of IT Services. ArchTech agrees to perform the following IT-related services, as
requested and agreed by the City, in accordance with the terms and conditions set
forth in this Agreement:
1. Provide helpdesk-type support and troubleshooting, as well as consulting on all
current and anticipated systems and business practices regarding existing and
new computer systems.
2. Provide on-site and remote support for end users and managers as needed.
3. Provide premium anti-virus and anti-malware subscriptions for all systems.
4. Manage third party applications and services.
5. Interface with other technology providers as needed.
6. Provide preventive maintenance and ongoing monitoring of system and network
health.
7. Provide verification of backups and development of an individualized disaster
recovery plan.
8. Provide software patching and operating system upgrades for existing systems.
9. Manage all facets of the City’s hardware, software and user infrastructure as
related to IT Services, including routers, switches, hardwired and wireless networks,
user accounts, data security, printing and connectivity, etc.
10. In the event this contract is discontinued or expires, ArchTech will provide one
month of transition services to any new provider selected by the City.
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B. Term of Agreement. This Agreement will begin October 22, 2019, and will continue
through October 31, 2020. Thereafter, this Agreement shall continue from year to year
unless either party provides written notice of an intent not to renew, which such notice shall
be delivered not later than September 30 of the non-renewal year.
C. Place Where Services Will Be Rendered. ArchTech will perform its services on-site at
the City’s headquarters in accordance with this Agreement. In addition, ArchTech may
perform services remotely or a t such other places as designated by the City in accordance
with this Agreement.
D. Payment to ArchTech. For performance of the Scope of IT Services set forth in paragraph
A herein, as requested by the City and agreed to be performed by ArchTech, the City agrees
to pay ArchTech as follows:
1. $7,600 initial conversion of existing systems,

including

installation

and

programming of Windows Servers, network configuration, etc.
i. $43,800 for one year of IT Services ($3650.00 monthly).
2. Additional Years:
i. At present rates, additional years shall be $36,000.00 per year. ArchTech will
give 30 days advance notice before the beginning of a new year of any
proposed rate changes, which will be subject to approval by the City.
E. Terms of Payment.
1. On execution of this Agreement, the City shall pay to ArchTech the sum of
$8,509.68, said payment representing the first and last monthly fee (October prorated at $1,059.68 plus last month at $3,650.00) and one-half of the initial
conversion fee ($3,800). The remaining $3,800 of the initial conversion fee will be
due in 90 days. ArchTech shall also invoice the City $3,650.00 per month for
the remaining months of the initial contract term. In each renewal year,
ArchTech shall invoice the City $3,000 per month (or as permitted in Section D.2,
above).
2. The City shall pay ArchTech within 30 days of receipt of any ArchTech invoice. If any
invoice is not paid when due, interest will be added to and payable on all overdue
amounts at the rate of 9 % per year (0.75% per month). The City agrees to pay all
costs of collection, including without limitation, court costs and ArchTech’s reasonable
attorney fees.
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F. Additional Costs. Additional costs may apply for any of the following services performed
outside the scope of this Agreement:
1. Upgrading, updating and/or modifying the City’ website.
2. Writing custom software. Creating custom documents and reports.
3. Data forensics and analysis, including court-ordered requirements.
4. Software licenses or subscriptions (other than anti-virus and malware subscriptions).
5. Increasing the number of computers and users (up to 60 employees and up to
4 0 computers as of the beginning of services).
6. New wiring and new hardware installation. Labor for replacing aging systems
(excluding substantive new configurations) is included. Running new wire is
never included, but ArchTech does provide a substantial discount (30% to 50%)
over market rates.
7. The City shall pay the actual cost of non-warranty parts and labor not performed by
ArchTech. In those instances, ArchTech shall manage the replacement, repair
and upgrade process on behalf of the City as an included service.
8. Additional costs for services not covered by this Agreement will be performed at a
discounted rate for all labor supplied by ArchTech. That rate will be $75/hr. Third
party labor invoices will be passed directly to the City without markup.
9. Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, such additional services shall
constitute a separate agreement with the City and shall require separate approval of
same in accord with the City’ purchasing policy.
G. Material Default. The occurrence of any of the following shall constitute material default
under this Agreement:
1. The failure to make a required payment when due;
2. The insolvency or bankruptcy of either party;
3. The subjection of either party’s property to any levy, seizure, general assignment
for the benefit of creditors, application or sale for or by any creditor or government
agency; or
4. The failure to make available or deliver IT Services in the time and manner provided
for in this Agreement.
5. In addition to any and all other rights a party may have available according to
law, if a party defaults by failing to substantially perform any provision, term or
condition of this

Agreement (including without limitation failure to make

monetary payment when due), the other party may terminate the Agreement by
providing written notice to the defaulting party. This notice shall describe with
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sufficient detail the nature of the default. The party receiving such notice shall
have 30 days from the effective date of such notice to cure the defaults(s). The
failure to cure the default(s) within such time period shall result in the automatic
termination of this Agreement, unless such failure to cure is waived by the party
providing notice.
6. If either party shall default in their performance under this Agreement, which default
results in the expenditure of attorney fees to enforce the terms of this Agreement or to
recover damages for breach of this Agreement, then the prevailing party shall receive its
reasonable and actually incurred attorney’s fees and court costs in addition to any other
damages recovered.

H. Force Majeure. If performance of this Agreement or any obligation under this Agreement
is prevented, restricted, or interfered with by causes beyond either party’s reasonable
control (“Force Majeure”), and if the party unable to carry out its obligation shall give the
other party prompt written notice of such event, then the obligation of the party invoking
this provision shall be suspended to the extent necessary by such event. The term Force
Majeure shall include, without limitation, acts of God, fire, explosion, vandalism, storm or
other similar occurrences,

order or acts of military or civil authority, or national

emergencies, insurrections, riots, or wards. The excused party shall use reasonable efforts
under the circumstances to avoid or remove such causes of non-performance and shall
proceed to perform with reasonable dispatch whenever such causes are removed or
ceased. An act or omission shall be deemed within the reasonable control of a party if
committed, omitted, or caused by such party, or its employees, offices, agents, or
affiliates.
I.

Working Electrical Outlets and Services. The City shall provide ArchTech, at the City’ sole
expense, access to working electrical outlets and electrical services in conditions necessary
for the safe and efficient operation of ArchTech’s equipment. ArchTech reserves the right
to provide or discontinue services as a result of poor or dangerous conditions

as

determined by ArchTech, its agents, or its employees until such poor or dangerous
conditions are remedied by a licensed electrician at the City’ sole expense.
J.

Facilities Made Available. The City shall provide ArchTech with access to its facilities
pursuant to the terms of this section. The City acknowledges and agrees that such
access is necessary for ArchTech to perform the work contemplated under this
Agreement.
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1. ArchTech will provide proof of CJIS-compliant unescorted access verification,
including federal and state background checks through the Missouri State
Highway Patrol for all unescorted personnel having physical or remote access.
2. Access to all areas of the City facilities containing systems covered by this
Agreement, including after-hours physical and remote virtual (i.e. evenings and
weekends) access as required to fulfill its Scope of IT Services. The City may require
escorted access at its sole discretion and expense, but such escorted access must
be readily available and sufficiently flexible to allow ArchTech to fulfill its Scope of
Services within the timelines required by and of ArchTech.
K. Confidential Information. ArchTech agrees that any information received from the City
during the furtherance of ArchTech's obligations in accordance with this Agreement
concerning the personnel, financial or other affairs of the City will be treated by ArchTech
in full confidence and will not be revealed to any other persons, firms or organizations
without the express written consent of the City.
L. Successors in Interest. Except as otherwise provided herein, this Agreement shall be
binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their respective heirs,
personal representatives, executors, successors and assigns.
M. Assignability. This Agreement may be assignable by either party only upon the express
written agreement of both parties.
N. Entire Agreement. This Agreement, and the attached Exhibit 1, sets forth all the
covenants, promises, agreements, conditions and understandings between the City and
ArchTech, and no covenants, promises, agreements, conditions or understandings, oral
or written, exist other than as set forth herein. No subsequent alteration, amendment,
change or addition to this Agreement shall be binding upon the City or ArchTech unless
reduced to writing and signed by them.
O. Waiver. The failure of either party to enforce any provision of this Agreement shall
not be construed as a waiver or limitation of that party’s right to subsequently
enforce and compel strict compliance with every provision of this Agreement.
P. Partial Invalidity.

If any term, covenant or condition of this Agreement or the

application thereof to any person or circumstance shall, to any extent, be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, or the application of such term,
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covenant or condition to persons or circumstance other than those as to which it is
held invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each term, covenant
or condition of this Agreement shall be valid and be enforced to the fullest extent
permitted by law.
Q. Notice. Any notice or communication required or permitted under this Agreement
shall be sufficiently given if delivered in person or by certified mail, return receipt
requested, to the address set forth in the opening paragraph of this Agreement or to
such other address as one party may have furnished to the other in writing.
R. Sections and Other Headings. The sections and other headings contained in this
Agreement

are for reference purposes only and shall not affect the meaning or

interpretation of this Agreement.
S. Governing Law. The validity, performance and enforcement of this Agreement, shall be
governed by, construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of
Missouri. The parties herein waive trial by jury and agree to submit to the personal
jurisdiction and venue of the Circuit Court of St. Louis County, State of Missouri.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Agreement has been executed by each of the individual parties hereto
as of the date first above written.

The City of Pacific

ArchTech, LLC

By its: ______________________________

By its:______________________________

Date:_______________________________

Date:______________________________
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Additional Items:

Servers
2x Dell R720 - 2x240GB SSD OS, 2x2TB RAID1 SSD Data - All RAID 1 protected.
- 64GB RAM x2, Dual Xeon E52640V2 8-core processors
- Donated Ameren hardware. ArchTech provided warranty for length of contract.
- This is for two physical servers to split the City and PD systems.
- This includes a third, spare server just for spare parts.
2x Windows Server 2016 with CALs
2x 3000VA/2700W Rack-mount Sinewave UPS
2x CyberPower CPS1215 RMS, 120V/15A Surge protectors
- This power system replaces existing, older UPS systems
Allowance for cabling and labeling materials
Compliance with state and federal requirements
Back-ups: 2x daily on-board, Daily external, Daily secure cloud backup via Microsoft Azure
Total:

289.00
included
included
6,031.16

Workstations
Up to 40x PCs - Quad-core Intel i5, 8GB RAM 240GB Solid State Drive, 64-bit Windows 10 Pro
- Warrantied by ArchTech for the length of the contract
- Includes refurbishing, transfer of programs, joining to the new server systems
- All PC requirements, programs and licenses are documented and backup up on and off-site
Total:

73.75
included
included
included
73.75

Optional PC Upgrades:
Office 2019 Home and Business
- May be included with your O365 subscription. May also be able to reuse Office 2013+ licenses

Estimate
1,072.12

2,817.92
1,759.90
92.22

219.99

IT Renovation and Ongoing Services:
Proposal for The City of Pacific, MO:






24x7 Monitoring and HelpDesk w/ On-Site and Remote Support
CITO for Strategic Planning and Project Management
Includes Equipment and Labor to Replace Servers and Desktops
Business Technology Systems and Training
Compliance, Disaster Recovery and Documentation
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Executive Summary:





We positively impact your bottom line and strategic planning.
We are a highly qualified Microsoft Partner and Dell Preferred Partner.
We implement best practices, with an emphasis on security.
We do excellent work that emphasizes low cost of maintenance

Who We Are - And Why You Should Choose Us:
Quality - ArchTech is a Microsoft Silver Certified Small and Midmarket Solutions Provider. Less
than 5% of Microsoft Partners worldwide attain this distinction. We run your environment
according to best practices. Our partners hold advanced degrees and technical certifications from
a wide variety of solution providers. We offer you more than 100 years combined experience in
problem-solving small and mid-sized business environments.
Service - We don't just want to be your help desk support, we want to be your Chief Information
Technology Officer. When you call us, you talk directly to someone familiar with your environment.
Our staff has the advanced expertise necessary to help you make critical infrastructure decisions.
Price - We are just the right size: Bigger than the small guys and not so big that we lose efficiency.
That efficiency translates directly to our bottom line and we pass the savings on to you.
Security - We are honored to serve several municipalities and police departments in addition to
our work in the private and non-profit sectors. We are registered with the Missouri State Highway
Patrol as an authorized vendor and have passed all fingerprint background checks, and met all
other criteria necessary to work with your secure information. We are a member of Infragard - the
FBI/Private Sector joint task force for critical IT infrastructure in the greater Saint Louis area. We
run industry leading and always up-to-date anti-virus, anti-malware, anti-ransomware and antiexploit software on your systems. We make sure your data is redundant, backed up on-site, backed
up off-site and backed up in the cloud using secure protocols. We are fully insured to protect you.
Our business model - Proactively service existing technologies, users and systems. Consult on
existing and proposed technologies, users and systems.
A difference that equals results - We work for you, not our vendors. If we help you, we are
helping all those you serve and all those whose lives are positively impacted by what you do.
A Few of Our Specific Accomplishments – we like to justify our pay:
Saved the City of Wellston $2,800/mo ($1,836.91/mo REJIS fees and $1,001.77/mo AT&T).
Saved the City of Pine Lawn over $750/mo (over $800/mo when complete) and successfully obtained
a refund of $5,543.76 from AT&T to fix past billing errors.
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Specific Notes for the City of Pacific:
Backups and Security – All data will always be written to multiple hard drives. We snapshot all
computer files twice per day (10:00 and 2:00). All file and directory systems are replicated for
additional failover. All server systems are backed up on-site every day. These measures provide
rapid-response to critical equipment and user malfunctions. We also have a rotating backup copy
for off-site storage. Lastly, all your files are backed up to the cloud to cover catastrophic site failure
scenarios, like a fire in the server room. We can encrypt all mobile units, and we can help provide
you with remote access as desired.
Additional Items – Given the substantial scope of work to be performed up-front, we would
request a minimum contract term of two years. We are offering an additional discount for a term
of three years. We expect to save you most of our annual fee through cost-saving implementations
in services you currently consume (ie – reductions in current billing). There would be an early
termination penalty of 2 months for cancellation during the first year. This allows you a way out if
you are unhappy for any reason, but protects us based on the substantial up-front investment.

Your Quote:
Service account for The City of Pacific:
$43,800 for a term of one year.
$39,600 for a two-year contract term.
$36,000/yr for a three-year contract term.
All of these options come with a $7,600 initial configuration fee, plus first and last month.
The $7,600 initial configuration fee pays for the initial server installation and configuration,
network labeling and configuration, significant rewiring and labeling of the server room, labor
for replacement of all desktop computers, etc. It does not include the recommended transfer to
Office 365 and the integration of Microsoft Teams and other technologies (depends on the
City’s choice of Microsoft technologies – example: Microsoft Teams). It also does not include the
planned phone transition (depends on provider and technology selected).
All of the above are labor costs only. Hardware costs detailed in Additional Items.
Note: We anticipate having someone on-site full-time for the first 3-6 months of the contract,
with at least one day on-site every week thereafter. That does not count additional remote
support and visits by senior engineers and project planners.
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Inclusions and Exclusions:
Includes:
24x7x365 IT support with no ‘after-hours’ charges. Consulting on all current and anticipated IT
systems and business practices. Implementation of consistent policies and procedures. We work
to accomplish your mission in your environment.
Plus:











On-site and remote support for end users and managers as needed.
Anti-virus, Anti-malware, Anti-exploit and Anti-ransomware coverage for all systems.
On-site and off-site rotating backups, plus cloud backup of your data at no additional cost.
Management and interfacing with third party applications and technology services
provided by others (Examples: Office 365, ITI, AT&T, or your copy machine technicians).
Preventive maintenance and ongoing monitoring of system and network health.
Verification of backups and development of an individualized disaster recovery plan.
Regular software patching. Non-interruptive OS upgrades on existing systems.
All facets of managing your hardware, software and user infrastructure, including routers,
switches, hardwired and wireless networks, user accounts, data security, etc.
Imaging new computers. Inventory. Retiring and disposing of old systems securely. IMACD.
Compliance with CJIS, MSHP, NIST, Show Me Courts and other requirements.

When additional charges may apply:











Your website. Writing custom software or creating custom documents and reports.
Clerical/data-entry type duties beyond agreed reporting requirements, or tasks with third
party provider specific dependencies. (Example: Entering or transferring old data, creating
and linking MS Office templates, or customized reporting/data analytics is not included).
Data forensics and analysis.
Compliance with specific, court-ordered (or similar) requirements in excess of basic data
retrieval and previously agreed documentation.
Software licenses or subscriptions (other than anti-virus/malware/exploit and ransomware
subscriptions).
Increasing the number of computers and users (you can replace existing users and
computers, but adding a new department or position could affect the bill).
New wiring and new hardware systems. Labor for replacing aging systems is included.
However, additional labor to virtualize (or other extraordinary measures to preserve) legacy
systems is not included.
You almost always pay the actual cost of non-warranty hardware. However, we manage
replacements, repairs and upgrades for free. We don't markup hardware you buy from us.
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References:
North County Police Cooperative - Chief John Buchannan @ 314-479-2460
Ongoing work covering ~75 officers working 24/7/365 at several fixed locations. Approximately
25 mobile units. Recently completed installation of multiple firewall components communicating
by Secure VPN with Missouri State Highway Patrol and other Agencies. CJIS, NIST, DoD and CALEA
compliance standards. Implementation of Office 365 meeting state requirements. 3+ year
relationship. Former Chief Tim Swope would also like to recommend us @314-496-1681.
Legal Services of Eastern Missouri – Gary Burger, Board of Directors @ 314-799-4848
Mr. Burger is the technology contact for the Board of Directors. Total technology infrastructure
renovation for ~150 employees and interns at 4 locations in and out of Saint Louis: transition to
Office 365, transition old server systems to virtual machines, implement new server and new active
directory environments (all locations synced over the WAN), replace all firewalls, replace network
equipment, replace wireless systems, replace all desktop systems, integration of new Zultys phone
systems. Ongoing services. 18-months into a 3-year contract.
City of Pagedale – Lieutenant Anthony Huckleberry @ 314-574-9771
100% new technology implementation for both the City Hall and Police Departments. Install new
Servers and configure new Active Directory domains. Replacement of all computers and most
monitors and printers/other peripherals. Assist in implementing a new wide-area wireless network
in addition to the City Hall wireless network. Transition to Office 365. Technology services for ~30
employees. 2-year relationship.

Proposed Work Schedule:
Month 1: Onboarding. Network. Documentation. Labeling. Deploy new servers.
Month 2: Deployment of new end-user PCs (and peripherals as desired).
Month 3: Server and Network Finalization. Office 365 Transition.
- Add up to 1 additional month to cover unforeseen delays, if any
Month 4-6: Other projects as determined by the City (Phones, Wireless, etc.)
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Additional Items:

Servers
2x Dell R720 - 2x240GB SSD OS, 2x2TB RAID1 SSD Data - All RAID 1 protected.
- 64GB RAM x2, Dual Xeon E52640V2 8-core processors
- Donated Ameren hardware. ArchTech provided warranty for length of contract.
- This is for two physical servers to split the City and PD systems.
- This includes a third, spare server just for spare parts.
2x Windows Server 2016 with CALs
2x 3000VA/2700W Rack-mount Sinewave UPS
2x CyberPower CPS1215 RMS, 120V/15A Surge protectors
- This power system replaces existing, older UPS systems
Allowance for cabling and labeling materials
Compliance with state and federal requirements
Back-ups: 2x daily on-board, Daily external, Daily secure cloud backup via Microsoft Azure
Total:

289.00
included
included
6,031.16

Workstations
Up to 40x PCs - Quad-core Intel i5, 8GB RAM 240GB Solid State Drive, 64-bit Windows 10 Pro
- Warrantied by ArchTech for the length of the contract
- Includes refurbishing, transfer of programs, joining to the new server systems
- All PC requirements, programs and licenses are documented and backup up on and off-site
Total:

73.75
included
included
included
73.75

Optional PC Upgrades:
Office 2019 Home and Business
- May be included with your O365 subscription. May also be able to reuse Office 2013+ licenses

Estimate
1,072.12

2,817.92
1,759.90
92.22

219.99

RESOLUTION NO. 2019

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ADOPTION OF A GROUP HEALTH
INSURANCE PLAN TO BE OFFERED TO ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES OF THE CITY OF
PACIFIC; AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS THERETO
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific is a participating member of MIRMA Health, which offers
certain group health insurance benefits to its member cities; and
WHEREAS, the City of Pacific offers eligible employees of the City certain paid health
insurance benefits, and the City desires to offer a certain health insurance plan
design for the period commencing November 1, 2019;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF ALDERMEN FOR THE
CITY OF PACIFIC, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. The City hereby elects the following Group Health Insurance plans as offered by
MIRMA Health, as shown on the attached “MIRMA Plan Designs” sheet (Exhibit
A):
§

Plan 8, Base Plan: High Deductible Health Plan, HSA Compliant, $2,800
individual deductible, $5,600 family deductible (in-network); 0%
pharmacy / prescription drug benefit

§

Plan 1, Buy-Up Plan: $0 deductible, $1,500 maximum out of pocket
individual, $3,000 maximum out of pocket family (in network); $10 / $40
/ $70 pharmacy / prescription drug benefit

Employees may choose the plan that best suits their individual health care needs.
Premium cost allocations are as set out in Section 2.
SECTION 2. The City’s participation in the monthly health insurance costs for each plan are
depicted on the attached “Heath Insurance costs worksheet” (Exhibit B) and are
restated here for sake of clarity:
§

Plan 8, Employee Only: $815 per month, with $709 per month directed at
premium and $106 per month ($1,272 annually) directed toward the
individual employee Health Savings Account (HSA). For employees who
choose this option, the City will make an initial $500 deposit into the
employee HSA account, with the remaining $772 annual payment
deposited in 11 equal installments of $70.18 per month.

§

Plan 8, Employee Spouse: $1,311 total premium, with the City paying
$1,141 per month and the employee paying $170 per month.

§

Plan 8, Employee Child: $1,169 total premium, with the City paying
$1,061 per month and the employee paying $108 per month.

§

Plan 8, Family: $1,914 total premium, with the City paying $1,482 per
month and the employee paying $432 month.

§

Plan 1, Employee Only: $860 total premium, with the City paying $815
per month and the employee paying $45 per month.

§

Plan 1, Employee Spouse: $1,591 total premium, with the City paying
$1,226 per month and the employee paying $366 per month.

§

Plan 1, Employee Child: $1,419 total premium, with the City paying
$1,140 per month and the employee paying $279 per month.

§

Plan 1, Family: $2,322 total premium, with the City paying $1,591 per
month and the employee paying $731 per month.

SECTION 3. The Mayor, City Administrator and City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute
such documents and take other such actions necessary to affect the intent of this
Resolution.

Adopted by the Board of Aldermen and approved by the Mayor on this 1st day of October,
2019.

Steve Myers, Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

Holiday Walk for Our Hero’s
Our Mission:
To pound the ground for our loved ones that cannot make
it home for the holidays.
Event Details:

Saturday Nov. 16, 2019
1:00pm
November is military family appreciation month. This event is
for family, friends, or folks that want to show appreciation for
and their support of loved ones that have or are currently
serving. If possible, please wear apparel representing what branch
of military your loved one is or has served in. Also, feel free to
fly our colors by carrying a U.S. or branch flag on the walk.
Food & drinks will be available upon our return to Liberty field.

Walk Route:

*Beginning at Liberty field we will line up along the path with
plaques circling the field before heading out the first (smaller)
entrance to:
*North on 1st street to:
*(L) on West Union
Pausing for a moment of silence at the Pacific Honor Roll
Memorial then continuing down W. Union to:
*South on 5th street to:
*East on St. Louis street to:
*South on 1st street ending back at Liberty field.

MEMORANDUM
Steve Roth
City Administrator

636-271-0500 ext. 213
sroth@pacificmissouri.com

October 9, 2019
TO:
RE:

Full-time City employees
Health Insurance renewal

Hello everyone,
Please be advised that I have developed a new recommendation to the Board of Aldermen for 2019-20
Group Health Insurance plan renewal. This recommendation will be forwarded to the Board for
consideration at the Oct. 15 meeting. Details on the proposal are included with this memorandum.
Employees are also advised that an Open Enrollment meeting has been set for Wednesday, Oct. 16 at
10 a.m. at City Hall. Employees will be able to review plan details with MIRMA staff, and make
selections if they wish. All plan selections will be due back to Debbie Hayden at City Hall by 12 noon
October 18.
New recommendation
The new recommendation increases the amount of funding the City will pay for all tiers: Employee Only,
Employee Spouse, Employee Child and Family. This means employees who choose Plan 1 will pay less
than the earlier recommendation. The new recommendation also includes a third plan option, Plan 5.
Employees will now have a choice between three plans, Plan 1, Plan 5 and Plan 8 .
In addition, MIRMA Health has announced a reduction in the monthly spousal surcharge to $100. This
reduction was a product in part of the discussions at the Oct. 3 employee meeting with MIRMA.
Employee costs are shown on the attached sheets. One other change in this recommendation is I have
set an amount the City will spend on each tier, regardless of which plan the employee chooses. This
means the City will pay the same premium for someone who chooses Employee Spouse under Plan 1, as
it will for an employee who chooses Employee Spouse coverage under Plan 8. This is an attempt to make
the system as fair and equitable to all employees.
I believe the result is a plan that give employees clear options on which plan is best for them, and at a
cost that is more affordable than the earlier recommendation. Employees who choose Plan 1 will still
pay a fair share of the total premium, but this is the cost of the better plan. Employees who choose Plan
5 or Plan 8 will see a net savings in their dependent care premiums, which they can accept as a net pay
increase, or re-direct into their health care costs if they choose.
As always, I am happy to discuss health care issues with any employee. Thank you for your attention to
this issue.

Steve Roth
City Administrator

Employee premium costs, revised 10-15-19 recommendation
For employees, who choose Plan 1, the premium costs are as follows:

Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

Month
$35
$329
$245
$683

Annual
$420
$3,948
$2,940
$8,196

Monthly
Annual
increase over increase over
current
current
$35
$420
$36
$432
$20
$240
$95
$1,140

For employees, who choose Plan 5, the premium costs are as follows:

Month
Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

$0
$82
$25
$322

Annual
$0
$984
$300
$3,864

Monthly
Annual
increase /
increase /
savings over savings over
current
current
$0
$0
-$211
-$2,532
-$200
-$2,400
-$266
-$3,192

For employees, who choose Plan 8, the premium costs are as follows:

Employee*
Employee Spouse
Employee Child*
Family

Month
-$116
$49
-$5
$275

Annual
-$1,392
$588
-$60
$3,300

Monthly
Annual
increase /
increase /
savings over savings over
current
current
-$116
-$1,392
-$244
-$2,928
-$230
-$2,760
-$313
-$3,756

* Employee only plans will have $116 per month deposited into the employee's
Health Savings Account
* Employee Child plans will have $5 per month deposited into the employee's
Health Savings Account

Health Insurance costs worksheet
Final recommendation 10‐15‐19
Total Monthly Premium
Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

Current
$697.04
$1,283.31
$1,147.73
$1,874.31

Plan 1
$860
$1,591
$1,419
$2,322

Plan 5
$726
$1,344
$1,199
$1,961

Plan 8
$709
$1,311
$1,169
$1,914

City Premium portion proposed
Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

$697.04
$843.61
$809.71
$991.36

$825
$1,262
$1,174
$1,639

$726
$1,262
$1,174
$1,639

$825
$1,262
$1,174
$1,639

Employee Premium portion
proposed
Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

$0.00
$293.14
$225.35
$588.64

$35
$329
$245
$683

$0
$82
$25
$322

‐$116
$49
‐$5
$275

Employee increase / savings over
current
Employee
Employee Spouse
Employee Child
Family

$0.00
$293.14
$225.35
$588.64

$35
$36
$20
$95

$0
‐$211
‐$200
‐$266

‐$116
‐$244
‐$230
‐$313

MIRMA's Approved Plan Designs 8-23-2019
Benefit

Plan 1

Plan 2

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider
Indv. Deductible
Indv. Out-of-Pocket Max
Family Deductible

Plan 3

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 4

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 5

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 6

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 7

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 8

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

Plan 9

In-Network Non-Network
Provider
Provider

In-Network
Provider

Non-Network
Provider

$0

$1,000

$250

$1,000

$500

$1,500

$1,000

$2,000

$1,500

$3,000

$2,500

$5,000

$4,000

$8,000

$2,800

$5,600

$4,500

$9,000

$1,500

$3,000

$2,000

$4,000

$2,500

$5,000

$3,500

$7,000

$4,500

$9,000

$5,000

$10,000

$5,500

$11,000

$2,800

$5,600

$6,000

$12,000

$0

$2,000

$500

$2,000

$1,000

$3,000

$2,000

$4,000

$3,000

$6,000

$5,000

$10,000

$8,000

$16,000

$5,600

$11,200

$9,000

$18,000

$3,000

$6,000

$4,000

$8,000

$5,000

$10,000

$7,000

$14,000

$9,000

$18,000

$10,000

$20,000

$11,000

$22,000

$5,600

$11,200

$12,000

$24,000

Preventive Care

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

$0

40%

HSA-Compatible

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Primary Care

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$0

40%

$25

40%

Specialist

$40

40%

$40

40%

$40

40%

$50

40%

$50

40%

$40

40%

$50

40%

$0

40%

$60

40%

Mental Health/Substance Abuse

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$0

40%

$25

40%

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$200

$0

$0

$200

$200

Family Out-of-Pocket Max

Emergency Room
Urgent Care

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$75

40%

$0

40%

$75

40%

Outpatient Surgery - Facility

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Outpatient Surgery - Professional

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Imaging (MRI/CT/PET)

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Lab Tests

0%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

X-rays and Diagnostic Imaging

0%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Rehab (PT/OT/ST)

$20

40%

$20

40%

$20

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$25

40%

$30

40%

$0

40%

$30

40%

Inpatient - Facility

$350

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Days 1-5

Days 1-5

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Admit

Inpatient - Professional

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Skilled Nursing Facility

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Home Health

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

40%

10%

40%

Coinsurance (Member)

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

10%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

20%

40%

0%

0%

10%

40%

0%

0%

$10/40/70/
50% w/$100 cap

$10/40/70/
50% w/$100 cap

Inpatient Per Day or Per Admit

Pharmacy
Actuarial Value

$10 generic, $40 preferred brand, $70 non-preferred brand, 50% with $100 cap specialty
94.3%

93.1%

90.3%

89.0%

85.3%

83.3%

82.2%

82.9%

72.0%

Green shading indicates that the benefit is subject to the deductible before the cost sharing takes effect.
Embedded deductibles

8/26/2019

City Clerk Highlights
Week of October 7, 2019

Balance collectors account for September and do transfers
Auditors were here all week
Minutes from 10-1-19 Board meeting
Tourism meeting agenda and attended
Beautification meeting agenda and attended

