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Executive Summary

The objective of this project is to evaluate the current financial and compliance status of an

animal welfare Nonprofit Organization (NPO) by:
e Analysis of trends over time using information reported on tax filings (Form 990)
e Vertical and Horizontal analysis of financial statements
e Analysis of trends over time using information from financial statements
e Reconciliation of financial statements to Form 990
e Ratio analysis of Form 990 Information
e Comparison of reported information to local analogues and national standards

This project is conducted in collaboration with The Chapin Foundation. The specific animal
welfare NPO included in this project is the Grand Strand Humane Society (GSHS). For

comparison, other coastal South Carolina animal welfare NPOs were selected including:
e The Humane Society of North Myrtle Beach (HSNMB)
e Coastal Animal Rescue (CAR)
e Waccamaw Animal Rescue Mission (WARM)

The data provided on submitted tax Form 990s was utilized. For a comparison to a national
standard, data from tax filings by the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) was
employed.
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The results presented in this paper provide a process for identifying areas for improvement

within an animal welfare NPO. Weaknesses can exist both from a financial perspective and from

a compliance perspective. The presentation of results is organized into four categories:
e The Organization as a whole
e Shelter Operations
e Clinic Operations
e Fundraising and Administrative Activities

Once the results are presented, recommendations are given for improving operational
efficiency and achieving best practices. These recommendations are presented in the form of
both short term items to be addressed immediately — defined in this study as within 60 days --
and long term items to be undertaken in the future. Resources for applicable standards and

requirements are also provided.
The recommendations presented are intended to enable the NPO to:
e Obtain affordable audits and reviews
e Develop and utilize cost-effective techniques
e Improve the internal control process
e Adhere to the grant compliance requirements
e Promote leadership and governance

e Enhance community engagement
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The recommendation for the future is to continue to conduct research for NPOs that will
provide education on how to achieve best practices. Research with the participation of Master of
Accountancy graduate students at Coastal Carolina University provides the opportunity to assist
the NPOs in several areas. Through the research, assistance can be provided to help NPOs
achieve best practices for corporate governance, accounting, and auditing, and reduce the costs
of attaining these goals.

This multi-phase research process is intended to assist South Carolina NPOs achieve
compliance with best practices for financial accountability, fundraising, and board governance.
Essentially, by strengthening the financial knowledge and practices of South Carolina NPOs:
Donors will have more confidence; NPOs will have the ability to obtain the funding needed to
reach their goals; achieving efficiency in “back-room operations” will increase effectiveness in
“front-room operations”; NPOs can build capacity; and NPOs can continue providing charitable
services to our communities. This research provides a mutual benefit to both Coastal Carolina

University and the South Carolina NPO community.

Introduction

Mahatma Gandhi once said that “The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be
judged by the way its animals are treated.” With this in mind it is imperative that those
organizations concerned with the wellbeing of animals have the abilities and resources necessary
to fulfill their function in society. Toward this end the objective of this project is to evaluate the

current financial and compliance status of an animal welfare Nonprofit Organization (NPO) by:
e Analysis of trends over time using information reported on tax filings (Form 990)
e Vertical and Horizontal analysis of financial statements

e Analysis of trends over time using information from financial statements
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e Reconciliation of financial statements to Form 990
e Ratio analysis of Form 990 Information
e Comparison of reported information to local analogues and national standards

Once the evaluation is complete recommendations are made that are intended to enable the NPO
to:

Obtain affordable audits and reviews

e Develop and utilize cost-effective techniques
e Improve the internal control process
e Adhere to the grant compliance requirements
e Promote leadership and governance

e Enhance community engagement

Facilities Walkthrough

An important first step in assessing the current status of an animal welfare NPO is an initial
facilities walkthrough. By physically inspecting the facility it is possible to get a sense of the
day to day operations of the facility that may not be apparent through inspection of financial data
alone. For this project an official scheduled visit was conducted by the entire Advanced

Auditing class. In addition, two visits were conducted in secret with no advanced notice given.

The scheduled site visit was conducted on September 24, 2015 after the close of normal
business hours. The Advanced Auditing class was guided around the facility by the Director of

Operations as well as two members of the Board of Directors. During this visit the condition of
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the facility was observed, as was the condition of the animals housed within the facility. In
general it was agreed that during the walkthrough the facilities and animals appeared clean and

relatively happy.

The additional, informal visits were undertaken by Candelyn Bond and Dr. Karen Maguire
some days before the official visit occurred. The conditions observed during these visits were
reported to be at odds with the conditions observed during the official walkthrough. Of greatest
concern was the observance of dirty animal housing with dogs being observed standing in their
own feces. Additionally it was noted that many of the staff appeared to only undertake any
duties while being directly observed by the Director of Operations. Of further concern was that
in several instances it appeared that employees indicated that an animal was in the process of

being adopted simply to avoid the work required to adopt the animal to the inquiring person.

The information gathered during both the formal and informal visits has proven invaluable
for the project, providing a basis that was used to identify areas of concern. The areas of concern
are addressed in the individual sections that follow, along with recommendations for addressing

these concerns.
Mission Statement

In addition to physical and financial analysis it is important to determine what the
organization itself views as the most important functions it undertakes. One of the best ways to
ascertain this information is to obtain and review any mission statement produced by the

organization.

A mission statement is an important item for any organization. The statement should reflect
the core values of the organization and reflect what the organization strives to be. A mission
statement is more important to employees of an organization than customers, as it presents the

ideals toward which employees should be working. This is an important fact to keep in mind
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when creating a mission statement for your organization. The stated mission of the Grand Strand
Humane Society as taken from their website is:

The Grand Strand Humane Society (GSHS) takes in animals brought in by the City of Myrtle
Beach Animal Control. We are committed to the care and humane treatment of all homeless
and abandoned animals in the Myrtle Beach Metropolitan Area. When we made the decision
to step out of the cookie-cutter style of shelters and stop euthanizing healthy, adoptable
animals for space, it was the right decision and we felt the only option for the GSHS. The
decision did increase our financial struggle, but we will continue finding every healthy,
adoptable animal a forever family as long as it is financially feasible. We are further
committed to providing excellent guest service to people visiting our facilities in the hope
that all our animals can find caring and loving homes. We also work at educating our
community about responsible pet ownership and finally, to investigate and attempt to prevent
cruelty to all animals. We strive to provide all communities within our area with cost-
effective adoption rates as well as spay/neutering and preventative healthcare services.
(GSHS, 2015).

In addition the Grand Strand Humane Society has included the following mission statement
on the Form 990 tax forms filed with the IRS:

“To care for and place animals and to provide for adoption, spay/neuter operations,
preventive care, rabies and other vaccinations, and boarding of animals.”(Foundation
Center, 2015).

Five Freedoms of Animal Welfare

Related to the mission statement of an animal welfare NPO are the Five Freedoms of Animal
Welfare. While they may not be explicitly stated in the mission statement, these freedoms are

key issues to keep in mind when drafting a mission statement.
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Animal welfare, according to the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE), refers to the
ability of an animal to cope with its current living conditions. An animal is in a good state of
welfare if it is comfortable, safe, healthy and well nourished. Such an animal is free from
distress, pain, and fear, and can express innate behavior. Consequently, good animal welfare
requires humane handling of animals, provision of shelter, proper nutrition and prevention of
diseases (OIE, 2015).

There are five recognized factors that influence an animal's welfare. These factors are
referred to as the Five Freedoms (Bousfield and Brown, 2010). The concept of Five Freedoms
originated in the United Kingdom in 1965 after the government commissioned an investigation
into the welfare of animals kept in intensive farming conditions (Bousfield and Brown, 2010).

These Five Freedoms are defined as:

1. Freedom From Hunger and Thirst
e By ready access to fresh water and diet to maintain health and vigor
2. Freedom From Discomfort
e By providing an appropriate environment including shelter and a comfortable
resting area
3. Freedom From Pain, Injury or Disease
e By prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment
4. Freedom to Express Normal Behavior
e By providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the animal’s
own kind
5. Freedom From Fear and Distress
e By ensuring conditions and treatment which avoid mental suffering (Bousfield
and Brown, 2010)
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Compliance and Responsibility

While the Five Freedoms provide a framework assessing the welfare of animals cared for by
an animal welfare NPO, they do not carry the full force and weight of legal regulations. There
are a number of areas where an animal welfare NPO is legally required to comply with published
standards. We have grouped compliance for animal welfare NPOs into five categories based on
the entity governing the compliance standards. The areas of compliance determined by this

project are as follows:

e Accounting Standards
o Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB)
e Business Regulations
o0 Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
e Fundraising and Solicitation
O Secretary of State
e OSHA Compliance
0 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)
e DHEC Compliance
0 Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA)

With respect to FASB standards, all nonprofit organizations have to report information about
their financial performance, liquidity, and cash flow. Special procedures have been established
for the handling of contributions, where FASB Statement No. 116 regulates Contributions
Received and Contributions Made. FASB Statements No. 124 and 135 are specifically related to
nonprofit organizations (FASB, 2015).

FASB Statement No. 117 requires that all nonprofit entities provide:

» Statement of financial position

» Statement of activity
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» Statement for functional expenses

» Statement of cash flows

Full disclosure of the donor-imposed restrictions on net assets should be made in these financial
statements (FASB, 2015).

Following IRS guidelines, nonprofit organizations may apply to the IRS in order to be
exempt from federal income taxes. The IRS requires reporting on organization’s exempt status,
finances, governance, compliance with federal tax filings (including the IRS Form 990), and
other activities. IRS also regulates charitable contributions and unrelated business expense (IRS,
2015).

Charitable fundraising in South Carolina is administered by the Division of Public Charities
of the office of the South Carolina Secretary of State. All charities that intend to solicit
contributions or have someone solicit contributions for them must register with the Division of
Public Charities before solicitations are made and thereafter on an annual basis. For annual
financial reports, a charity can submit its IRS Form 990, 990-EZ or 990-PF to the Division of
Public Charities in lieu of filing a report on the Division of Public Charities’ annual report form.
Failure to timely submit registration statements and reports can result in administrative fines of
up to $2,000 per violation (South Carolina Secretary of State, 2015).

Under OSHA, employers are responsible for providing a safe and healthful workplace.
Employers must comply with all applicable OSHA standards. Employers must also comply with
the General Duty Clause of OSHA, which requires employers to keep their workplace free of

serious recognized hazards. Under OSHA organizations must comply with:
e Record-keeping
e Reporting

e Inspection Rules

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

11| Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

e Hazard Prevention and Infection Control
e Physical Safety

e Chemical Safety

e Biological Safety

e Other Hazards (OSHA, 2015)

According to the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, all nonprofit organizations have to

maintain minimum standards with respect to:
e Controlled Substances Registration
e Inventory
e Storage

e Administration (DEA, 2015)

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control’s (DHEC’s) Bureau of
Drug Control enforces the S.C. Controlled Substances Act, which closely parallels the federal
Controlled Substances Act of 1970. The S.C. Controlled Substances Act:

. Requires that every person or entity who engages in controlled substances activity in
South Carolina:
o Obtain an annual registration from DHEC
0 Register with the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) prior to engaging
in such activity. (Section 44-53-290)
Empowers DHEC to decrease the diversion of controlled substances from legal sources to
illegal ones by maintaining a closed system of distribution
 Authorizes DHEC to use South Carolina licensed pharmacists who are also
commissioned as state law enforcement officers (Section 44-53-480). These pharmacists
have received certification training at the S.C. Criminal Justice Academy (SC DHEC,
2015).
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Information concerning specific regulations, compliance standards, and required forms is

contained in Appendix E: Legal Compliance and Responsibility.

Overall Operations

The overall operations of the Grand Strand Humane Society — and other animal welfare
NPOs conducting an assessment — can first be analyzed by observing the trends over time of data
reported on tax Form 990 and financial statements. This analysis will begin with graphical
representations of the data contained on filed and publicly available Tax Form 990s. The
information from the GSHS has been plotted against publicly available Form 990 data from other
local animal welfare organizations (Foundation Center, 2015).
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The GSHS is a larger operation than the animal welfare NPOs closest geographically. In
2011, the GSHS took in roughly twice the total revenue of the HSNMB, and roughly six times
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2015

the total revenues of CAR and WARM. By 2013, reported revenues on the Form 990 for the

GSHS are almost three times that of the HSNMB. CAR and HSNMB experienced an upward
trend in revenues from 2012-2013 along with the GSHS. WARM, already the smallest NPO of

the group with respect to total revenue, experienced a drop in revenue.
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Similar to revenue, GSHS’ total expenses have increased from year to year. The same is true

for CAR. HSNMB decreased its total expenditures in 2013 even though its total revenues

increased for the year. WARM’s decrease in total revenues from 2012-2013 is evident in the

corresponding decrease in total expenses over the same period.
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REVENUE LESS EXPENSES
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Taken all together the information on the preceding charts indicates that from an overall
perspective the financial status of the GSHS in on an upward trend. Revenues have increased for
every year analyzed at a rate that outpaces the increase in expenses and contributes to an upward
trend in net income. Of concern however is the fact that the GSHS has operated at a net loss for

all years analyzed.

Of the animal welfare NPOs, only HSNMB reported positive net income, and this was only
for one of the three years studied, in 2013. CAR moved toward the breakeven point from 2012-

2013. WARM’s net loss increased over the same period.

The GSHS kindly provided the financial statements used by management and the board of
directors for internal reporting services. This allowed us to segregate data by function, and to
analyze fiscal year data from 2012-2015. The Form 990s for fiscal years 2014 and 2015 for any

of the aforementioned animal welfare NPOs are not yet publicly available. Therefore, in
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analyzing the financial statement data, the overall results for the GSHS were plotted against the
results for the separating operational units within the GSHS — Shelter, Clinic, and
Fundraising/Administration. These individual operations are included in the charts below, and

will also be analyzed in more detail in subsequent sections.

TOTAL INCOME
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Similar to the data provided on the tax Form 990, financial statement analysis reveals that
income for the GSHS is on an upward trend that appears to be accelerating. Of concern is the
fact that while income from the shelter and clinic operations has increased, the income from
fundraising exhibits a downward trend. In an NPO the majority of funds are expected to be
generated by fundraising activities, therefore this trend indicates an area that must be addressed.
The National Center for Charitable Statistics provides benchmarks created by multiple
philanthropic organizations. These organizations estimate that between 20-40% percent of

expenses are typically spent on fundraising (NCCS, 2015).
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As with revenue, Cost of Goods Sold has increased every year for the time period under

review. Total Cost of Goods Sold mirrors the trend in Shelter Cost of Goods Sold. Of particular

note in this graph are the completely different behaviors of the three operating units. While

shelter is consistently increasing, clinic is decreasing, and fundraising has remained steady as it

declines to almost no fundraising expenses at all.
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When the gross profit, revenue less cost of goods sold, is plotted the results are dramatic.

Where once fundraising was solely responsible for the GSHS generating a positive gross profit,

results from recent years indicate that the shelter and clinic have become the driving force. If

trends continue, shelter and clinic gross profit will eclipse the gross profit generated by

fundraising activities in the near future.
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When compared to other analyses, the amount of total expenses seems completely

disconnected. While revenues, cost of goods sold, and gross profit have undergone large

changes during the time period in question, expenses have remained abnormally flat with almost

no change from year to year. When the other analyses are taken into account this flat behavior

represents an area of concern that should be examined. Further charts and tables representing the

analysis can be found in Appendix A: Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis and

Appendix B: Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis Charts.

In addition to the trend over time analysis represented above, ratio analysis was undertaken

using the information contained on filed tax Form 990s. Two sets of ratios were computed. The

first set compared the Form 990 ratio results of the GSHS to other animal welfare NPOs within

the state, specifically the Charleston Animal Society and the Greenville Humane Society. The
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second set of ratios compared the financial statement results of the GSHS to the Humane Society
of the United States (HSUS, 2015). Form 990 analysis for 2013 includes the following:

Grand Strand Charleston Greenville
2013 Form 990 data _ _ ) )
Humane Society Animal Society Humane Society
Current Ratio 2.31 11.43 3.91
Fundraising 0.18 0.10 0.64
Efficiency Ratio
Program Efficiency
) 0.89 0.85 0.96
Ratio
Working Capital $31,057 $1,279,737 $465,074

The current ratio measures an NPO’s ability to meet short-term financial obligations
(Guidestar, 2004). For the GSHS, the NPO has $2.31 in current assets for every dollar of current
liabilities. A current ratio of 1.00 is the breakeven point, and a higher number is better. The
GSHS has a lower current ratio than the Charleston Animal Society and the Greenville Humane
Society. However, their ratio does indicate that in 2013 the GSHS can meet its financial
obligations. This result is contrary to GSHS’ current ratio for 2011 and 2012, which were 0.9
and 0.8 respectively. Working capital measures in dollars the excess of current assets over
current liabilities (Guidestar, 2004). The GSHS had $31,057 to devote towards building

capacity. This number is on a smaller scale than the other animal welfare NPOs presented.

The results of this ratio analysis for all years and all NPOs under review can be found in

Appendix C: Ratio Analysis.
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Shelter Operations

When analyzing the overall financial health of an organization, it is helpful to look at its

financial data over a period of time. This displays the organization’s strengths and weaknesses.

This same analysis can be applied to the financial data of the individual components of the

overall organization. This section builds on the analysis of the overall status of the organization

completed in the previous section. The following charts present an analysis of the Shelter

Operations of the Grand Strand Humane Society.
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When looking at the revenue generated by the shelter, it is clearly on an upward trend.
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SHELTER TOTAL COGS COMPARISON
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The upward trend noticed in shelter revenue is also apparent when reviewing the cost of
goods sold for the shelter. In both instances these items are moving at approximately the same

rate as the overall humane society measures of revenue and cost of goods sold
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The GSHS shows a dramatic increase in net income over the past few years. The shelter’s

net income has improved in the sense that every year its net loss decreases. While the GSHS has

been increasing with regards to net income, the shelter has been somewhat erratic. The year

2013 provides a unique result. The total GSHS net income remained at almost the same level as

the year before. For the shelter, the net income in 2013 saw a sharp decline from the previous

year. The shelter then struggled to make a positive contribution to overall net income as it

recovered. The main culprit contributing to the negative net income from the shelter is the

rapidly increasing Cost of Goods Sold Other Than Personnel as indicated in the chart below.
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The Cost of Goods Sold Personnel account is unclear with respect to both definition and

allocation. When calculating cost of goods sold, the IRS delineates organizations that make, buy

or sell goods, organizations that sell or charge for supplies used in a service business, and

purchases less cost of items withdrawn for personal use (IRS, 2015). It appears that this account

includes elements of all three types.

Otherwise, there appears to be two main drivers for these increased shelter costs:

o Shelter supplies

» Shelter preventative medications.

From 2012 to 2015, the costs recorded in the general ledger account labeled Shelter Supplies

increased by 262%. During the same time period the costs recorded in the general ledger account

labeled Shelter Preventative Medications increased by just over 300%. During this time period

the variance between budgeted amounts and actual amounts was also quite large. This indicates
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either operational inefficiencies or unrealistic budgeting parameters. These two accounts make
up over 98% of the costs that are recorded under Cost of Goods Sold Other Than Personnel.

This analysis is represented in the tables contained in Appendix A: Form 990 and Financial

Statement Analysis.

There are also several items that are currently not tracked by the GSHS that would create
greater accuracy in financial reporting and lead to better decision making. First, it is important to
know the maximum and current capacity with regards to effectively serving animals. This will
allow for effective budgeting and allow the organization to determine an accurate cost of treating
an individual animal (ASPCA, 2015).

Additionally, one of the most comprehensive figures that can be used to evaluate the
performance of an animal welfare NPO is live release rate (ASPCA, 2015). To effectively
implement this measure, the organization will have to identify animals under one of four
segments: Healthy, Treatable, Unhealthy, and Untreatable. This will allow accurate record
keeping and can be used by the organization to identify areas to improve. Simply put, the live
release rate is the percentage of animals that left the facility with a live outcome. To measure

this effectively, the organization needs to record the following things in detail:

e Animal intakes
e Live outcomes
e Euthanasia outcomes
e Owner requested euthanasia
0 Whether the animal was treatable/untreatable

e All outcomes (Asilomar Accords, 2004)

A template for calculating the live release rate can be found at:

http://www.asilomaraccords.org/statistics and formulas/annual animal statistics table templat

e_2-07.pdf.
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In the short term — defined in this study as within 60 days -- the recommendation for shelter
operations is to begin using the features of the Pet Point application already purchased by and
available to the GSHS. The GSHS needs to begin using Pet Point immediately for animals

currently residing in the shelter. Performance measurements available via Pet Point include:

e Intake/Outcome Tracking

e Receipt

e Behavior

e Inventory/Order Management
e Enhance Animal Profile

e Lost/Found Tracking

e Pet Request (Pet Point, 2015).

Not only does Pet Point provide tracking for the items needed to calculate the live release
rate, it also provides inventory tracking which would help identify the causes of the rapid
increase in supply usage and help with the development of a more effective budgeting procedure.
Additionally, Pet Point also provides monthly reports of total national intakes of cats and dogs,
total national cats and dogs that left animal welfare organizations, and average adoption fees for

cats and dogs under and over one year of age (Pet Point, 2015).

Clinic Operations

Building upon the analysis done in the overall operations and shelter operations sections, this
section analyzes the financial data related to the clinic operations of the GSHS. During the 2013
fiscal year the clinic transitioned from operating at a net loss to operating with a substantial net
income. Net Income for both the GSHS overall and the clinic are presented in the following

chart:
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The above chart plots the GSHS’ total revenue with that of the clinic. When the net income

measures and revenue measures in the two previous charts are examined in tandem, results

indicate that while clinic revenue is increasing at a slower rate than total revenue, clinic net

income has in fact outpaced the net income of GSHS as a whole.
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Whereas total cost of goods sold has increased, the clinic cost of goods sold from 2012-2015

shows a significant decrease. This is particularly evident from 2012 to 2013. Recall that the

shelter cost of goods sold in the previous section showed an increase in shelter supplies of 262%

and an increase in shelter preventative supplies of over 300% over the 2012-2015 period. Ata

minimum, these results suggest that record keeping and allocation of the budgeted and actual

cost of goods sold is inconsistent.
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CLINIC COGS COMPARISON
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Looking further into the decrease in clinic cost of goods sold it can be observed on the chart
above that the decrease can be almost wholly attributed to the rapid decrease in clinic personnel

costs that occurred following the 2012 fiscal year.

This decrease in cost of goods sold can be attributed to the fact that for all four years, the
Services to Shelter- Clinic account is allocated over to the Shelter COGS from the Veterinarian
Services- Shelter account. Each year, but 2014, the dollar amounts in both accounts balance,
offsetting each other. In 2014, the amount of $141,091.90 in the Service to Shelter- Clinic
account does not match the amount of $141,288.00 in the Veterinarian services- Shelter. This
improper allocation causes a huge decrease in the overall total of the Clinic COGS - Personnel
account. This is evident in the 2015 Total Clinic COGS - Personnel account with a balance of
negative $9,299.93. Additional charts and tables reflecting this data can be found in Appendix
A: Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis and Appendix B: Form 990 and Financial
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Statement Analysis Charts. Ratios relating directly to clinic operations were also performed and

these results can be found in Appendix C: Ratio Analysis.

In addition to the issues related to financial information a number of issues related to day to

day operations were noted. These issues relate to the areas of:

e Sufficient Record Keeping
e Proper Cost Allocation
e Timely Inventory Tracking

o Storage, Handling, and Preparation of VVaccinations
e Compliance With Established Standards

o OSHA
o DHEC
o DEA
o IRS

The recommended actions to be taken related to each of these areas are detailed in the Long

Term Recommendations section later in this paper. In the short term the recommendation is that

the GSHS immediately begin using the Pet Point application for animals currently being treated

in the clinic. Performance measures available via Pet Point include:

e Medical

e Receipt

e Inventory and Order Management
e Enhanced Animal Profile

e Flexible Reports

In addition Pet Point will allow the clinic to immediately begin tracking inventory and can
provide tailored reports on the results of operations (Pet Point, 2015).
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Fundraising Operations

In addition to the shelter and clinic functions, the GSHS engages in fundraising activities.
Fundraising is an essential part of nonprofit operations. Many NPOs rely mainly upon donations
from individuals and corporations in order to sustain operations. As with the other segments of
GSHS operations, this section begins with an analysis of the financial data related to fundraising
activities. In this section the analysis begins with a comparison of GSHS Form 990 reported tax
data to that of other local animal welfare organizations. Of note in this section is that fundraising

and administration are considered a single cost center for the GSHS.
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The chart above appears to represent that the GSHS is outperforming other local animal
welfare organizations in terms of fundraising revenue. The next test will be this revenue as a

percentage of total revenue.
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When looked at as a percentage of total revenue it becomes apparent that the fundraising
revenues of the GSHS not only lag behind most other local organizations, they have also been

contributing a smaller percentage of total revenue every year.
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FUNDRAISING EXPENSES
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In addition to fundraising revenue, fundraising expenses are tracked in the Form 990. The
GSHS exhibits some peculiar behavior in regards to fundraising expenses. While the fundraising
revenue slightly increased in dollar value from year to year, the associated fundraising expenses
have fluctuated wildly from a high of above $16,000 to a low of less than $8,000.
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The fluctuation of fundraising expenses is again evident when the fundraising expenses are

expressed as a percentage of total expenses.

Before transitioning from Form 990 data to analyzing financial statement data, it is important
to point out that the amounts attributed to fundraising/administration on the financial statements
do not directly correlate to the fundraising amounts reports on the GSHS Form 990. This project
was unable to determine the basis for the conversion that resulted in the Form 990 numbers.
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An example of the lack of reconciliation between the Form 990 and financial statement
numbers is indicated above in Total Income. While the reported Form 990 income has been
increasing, the amount of income attributed to fundraising/administration on the financial
statements has been on a downward trend.
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The source of the downward trend referenced above becomes apparent when the individual

sources of fundraising revenue are examined. Donations, which is the largest component of

fundraising revenue, had been holding steady but suffered a decrease in excess of 20% during the

2015 fiscal year. Additional charts and tables reflecting this data can be found in Appendix A:

Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis and Appendix B: Form 990 and Financial Statement

Analysis Charts.

As seen above, GSHS fundraising revenue does not comprise a high percentage of total

income. Clear delineation of these revenues and expenses is vital for accurate financial reporting

(IRS, 2015). In order to begin increasing the level of donations, donor trust must be

reestablished and the GSHS must become more compliant in terms of its fundraising practices,

both operationally and in terms of financial reporting.
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Before any donations can be solicited, any NPO must file with the state of incorporation. In
the state of South Carolina, all 501(c)(3) NPO’s must register with the South Carolina Secretary
of State Division of Public Charities. This registration allows NPQO’s to solicit contributions from
the residents of the State of South Carolina as stated in the South Carolina Code of Laws Section

33-56-30.A link to this form can be found in Appendix E: Legal Compliance and Responsibility.

After the original filing, an annual renewal registration must be submitted every year thereafter
within 4 % months after the close of the fiscal year. There is a $50 registration fee that is
required with the original filing only. A financial report, a copy of the preceding years Form 990,
must accompany the registration every year as well. There is $2,000.00 fine for filing the
registrations forms late (S.C. Code of Laws, 2015).

In addition to the legal requirements for solicitation there are several standards of
accountability that an NPO must adopt or continue to use in order to ensure accountability to

donors.

At the time a gift is received from a donor, a receipt should be given. The receipt should
contain a statement acknowledging GSHS is a charity recognized as tax-exempt by the IRS
under Section 501(c)(3). It should also include the amount donated, or a description of the
property if the donation is not monetary. If goods or services were provided in exchange for a
gift of $75 or more, the statement must include a “good faith estimate of the value of the
goods/services provided” (National Council of Nonprofits, 2015).

At the time of the gift the GSHS must record those donations in their records. In order to
accurately report revenues on the financial statements and IRS documents, strong record-keeping
of revenue generation must be maintained. Form 990 provides several columns to report
fundraising events. Revenues generated through fundraising should follow this model. The
revenues and expenses of all events held by the GSHS should be recorded in the GSHS system
separately (IRS, 2015).

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

38| Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

Equally as important as recordkeeping and donation tracking are the issues of donor
anonymity and donor intent. If a donor wishes to remain anonymous or provide a contribution
that is restricted to a specific use, this is a request than an NPO must respect. In order to curtail
concerns related to donor anonymity and use of restricted gifts the Association of Fundraising
Professionals (2015) has established a Donor’s Bill of Rights which delineates the rights of
anyone making a contribution (National Council of Nonprofits, 2015).

Modern technology has provided an invaluable resource for fundraising in the form of
solicitation over the internet and through social media. However these forms of fundraising
come with their own set of rules and regulations. In South Carolina charitable fundraising is
administered by the Division of Public Charities in the office of the South Carolina Secretary of
State (2015). The required documentation for internet solicitation in the State of South Carolina

is covered by the original and renewal registration requirements mentioned previously.

The Charleston Principles are nonbinding internet fundraising guidelines for soliciting
donations in states where an NPO is not registered (The National Association of State Charity
Officials, 2015). In order to actively solicit donations from multiple states, an NPO must be
registered in the state from which they are soliciting donations. However, in terms of social
media and NPO websites, simply having the ability to receive donations from out of state sources
does not qualify as soliciting donations. A donor can be out of state and make a donation without
the NPO having to be registered in that state. The laws in place regarding multi-state solicitation
simply deter organizations from actively targeting out of state donor contributions (Law for
Change, 2015).

Currently, South Carolina NPOs are not eligible for the Unified Registration Statement,
which seeks to provide standardized reporting and data requirements for NPOs registered in
multiple, eligible states (The Multi-State Filer Project, 2015). IRS Publication 1771 explains the
federal tax law for NPOs that received contributions that are tax deductible for the donor (IRS,
2015).
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An NPO must be diligent in recording expenses related to fundraising. In order to achieve the
transparency required to instill donor confidence and qualify for federal grants, segregation of
expenses must be sustained. Transparency of expense reporting achieves two goals. First, it
allows the financial statements to provide useful financial information to its users. Second,
transparency helps make donors expectations more realistic. Expenses related to fundraising can
include postage and printing, internet charges, the special costs related to certain events held to
generate donations, and all the indirect costs related to fundraising. The indirect costs related to
fundraising are comprised mainly of the salaries and wages of the associates performing the

fundraising functions (Association of Fundraising Professionals, 2015).

The short term recommendation for the fundraising segment of GSHS again involves the
immediate utilization of Pet Point for fundraising. Performance Measurements available via Pet

Point for fundraising include:

e Donations and Mailing Lists
e Flexible Reports

e Pet Requests

e Receipts (Pet Point, 2015).

The first short term recommendation for the administrative segment of the GSHS is
utilization of the Pet Point system. The second short term recommendation is to obtain Pet Point
training for the new Director of Operations. All available Pet Point packages provide:

e Free setup/training

e Free user support

e Data conversions available

e Fully customizable Pet Point Data Management System

e Integration with 24PetWatch, Petango, and Happy Tails (Pet Point, 2015).

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

40 |Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

In addition, given that the Director of Operations recently earned a promotion based on merit,
leadership training is also recommended. The unscheduled facilities walkthroughs suggest that
employees behave differently when management is present versus absent. While the employee
issues observed during the informal issue were not the result of actions by the new Director, it is
our opinion that they are issues that the new Director must deal with on an ongoing basis.
Leadership training would provide the Director with knowledge on how to motivate, oversee,

and at times discipline employees.

The third short term recommendation is to utilize the existing cameras at the GSHS to
remotely monitor facilities operations. Cameras can identify employees in the case of theft,
reduce employees’ perception of their ability to steal or shirk their duties, and most importantly
can identify employees that excel in their duties (Fox, 2015). South Carolina allows visible
cameras, such as those in the GSHS facilities, to be used for video surveillance. It is not
recommended, and an attorney should be consulted, if the GSHS wants to extend its camera
coverage to include places where employees may have an expectation of privacy, such as in the
restroom. South Carolina is a “one party consent” state with respect to audio recording (S.C.
Code of Laws, 2015).

Summary of Recommendations

The objective of this project is to evaluate the current financial and compliance status of an
animal welfare NPO and present recommendations for improving operational efficiency and
achieving best practices. The following recommendations are given based on the findings
detailed above for the Grand Strand Humane Society. In addition, the long term
recommendations provide a framework for compliance that can be adopted by any animal

welfare organization.

The recommendations presented in this project are divided into two categories. Short term
recommendations are those intended to be implemented within the next 60 days. Long Term
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recommendations are those that are intended to be implemented over time in order to work
towards achieving best practices and building capacity. With both categories of

recommendations, the objective is to enable the GSHS and other animal welfare NPOs to:
e Obtain affordable audits and reviews
e Develop and utilize cost-effective techniques
e Improve the internal control process
e Adhere to the grant compliance requirements
e Promote leadership and governance

e Enhance community engagement
Short Term Recommendations

In terms of recommendations to be implemented within the next 60 days, this project has

determined three items that can be immediately addressed.

e Full utilization of Pet Point Software
e Obtain Pet Point and leadership training for the new Director of Operations

e Utilize the existing webcam system

The GSHS should begin using Pet Point immediately for pets currently residing and being
treated at the facility. Pet Point is an application designed specifically for animal welfare
organizations. It contains features intended to track and streamline all aspects of animal welfare.
The GSHS already has purchased and has access to the Pet Point application. It is our opinion
that immediate utilization of the software would address several issues. Specifically, Pet Point

provides record keeping and reporting services that will enable the GSHS to track operations
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within the clinic and shelter. In addition pet point provides donation and mailing list services
that would enable the GSHS to actively track donations and maintain contact with previous

donors.

The different services that the Pet Point application can provide are illustrated in the graphic

below, taken directly from the Pet Point website (www.petpoint.com). In addition Pet Point

offers monthly statistics based on the results obtained from users of the Pet Point application.
These statistics provide a basis for comparing an organization’s results and are provided
regarding the intake, outcomes, and adoptions of both cats and dogs. Adoptions are further

broken down by the age of the animal (Pet Point, 2015).
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The training recommended for the new Director of Operations directly coincides with the
utilization of the Pet Point application. As shown on the graphic above, Pet Point offers free
training and user support to all users. This training would give the Director the ability fully
utilize the data provided by the Pet Point system. In addition it is recommended that the Director

be provided with some level of organizational leadership training. While the employee issues
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observed during the informal issue were not the result of actions by the new Director, it is our
opinion that they are issues that the new Director must deal with on an ongoing basis.
Leadership training would provide the Director with knowledge on how to motivate, oversee,

and at times discipline employees.

Directly related to the training for the new Director of Operations is the utilization of the
existing webcam system. During the walkthrough a number of webcams were observed
throughout the facility and it was indicated that the webcams were fully operational. This
provides an opportunity for the Director of Operations to observe the situation and conduct of
employees within the facility without being physically present. If it is not currently available,
the webcam system should be set up for remote access. Also, a periodic review of the cameras

and footage should be conducted at unannounced and random intervals.

Long Term Recommendations

For long term recommendations, those intended to be implemented over time in order to
work towards achieving best practices and building capacity, this project has identified six

categories of recommendations:

e Utilize Pet Point

e Adequate Record Keeping

e Inventory Tracking

e Adherence to established standards
e Proper Cost Allocation

e Fundraising

The utilization of Pet Point is a duplication of the short term goal with the added
recommendation that the full capacity of the software be explored and utilized. This would

require the completion of the training indicated in the short term goals. Following the training a
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review of the capabilities of the software and an assessment of the best uses of the provided

services should be conducted.

Adequate record keeping is in part related to the utilization of Pet Point. The Pet Point
software provides a system of electronic record keeping that should be utilized. The primary
goal of record keeping is to satisfy the requirements of the Internal Revenue Service. The IRS
requires that an organization keep books and records that are relevant to its tax exemption and
filings (IRS 2015). This is just a minimum requirement, however, and the IRS further
encourages an organization to adopt a written policy establishing standards for document

integrity, retention, and destruction that should cover:

e Electronic records
e Backup procedures
e Archiving of documents

e Regular check-ups of the reliability of the system (IRS, 2015).

It is therefore recommended that the GSHS develop a written policy that includes the utilization

of Pet Point which adheres to the recommendations set forth by the IRS.

Inventory tracking is once again related to the utilization of Pet Point. The Pet Point system
contains the ability to manage and track inventory and orders. In addition it is recommended that

the GSHS create an inventory policy that contains:

e A min/max inventory threshold for each item
e Discontinuation procedure for rarely used medications
e Increased security on high risk items such as controlled medications

e Procedures for the storage, handling, and preparation of vaccines
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Adhering to established standards involves compliance in both governance and day to day
operations. We recommend that the GSHS begin the process of complying with the following:

¢ Internal Control Policy requirements of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Independent
Sector, 2003)

e Occupational Safety Directives of OSHA (OSHA, 2015)

e Outbreak Containment Protocol of the University of Florida College of Veterinary
Medicine (University of Florida, 2015).

Links to these standards as well as numerous others are listed in Appendix E: Legal

Compliance and Responsibility.

It is recommended that the GSHS undertake a project to examine and modify the current
system of cost allocations. Analysis of financial statements and tax filings indicated that the
current system of cost allocation does not provide the level of transparency required for the
reporting of fundraising proceeds and expenses, charitable contributions, medical expenses, and
administrative expenses. Further basis for the allocation of income and expenses between the
Clinic and the Shelter needs to be examined and a proper driver for the allocation should be
determined. Note that in a previous graduate research service learning project conducted by Dr.
Maguire’s class with GSHS, the NPQO’s current chart of accounts was mapped to the Unified
Chart of Accounts (UCOA), which is compatible with multiple nonprofit requirements, including
those mandated by the IRS, FASB, and the Office of Management and Budget for federal grant
reporting (NCCS, 2015). Pet Point is fully customizable and is compatible with accounting
software that includes the Unified Chart of Accounts (Pet Point, 2015).

In order to increase the amount of fundraising and donation income it is recommended that
the GSHS examine the current state of their fundraising efforts. Once current efforts have been
examined a plan should be created to both increase the effectiveness of current fundraising
activities and to provide additional fundraising opportunities. Specifically it is recommended
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that the GSHS utilize social media to expand their presence and name recognition. Evidence that
the new Director of Operations has begun this process is apparent on the GSHS website and

Facebook page.

As previously mentioned the tracking of fundraising specific income and expenses along
with proper documentation of donations is recommended. While the system for tracking
fundraising income and expenses will have to be adopted, the system for tracking donations is

already available within the Pet Point application.

Pet Point is already in place at GSHS, and further education on how to operate that system
can immediately improve GSHS’ fundraising compliance. The service provides the ability to
record cash donations, non-cash donations and allows an organization to send receipts and thank
you letters to donors. The system allows you to record non-cash donations in inventory as a
donation, instead of a purchase. The program allows you to separate events, and enter the
revenues and expenses related to those events accordingly. Once these values are properly
recorded, the transition to UCOA based financial statements and required IRS forms will be
facilitated. Those correct, consistent financial statements and IRS documents will provide the
transparency necessary in increasing donor confidence in GSHS, likely increasing donations. In
the long term, that transparency and accurate reporting will make obtaining federal grants
feasible, and federal grant reporting possible. This leads to achieving best practices and building
capacity.

Charity Navigator

Adoption of the recommendations presented in the previous section will have benefits
extending beyond the stated goals of the project. An example of one such benefit is the ability to
be profiled by the Charity Navigator Organization and obtain a rating that will attract more
donations. Charity Navigator is a trusted resource that works to provide an easily accessible
profile of charity organizations to possible donors.
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Currently the Grand Strand Humane Society does not qualify for a Charity Navigator profile
but this project undertook the creation of a profile based on the guidelines set forth by Charity
Navigator. These guidelines, along with the information for those organizations being compared
to the Grand Strand Humane Society, are the property of Charity Navigator and is located on the

web at www.charitynavigator.org (Charity Navigator, 2015).

Charity Navigator was created as a resource for potential donors to evaluate charities that are
grouped in the same category and participate in similar causes, in order to facilitate more
informed philanthropic decisions based on a standardized set of qualities and calculations
(Charity Navigator, 2015).

To be eligible for Charity Navigator to rate the organization it must be:

1. A501(c)(3) organization.

2. Revenue generated from public donations must be more than $500,000 and the total
revenue produced must be more than $1,000,000.

3. The charity must be in existence for 7 years and be able to produce an IRS Form 990 for
each of those years.

4. The charity must be based in the U.S but can have international causes.

5. The charity must be registered with the IRS.

6. The charity must incur fundraising expenses and be actively soliciting public donations
(Charity Navigator, 2015).

Charities are evaluated in two categories -- their Financial Health and their Accountability &
Transparency -- which are then used to calculate an overall score and assign a 1 to 4 star rating,
with 4 stars being the best rating. These charities can then be compared to the results of other

charities and an overall average for the industry (Charity Navigator, 2015).
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For a demonstrative comparison, the four rated animal welfare charities located in South
Carolina and a restricted industry sector, to the southern region only, are utilized in this paper.

These charities are as follows:

e Charleston Animal Society
e Pet Helpers
e Greenville Humane Society and

e Spartanburg Humane Society

To prepare the GSHS 2015 financial statements to be utilized in computing the financial
health in accordance with Charity Navigator guidelines (2015), the following modifications were

required:

1. Arevenue based driver was calculated to allocate, both indirect costs and overhead, to
each of the cost centers. The results of the total $1,014,395.17 generated in revenue was
as follows:

e Shelter produced $598,559.77 or 59.01% of the revenue.
e Clinic produced $239,913.23 or 23.65% of the revenue.
e Fundraising produced $175,922.17 or 17.34% of the revenue.

2. “Gray accounts” and errors were revised in the following ways:

e 6300-01 Reception Allocation of $30,732, originally subtracted from shelter
COGS and added to clinic COGS, was moved to indirect costs/overhead and was
allocated to each cost center based on the percentage of revenue produced by each
cost center.

e 5090-00 Veterinarian services-shelter and 4010-09 Services to shelter-clinic,
originally subtracted $156,684 from the clinic COGS-personnel and expensed it
to the shelter’s COGS-personnel accounts. The expense was reassigned to the

clinic.
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e 6350-00 Administrative Allocation-Fundraising was reported at a negative
amount of ($65,796) and was deleted.
e Moved 5140-00 Pet Walk Expenses ($387.50) and 5165-00 Golf Tournament

Expenses ($4,031.40) from Administrative expenses to Fundraising expenses.

Once the adjustments are made, the financial statements can be evaluated to assess GSHS’
performance in seven different performance metrics which measures both financial efficiency

and financial capacity.

The first four performance metrics measure the financial efficiency of an organization and

illustrates how the charity manages its daily operational finances (Charity Navigator, 2015).

Performance Metric 1: Program Expenses

This metric reveals how much of the total functional expenses are used on a charity’s
programs and services (Charity Navigator, 2015). For the GSHS calculations, the shelter
expenses $478,060.29 and $ 396,180.42 are added together to equal $ 874,240.71. These total
expenditures were then divided by the total expenses reported by the charity in the amount of
$1,182,274.71.

The result and comparison by program is:

e Shelter 40.44% and Clinic 34%

e Charleston Animal Society - animal services-74.2%
e Pet Helpers-Spay and Neuter services-60%

e Spartanburg Humane Society

a. Shelter and basic care- 51.7%
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b. Veterinary Clinic-38%

The Overall was calculated earlier as the program expenses divided by total expenses.

Year Program Services Total Expenses Program
Expenses Efficiency Ratio
FY 2015 $874,240.71 $1,182,274.71 73.95%

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 84.6%

e Pet Helpers 84.5%

e Greenville Humane Society 95.8%
e Spartanburg Humane Society 84.0%
e Industry average 82.2%

Performance Metric 2: Administrative Expenses

This metric shows the percentage of total functional expenses devoted to management and
general costs. GSHS had a total of $251,640.70 in administrative and general expenses, which
when divided into its total functional expenses of $1,182,274.704 yielded a 21.28% result.
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Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 4.5%

e Pet Helpers 10.5%

e Greenville Humane Society 3.5%
e Spartanburg Humane Society 5.3%

e Industry average 9.1%

Performance Metric 3: Fundraising Expenses

GSHS had a total of $5,675.80 in fundraising expenses and when it is divided by the total
functional expenses of $1,182,274.74 shows that 0.48% of the expenses are incurred by

fundraising.
Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 10.8%

e Pet Helpers 10.5%

e Greenville Humane Society 0.5%

e Spartanburg Humane Society 10.6%

e Industry average 8.6%
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Performance Metric 4: Fundraising Efficiency

This was calculated earlier by dividing the total fundraising expenses by the total fundraising

income.
Year Total Fundraising Total Functional Fundraising
Expenses Income Efficiency Ratio
FY 2015 5,675.80 175,922.17 .50

This means for every dollar GSHS raises it spends $0.50.

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society $0.05

e Pet Helpers $0.07

e Greenville Humane Society $0.00
e Spartanburg Humane Society $0.19
e Industry average $0.14

The next three metrics measure financial capacity to determine if the charity possesses
enough resources to both increase their programs and services over time and to respond to
outside economic threats without the disruption of its daily operations (Charity Navigator, 2015).
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Performance Metric 5: Primary Revenue Growth

To determine GSHS’s primary revenue growth, the total income derived from revenues and
other income sources was calculated for the year 2012 to 2015.

2012 2013 2014 2015
Revenue $665,115.10 $700,673.37 $841,298.36 $1,014,395.17
Other Income S (8,233.24) $22,032.84 $18,659.34 $2,070.98
Total $646,881.86 $722,706.21 $859,957.70 $1,016,466.15

The standard formula for calculating annualized growth:
[(Yn/YO) ~ (1/n)]-1

is then utilized where: Yn=the total income for 2015, Y0=the total income for 2012, and n=the
interval length in years (3).

GSHS has been increasing its revenue by 16.26% annually.

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 57.7%

e Pet Helpers 20.5%

e Greenville Humane Society 38.5%

e Spartanburg Humane Society (6.1)%

e Industry average 9.3% (Charity Navigator, 2015).
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Performance Metric 6: Program Expenses Growth

To determine GSHS’s program expenses growth, the total amount of expenses derived from

COGS and other expenditures was calculated for the year 2012 to 2015.

2012 2013 2014 2015
Calculated previously $1,182,274.74
COGS $534,039.14 $589,731.28 $667,733.93
Expenses $192,042.38 $181,562.84 $204,418.64
Other $864.49 $1,431.38 $1,333.07
Total $726,946.01 $772,725.50 $873,485.64 $1,182,274.74

The standard formula for annualized growth was applied to program expenses where: Yn=the

total expenses for 2015, YO=the total expenses for 2012 and n=3.

GSHS has been increasing its expenses by 17.6% annually.

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 13.5%

Pet Helpers 12.9%
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Performance Metric 7: Working Capital Ratio

The working capital ratio is used to determine how long a charity can sustain its current
operations without generating new revenue. The amount of working capital was calculated

previously by subtracting the total current liabilities from the total current assets.

Year Total Current Assets Total Current Working Capital
Liabilities
FY 2015 $138,518.09 $28,352.35 $110,165.74

GSHS’s amount of working capital is then divided by its total functional expenses for 2015 of
$1,182,274.74 to disclose a ratio of 0.093 years or 34 days.

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society 3.56 years

e Pet Helpers 2.21 years

e Greenville Humane Society 1.44 years

e Spartanburg Humane Society .9 years or 328.5 days
e Industry average 2.8 years (Charity Navigator, 2015).

Once all the performance metrics are analyzed, each of their raw scores are multiplied by 10
and the resulting amount is either accumulated as is or adjusted by a score conversion table then
the score amount is increased by 30 points to convert the total to a 100 point scale (Charity
Navigator, 2015).
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Performance Metrics Raw Score Raw Score X 10 or conversion
Program Expenses .733 7.3

Administrative Expenses 2128 5 (converted)

Fundraising Expenses .0048 10 (converted)

Fundraising Efficiency .5 2.5 (converted)
Primary Revenue Growth .1626 10 (converted)
Program Expense Growth .176 10 (converted)

Working Capital Ratio .09 2.5 (converted)

Total Score +30 points 47.3

Final assigned financial score for GSHS equals 77.3 and receives a 2 star rating.
Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society has a score of 95.97 and a four star financial health rating.
e Pet Helpers has a score of 98.45 and a four star financial health rating.

e Greenville Humane Society has a score of 99.58 and a four star financial health rating.
e Spartanburg Humane Society has a score of 70.20 and a two star financial health rating

(Charity Navigator, 2015).

Conversion Tables used in the assigning of financial scores and financial Health scores can

be found in Appendix D: Charity Navigator
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The second category which Charity Navigator uses to evaluate charities is on their

accountability and transparency. This illustrates the organization’s willingness to explain and

justify its actions and the efforts it exerts to ensure that its vital information is accessible to its

stakeholders (Charity Navigator, 2015).

The data for GSHS retrieved from IRS Form 990 was utilized to answer the following

questions.

Data needed:

Is the answer
provided on Form
990?

Deducted from
score of 100

Is the Board independent, a voting majority and Yes

consist of at least 5 members?

Is there a material diversion of assets in the last 2 None

years?

Audited financials prepared by an independent No 15 points
accountant with an audit oversight committee?

Loan(s) to or from related parties? No

Are Board meeting minutes documented? Yes

Is the board provided a copy of Form 990 prior to Yes

filling?
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Is there a Conflict of interest policy? No 4 points
Is there a Whistleblower policy? No 4 points
Is there a records retention and destruction policy? No 4 points
Is the CEO listed with salary information? No 4 points
Is there a documented method for determining the No 4 points
salary of the CEO, as well as reviewing and updating

it?

Are the Board members and their compensation Yes

disclosed?
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The information about GSHS contained on its website:

Data needed: Is the answer posted on Deduction from score
website?

Are the board members listed? Yes

Is key staff listed? Yes

Is the Audited financials published? No 4 points

Is the Form 990 published? No 3 points

Is there a published donor privacy No 4 points

policy?

Is there an opt-out donor privacy policy? No 3 points

GSHS’s accountability and transparency score is 51 and it has a rating of O-stars.
Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society - 96 score and 4 star rating.
e Pet Helpers - 88 score and 3 star rating.
e Greenville Humane Society - 80 score and 3 star rating.

e Spartanburg Humane Society - 82 score and 3 star rating (Charity Navigator, 2015).

Accountability and Transparency rating tables can be found in Appendix D: Charity Navigator.
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Finally, Charity Navigator computes the overall score using the following formula (Charity
Navigator, 2015).

100 - ~ [(100 - Financia)® + (100 - A&T)?
2

GSHS has an overall all score of 61.81 and receives a 1-star rating.

Overall Rating: s & ok *k * 0 Stars  Donor Advisory
Overall Score:  >90 80 - 90 70-80 55-70 <55 N/A

Compared to:

e Charleston Animal Society - 95.97 score and a 4 star rating.
e Pet Helpers - 91.44 score and a 4 star rating.
e Greenville Humane Society - 85.85 score and a 3 star rating.

e Spartanburg Humane Society - 75.38 score and a 2 star rating (Charity Navigator, 2015).
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Comparing the overall scores:

100
95
90
85
80
75
70
65
60
55
50
45
40
35
30

Financial Score

Legend
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GSHS - Red

Charleston Animal Society - Yellow
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Greenville Humane Society - Green

Spartanburg Humane Society - Purple
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Recommendations:

1. Create a Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) manual that includes:
e A conflict of interest policy
e A whistleblowers policy
e A records retention and destruction policy, and

e A standardized process for establishing CEO salary, as well as, a review process

2. Update the GSHS website to include:

e Form 990
e A donor privacy policy

e A Opt-out donor policy

Conclusion

Working in collaboration with The Chapin Foundation, the output of these multi-stage
research projects will assist NPOs achieve best practices in their “back room operations” now
and as they grow. Achieving compliance with best practices for financial accountability,
transparency, and board governance, the output of these projects facilitate the link between
philanthropic leadership, charitable resources, and civic influence with community needs and

opportunities.

The recommendation for the future is to continue to conduct research for NPOs that will
provide education on how to achieve best practices. Research with the participation of Master of
Accountancy graduate students at Coastal Carolina University provides the opportunity to assist
the NPOs in several areas. Through the research, assistance can be provided to help NPOs
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achieve best practices for corporate governance, accounting, and auditing, and reduce the costs
of attaining these goals.

This research process is intended to assist South Carolina NPOs achieve compliance with
best practices for financial accountability, fundraising, and board governance. Essentially, by
strengthening the financial knowledge and practices of South Carolina NPOs: Donors will have
more confidence; NPOs will have the ability to obtain the funding needed to reach their goals;
achieving efficiency in “back-room operations” will increase effectiveness in “front-room
operations”; NPOs can build capacity; and NPOs can continue providing charitable services to
our communities. This research provides a mutual benefit to both Coastal Carolina University

and the South Carolina NPO community.
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Appendix A: Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis

Form 990 Analysis: Grand Strand Animal Society

GRAND STRAND HUMANE SOCIETY

Contributions and Grants
Service Revenue
Investment Income
Other Revenue

Total Revenue

Grants and Similar Paid

Benefits to/for Members

Salaries, other Compensation, Benefits
Professional Fundraising Fees

Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Revenue Less Expenses

2011 % of Total 2012
$446,888.00 69.0835% $461,311.00
$208,227.00 32.1894% $239,862.00
$ (8,234.00)  -1.2729% $ 21,533.00
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$646,881.00 $722,706.00
$ 0.0000% $ -
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$456,648.00 63.1789% $478,316.00
$ 0.0000% $ -
$266,138.00 36.8211% $294,588.00
$722,786.00 $772,904.00
$ (75,905.00) $ (50,198.00)

63.8311%
33.1894%
2.9795%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
61.8856%
0.0000%
38.1144%

The following item is a separate line item but is contained within the total expenses above

Total Fundraising Expenses

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

$ 16,512.00

2.2845%

S 8,017.00

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

1.0373%

FY12-FY11

$14,423.00
$31,635.00
$29,767.00
s

$
$
$21,668.00

$
$28,450.00
$50,118.00

$25,707.00

$ (8,495.00)

% Change

3.2274%

15.1926%
361.5132%
" #DIv/o!

r
#DIV/0!
r
#DIV/0!
4.7450%
r
#DIV/0!
10.6899%

6.9340%

33.8673%

-51.4474%

2013

$479,909.00
$366,639.00
$ 13,409.00

S -

$859,957.00

s -
s -
$494,622.00
s -

$378,863.00
$873,485.00

$ (13,528.00)

$ 11,539.00

% of Total FY13-FY 12

55.8062% S 18,598.00

42.6346%  $126,777.00

1.5593% S (8,124.00)
0.0000% $ -
0.0000% $ -
0.0000% $ -

56.6263% S 16,306.00
0.0000% $ -

433737% S 84,275.00

$100,581.00

$ 36,670.00

1.3210% S 3,522.00
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% Change

4.0316%
52.8541%
-37.7281%
r
#DIV/0!

r
#DIV/0!
r
#DIV/0!
3.4090%
r
#DIV/0!
28.6078%

13.0134%

73.0507%

43.9316%
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Form 990 Analysis: Coastal Animal Rescue

COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE

Contributions and Grants
Service Revenue
Investment Income
Other Revenue

Total Revenue

Grants and Similar Paid

Benefits to/for Members

Salaries, other Compensation, Benefits
Professional Fundraising Fees

Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Revenue Less Expenses

2011 % of Total 2012
$112,280.00  99.8888% $107,650.00
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$  125.00 0.1112% $ -
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$112,405.00 $107,650.00
$ 0.0000% $ -
$ 0.0000% S -
$ 0.0000% $ -
$ 0.0000% $ -
$134,359.00  100.0000% $129,182.00
$134,359.00 $129,182.00
$(21,954.00) $(21,532.00)

100.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
100.0000%

The following item is a separate line item but is contained within the total expenses above

Total Fundraising Expenses

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

s

0.0000% $ -

Business Administration

0.0000%

Coastal Carolina University

FY12-FY11 % Change

$(4,630.00) -4.1236%
s - ool
$ (125.00) -100.0000%
s - /ol
r
$ #DIV/0!
$ " #0Iv/o!
s - "ol
$ " #DIV/0!
$(5,177.00) -3.8531%
$(5,177.00) -3.8531%
$ 42200 1.9222%
r
s - /ol

2013

$156,457.00
S -
s

$ 10,274.00

$166,731.00

W N N N n

171,655.00
$171,655.00

S (4,924.00)

% of Total FY13-FY12 % Change
93.8380%  $ 48,807.00 45.3386%
0.0000% $ - Taovjo!
0.0000% $ - T#ovjo!
6.1620%  $ 10,274.00 ~ #DIV/0!
0.0000% $ " #DIv/0!
0.0000% S " #DIV/0!
0.0000% S - T#vjo!
0.0000% S " #DIv/0!
100.0000%  $ 42,473.00 32.8784%

$ 42473.00 32.8784%

$ 16,608.00 77.1317%
0.0000% S - Taowv/ol
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Form 990 Analysis: Humane Society of North Myrtle Beach

HUMANE SOCIETY OF NORTH MYRTLE BEACH

Contributions and Grants
Service Revenue
Investment Income
Other Revenue

Total Revenue

Grants and Similar Paid

Benefits to/for Members

Salaries, other Compensation, Benefits
Professional Fundraising Fees

Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Revenue Less Expenses

2011 %ofTotal 2012
$239,83.00  74.2843% $239,120.00
$ 4922500  15.2467% $ 42,505.00
$ 61800  01914% $  493.00
$ 3318200  10.2776% $ 28,437.00
$322,857.00 $310,555.00
$ 0.0000% $
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$213,470.00  64.5006% $240,984.00
$ - 0.0000% $
$117488.00  35.4994% $ 97,104.00
$330,958.00 $338,088.00
$ (8,101.00) $(27,533.00)

76.9976%
13.6868%
0.1587%
9.1568%

0.0000%
0.0000%
71.2785%
0.0000%
28.7215%

The following item is a separate line item but is contained within the total expenses above

Total Fundraising Expenses

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

S 1,872.00

0.5656% S 4,275.00

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

1.2645%

FY12-FY11 % Change

$ (71200 -0.2969%
$ (6,720.00) -13.6516%
$  (125.00) -20.2265%
$ (4,745.00) -14.2999%

s - ool
$ - sowjo!
$ 2751400 12.8889%
$ - sowjo!

$(20,384.00) -17.3499%
$ 713000  2.1544%

$(19,432.00) -239.8716%

S 2,403.00 128.3654%

2013

$293,998.00
$ 31,558.00
$  154.00

$ 12,524.00

$338,234.00

S
S -
$204,334.00

S

$109,594.00
$313,928.00

$ 24,306.00

$ 7,101.00

% of Total FY13-FY12 % Change
86.9215%  $ 54,878.00 22.9500%
9.3302%  $(10,947.00) -25.7546%
0.0455% S (339.00) -68.7627%
37028%  $(15,913.00) -55.9588%
0.0000% S - Taowv/o!
0.0000%  § - Taovjo!
65.0894% % (36,650.00) -15.2085%
0.0000%  $ - /ol
34.9106% S 12,490.00 12.8625%

$(24,160.00) -7.1461%

$ 51.839.00 188.2795%
22600% $ 282600 66.1053%
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Form 990 Analysis: Waccamaw Animal Rescue Mission

WACCAMAW ANIMAL RESCUE MISSION

WARM uses form 990ez, the breakdown is slightly different from form 990. Lines 9, 10, and 11 are direct from the form. Line 12 is an amalgamation of all other revenue on the form. Lines
16 through 19 are direct from the form. Line 20is an amalgamation of the other expenses listed on the form. Line 28is direct from the form. Note that total revenue and total expenses do
not exactly match the form as fundraising is netted and the netis added to revenue. For comparability purposes this netting was reversed and total fundraising revenue was added to

other revenue and the fundraising expense was added to other expenses.

Contributions and Grants
Service Revenue
Investment Income
Other Revenue

Total Revenue

Grants and Similar Paid

Benefits to/for Members

Salaries, other Compensation, Benefits
Professional Fundraising Fees

Other Expenses

Total Expenses

Revenue Less Expenses

2011 % of Total 2012
$ 41,743.00  52.6354% $ 58,227.00
$  7,630.00 9.6210% $ 7,100.00
$  176.00 0.2219% $  125.00
$ 29,757.00  37.5218% $ 29,380.00
$ 79,306.00 $ 94,832.00
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$ - 0.0000% $ -
$ 35100 0.3556% $ -
$ 98,349.00  99.6444% $105,230.00
$ 98,700.00 $105,230.00
$ (19,394.00) $ (10,398.00)

61.4002%
7.4869%
0.1318%

30.9811%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
100.0000%

The following item is a separate line item but is contained within the total expenses above

Total Fundraising Expenses

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

$ 9,377.00 9.5005% S 7,436.00

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

7.0664%

FY12-FY11

$ 16,484.00
$  (530.00)
$  (51.00)
$  (377.00)

(351.00)
6,881.00

wv N »n W n

$ 6,530.00

$ 8,996.00

$ (1,941.00)

% Change

39.4893%
-6.9463%
-28.9773%
-1.2669%

r
#DIV/0!
r
#DIV/0!
r
#DIV/0!
-100.0000%
6.9965%

6.6160%

46.3855%

-20.6996%

2013

$ 34,093.00
S 6,320.00
S 2.00

$ 36,889.00

S 77,304.00

$
$ )
$ )
$
$

89,629.00
$ 89,629.00

$(12,325.00)

$ 9,932.00

% of Total FY13-FY 12

% Change

44.1025% $(24,134.00) -41.4481%

8.1755% S
0.0026% S

(780.00) -10.9859%
(123.00) -98.4000%

47.7194% $ 7,509.00 25.5582%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
100.0000%

wv N »m W n

r

#DIV/0!
r

#DIV/0!
r

#DIV/0!
r

#DIV/0!

(15,601.00) -14.8256%

$ (15,601.00) -14.8256%

$ (1,927.00) -18.5324%

11.0812% $ 2,496.00 33.5664%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Overall

OVERALL 2012 2013 FY12toFY13 % Change 2014 FY13toFY 14
TOTALS

Total Income S 655,115.10 $ 700,673.37 S 45,558.27 6.9542% S 841,298.36 $  140,624.99

Fundraising Revenue S 229,892.44 S 200,712.79 S (29,179.65) -12.6927% S 213,414.81 S 12,702.02
Fundraising % of Total Income 35.0919% 28.6457% 25.3673%

Shelter Revenue S 314,576.66 $ 373,735.07 S 59,158.41 18.8057% S 458,428.79 S 84,693.72
Shelter % of Total Income 48.0185% 53.3394% 54.4906%

Clinic Revenue S 110,646.00 S 126,225.51 S 15,579.51 14.0805% S 169,454.76 S 43,229.25
Clinic % of Total Income 16.8896% 18.0149% 20.1421%

Total Cost of Goods Sold S 534,039.14 $ 589,731.28 S 55,692.14 10.4285% S 667,733.93 S 78,002.65

Fundraising/Admin COGS S 16,511.55 S 8,016.83 S (8,494.72) -51.4471% S 11,539.38 S 3,522.55
Fundraising/Admin % Total COGS 3.0918% 1.3594% 1.7281%

Shelter COGS $ 33688263 $ 467,745.70 $  130,863.07 38.8453% S 529,128.37 S 61,382.67
Shelter % Total COGS 63.0820% 79.3151% 79.2424%

Clinic COGS S 180,644.96 S 113,968.75 S (66,676.21) -36.9101% S 127,066.18 S 13,097.43
Clinic % Total COGS 33.8262% 19.3255% 19.0295%

Total Gross Profit S 121,075.96 S 110,942.09 $  (10,133.87) -9.1344% S 173,564.43 S 62,622.34

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

% Change

20.0700%

6.3285%

22.6614%

34.2476%

13.2268%

43.9394%

13.1231%

11.4921%

56.4460%

$

$

$

$

$

2015

1,014,395.17

175,922.17
17.3426%

598,559.77
59.0066%

239,913.23
23.6509%

720,816.56

6,471.36
0.8978%

601,713.13
83.4766%

112,632.07
15.6256%

293,578.61
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FY14toFY15 % Change

$

$

$

173,096.81  20.5750%

(37,492.64) -17.5680%

140,130.98  30.5677%

70,458.47  41.5795%

53,082.63 7.9497%

(5,068.02) -43.9193%

72,584.76  13.7178%

(14,434.11) -11.3595%

120,014.18  69.1468%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Overall Continued

Fundraising/Admin Gross Profit
Fundraising/Admin % Total Gross Profit

Shelter Gross Profit
Shelter % Total Gross Profit

Clinic Gross Profit
Clinic % Total Gross Profit

Total Expenses

Fundraising/Admin Expenses
Fundraising/Admin % Total Expenses

Shelter Expenses
Shelter % Total Expenses

Clinic Expenses
Clinic % Total Expenses

Total Net Income

Fundraising/Admin Net Income
Fundraising/Admin % Total Net Income

Shelter Net Income
Shelter % Total Net Income

Clinic Net Income
Clinic % Total Net Income

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

$

$

$

213,380.89
176.2372%

(22,305.97)
-18.4231%

(69,998.96)
-57.8141%

192,042.38

69,516.58
36.1986%

102,664.43
53.4593%

19,861.37
10.3422%

(70,966.42)

143,864.31
202.7217%

(124,970.40)
-176.0979%

(89,860.33)
-126.6237%

$

w

w

w

w

w

192,695.96
173.6906%

(94,010.63)
-84.7385%

12,256.76
11.0479%

181,562.84

72,031.40
39.6730%

91,447.50
50.3669%

18,083.94
9.9602%

(70,620.75)

120,664.56
170.8628%

(185,458.13)
-262.6114%

(5,827.18)
-8.2514%

$

Business Administration

(20,684.93)

(71,704.66)

82,255.72

(10,479.54)

2,514.82

(11,216.93)

(1,777.43)

345.67

(23,199.75)

(60,487.73)

84,033.15

-10.7345%

76.2729%

117.5099%

-5.7719%

3.4913%

-12.2660%

-8.9492%

0.4895%

-19.2266%

-32.6153%

93.5153%

Coastal Carolina University

$

201,875.43
116.3115%

(70,699.58)
-40.7339%

42,388.58
24.4224%

204,418.64

89,450.91
43.7587%

97,083.35
47.4924%

17,884.38
8.7489%

(30,854.21)

112,424.52
364.3734%

(167,782.93)
-543.7927%

24,504.20
79.4193%

$

9,179.47

23,311.05

30,131.82

22,855.80

17,419.51

5,635.85

(199.56)

39,766.54

(8,240.04)

17,675.20

30,331.38

4.7637%

-24.7962%

245.8384%

12.5884%

24.1832%

6.1629%

-1.1035%

56.3100%

-6.8289%

9.5306%

520.5156%

169,450.81 $
57.7191%
(3,153.36) $

-1.0741%

127,281.16 $
43.3551%

208,246.18 $
88,293.63 $
42.3987%

100,734.81 $
48.3729%

19,217.74 S
9.2284%

85,332.43 S
81,157.18 $
95.1071%

(103,888.17) S
-121.7452%

108,063.42 S
126.6382%
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(32,424.62)

67,546.22

84,892.58

3,827.54

(1,157.28)

3,651.46

1,333.36

116,186.64

(31,267.34)

63,894.76

83,559.22

-16.0617%

-95.5398%

200.2723%

1.8724%

-1.2938%

3.7612%

7.4554%

376.5666%

-27.8119%

38.0818%

340.9996%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Totals

SHELTER 2012 2013 FY12toFY13 % Change 2014
TOTALS
Total Income S 655,115.10 $ 700,673.37 S 45,558.27 6.9542% S 841,298.36
Shelter Revenue S 314,576.66 $ 373,735.07 $ 59,158.41 18.8057% S 458,428.79
Shelter % of Total Income 48.0185% 53.3394% 54.4906%
Total Cost of Goods Sold S 534,039.14 $ 589,731.28 $ 55,692.14 10.4285% S 667,733.93
Shelter COGS S 336,882.63 $ 467,745.70 $ 130,863.07 38.8453% S 529,128.37
Shelter % Total COGS 63.0820% 79.3151% 79.2424%
Total Gross Profit S 121,075.96 $ 110,942.09 $ (10,133.87) -9.1344% S 173,564.43
Shelter Gross Profit S (22,305.97) $ (94,010.63) S (71,704.66) -76.2729% S (70,699.58)
Shelter % Total Gross Profit -18.4231% -84.7385% -40.7339%
Total Expenses S 192,042.38 S 181,562.84 S (10,479.54) -5.7719% S 204,418.64
Shelter Expenses S 102,664.43 S 91,447.50 S (11,216.93) -12.2660% S 97,083.35
Shelter % Total Expenses 53.4593% 50.3669% 47.4924%
Total Net Income S (70,966.42) $ (70,620.75) S 345.67 0.4895% S (30,854.21)
Shelter Net Income S (124,970.40) S  (185,458.13) S (60,487.73) -32.6153% S (167,782.93)
Shelter % Total Net Income -176.0979% -262.6114% -543.7927%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

FY13toFY 14

$

140,624.99

84,693.72

78,002.65

61,382.67

62,622.34

23,311.05

22,855.80

5,635.85

39,766.54

17,675.20

% Change

20.0700%

22.6614%

13.2268%

13.1231%

56.4460%

24.7962%

12.5884%

6.1629%

56.3100%

9.5306%

2015 FY14to FY 15

$ 1,014,395.17 $ 173,096.81

$  598,559.77 $ 140,130.98
59.0066%

$  720,816.56 $ 53,082.63

$  601,713.13 S 72,584.76
83.4766%

S 293,578.61 $ 120,014.18

$  (3,153.36) $ 67,546.22
-1.0741%

S 208,246.18 S 3,827.54

$ 100,734.81 $  3,651.46
48.3729%

S 85,332.43 $ 116,186.64

$ (103,888.17) $ 63,894.76
-121.7452%
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% Change

20.5750%

30.5677%

7.9497%

13.7178%

69.1468%

95.5398%

1.8724%

3.7612%

376.5666%

38.0818%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Income

SHELTER INCOME

Adoption Fees - MB S 40,056.22 $ 36,652.21 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 12.7334% 9.8070%
% Total Income 6.1144% 5.2310%
Misc. Shelter Income S 3,261.77 S 3,311.79 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 1.0369% 0.8861%
% Total Income 0.4979% 0.4727%
Heartworm Preventative S 53,344.85 $ 65,729.50 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 16.9577% 17.5872%
% Total Income 8.1428% 9.3809%
Boarding Fees - MB S
% Total Shelter Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000%
Retail Sales S 448.25 S 6,171.05 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 0.1425% 1.6512%
% Total Income 0.0684% 0.8807%
Grants $
% Total Shelter Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000%
City Grants - MB S 195,000.00 $ 230,000.00 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 61.9881% 61.5409%
% Total Income 29.7658% 32.8256%
RAIN S 21,995.50 $ 30,098.39 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 6.9921% 8.0534%
% Total Income 3.3575% 4.2956%
Shelter Income - Other S 470.07 S 1,772.13 S
% Total Shelter Revenue 0.1494% 0.4742%
% Total Income 0.0718% 0.2529%
TOTAL SHELTER INCOME S 314,576.66 S 373,735.07
% Total Income 48.0185% 53.3394%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

(3,404.01)

50.02

12,384.65

5,722.80

35,000.00

8,102.89

1,302.06

-8.4981%

1.5335%

23.2162%

#DIV/0!

1276.6983%

#DIV/0!

17.9487%

36.8389%

276.9928%

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

45,223.74
9.8649%
5.3755%

19,542.01
4.2628%
2.3228%

113,489.00
24.7561%
13.4897%

80.00
0.0175%
0.0095%

16,476.42
3.5941%
1.9585%

0.0000%
0.0000%

230,000.00
50.1714%
27.3387%

31,244.19
6.8155%
3.7138%

2,373.43
0.5177%
0.2821%

458,428.79
54.4906%

8,571.53 23.3861%
16,230.22  490.0739%
47,759.50 72.6607%
80.00 ~  #DIV/0!
10,305.37  166.9954%
-7 #oiv/or
B 0.0000%
1,145.80 3.8068%
601.30 33.9309%

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

55,894.50
9.3382%
5.5101%

39,178.45
6.5455%
3.8622%

167,958.50
28.0604%
16.5575%

155.00
0.0259%
0.0153%

176.00
0.0294%
0.0174%

359.67
0.0601%
0.0355%

280,000.00
46.7790%
27.6027%

38,935.23
6.5048%
3.8383%

15,902.42
2.6568%
1.5677%

598,559.77
59.0066%

$

w

w

w

w

w

w
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10,670.76  23.5955%
19,636.44  100.4832%
54,469.50  47.9954%
75.00  93.7500%
(16,300.42)  -98.9318%
359.67 © #DIV/0O!
50,000.00  21.7391%
7,691.04  24.6159%
13,528.99  570.0185%



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Cost of Goods Sold

SHELTER COGS - PERSONNEL

r

Emp. Health Care - MB S - - S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0! S 27.73 S 27.73 #DIV/0!
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0069%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0046%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0038%
Employee Payroll - MB S 235,395.38 260,548.77 $ 25,153.39 10.6856% S 251,582.08 S (8,966.69) -3.4415% S 239,718.41 S (11,863.67) -4.7156%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel 82.3398% 64.7766% 62.2469% 60.0527%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 69.8746% 55.7031% 47.5465% 39.8393%
% Total COGS 44.0783% 44.1809% 37.6770% 33.2565%
Employer's Payroll Tax - MB S 26,064.23 27,149.36 S 1,085.13 4.1633% S 28,749.86 S 1,600.50 5.8952% S 24,292.47 S (4,457.39) -15.5040%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel 9.1171% 6.7498% 7.1133% 6.0856%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 7.7369% 5.8043% 5.4334% 4.0372%
% Total COGS 4.8806% 4.6037% 4.3056% 3.3701%
Veterinarian Services - Shelter S 53,335.80 141,288.00 S 87,952.20 164.9027% S 141,288.00 S - 0.0000% S 156,684.00 $  15,396.00 10.8969%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel 18.6565% 35.1264% 34.9577% 39.2514%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 15.8322% 30.2062% 26.7020% 26.0397%
% Total COGS 9.9872% 23.9580% 21.1593% 21.7370%
Unemployment Taxes - MB $ (1,592.05) $  1,592.05  -100.0000% $ 726.49 $ 72649 7 #DIV/0! $  (726.49) -100.0000%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel -0.5569% 0.0000% 0.1797% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Cogs -0.4726% 0.0000% 0.1373% 0.0000%
% Total COGS -0.2981% 0.0000% 0.1088% 0.0000%
Workers Comp Ins - Shelter S 6,808.28 7,212.78 S 404.50 5.9413% S 15,793.52 S 8,580.74 118.9658% S 9,189.58 S (6,603.94) -41.8142%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel 2.3815% 1.7932% 3.9077% 2.3021%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 2.0210% 1.5420% 2.9848% 1.5272%
% Total COGS 1.2749% 1.2231% 2.3652% 1.2749%
Reception Allocation - Shelter S (34,128.84) (33,972.00) S 156.84 -0.4596% S (33,972.00) S - 0.0000% S (30,732.00) S 3,240.00 -9.5373%
% Shelter Cogs - Personnel -11.9381% -8.4460% -8.4054% -7.6988%
% Toal Shelter Cogs -10.1308% -7.2629% -6.4204% -5.1074%
% Total COGS -6.3907% -5.7606% -5.0877% -4.2635%
TOTAL SHELTER COGS - PERSONNEL S 285,882.80 402,226.91 S 116,344.11 40.6964% S 404,167.95 S 1,941.04 0.4826% S 399,180.19 S (4,987.76) -1.2341%
Personnel % Total Shelter COGS 84.8612% 85.9926% 76.3837% 66.3406%
% Total COGS 53.5322% 68.2051% 60.5283% 55.3789%
. . . ]
E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of 77 |Page

Business Administration
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Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Cost of Goods Sold Continued

SHELTER COGS - ALL OTHER

Equipment S - #DIV/0!
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000%
Driving For Dogs - - S - T #DIV/0! S
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000%
Food - MB $ -7 #oivjo!
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000%
Licenses & Registration Dues 125.00 474.37 S 349.37 279.4960% S
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.2451% 0.7240%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0371% 0.1014%
% Total COGS 0.0234% 0.0804%
Shelter Supplies 12,693.83 14,606.42 S 1,912.59 15.0671% S
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 24.8899% 22.2935%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 3.7680% 3.1227%
% Total COGS 2.3769% 2.4768%
Veterinary Care - MB - - S - T #DIV/0! S
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000%
Shelter Preventive Medications 38,181.00 50,367.24 $ 12,186.24 31.9170% S
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 74.8650% 76.8745%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 11.3336% 10.7681%
% Total COGS 7.1495% 8.5407%
Retail Items Purchased For Sale 70.76 S 70.76 #DIV/0!
% Shelter Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 0.1080%
% Toal Shelter Cogs 0.0000% 0.0151%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0120%
TOTAL SHELTER COGS - ALL OTHER 50,999.83 65,518.79 S
All Other % Total Shelter COGS 15.1388% 14.0074%
% Total COGS 9.5498% 11.1099%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

371.00
0.2969%
0.0701%
0.0556%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

2,328.00
1.8630%
0.4400%
0.3486%

22,167.11
17.7393%
4.1894%
3.3198%

2,603.78
2.0837%
0.4921%
0.3899%

97,490.53
78.0171%
18.4247%
14.6002%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

124,960.42
23.6163%
18.7141%

$

$

4
371.00

1,853.63

7,560.69

4
2,603.78

47,123.29

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

390.7562%

51.7628%

#DIV/0O!

93.5594%

0.0000%

$

$

$

$

$

591.47 S
0.2920%
0.0983%
0.0821%

172.99 S
0.0854%
0.0287%
0.0240%

7174 S
0.0354%
0.0119%
0.0100%

235.00 S
0.1160%
0.0391%
0.0326%

45,993.73 S
22.7093%
7.6438%
6.3808%

1,874.21 S
0.9254%
0.3115%
0.2600%

153,593.80 S
75.8365%
25.5261%
21.3083%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

202,532.94

33.6594%
28.0977%

78 |Page

4
591.47

(198.01)

4
7174

(2,093.00)

23,826.62

(729.57)

56,103.27

#DIV/0!

-53.3720%

#DIV/0!

-89.9055%

107.4864%

-28.0196%

57.5474%

#DIV/0!



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an

Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Expenses

SHELTER EXPENSES - AUTO

Property Tax S 131.45 S 293.96 S 162.51 55.2830% S
% Shelter Expenses - Auto 3.5780% 13.5868%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.1280% 0.3215%
% Total Expenses 0.0684% 0.1619%
Auto Expenses - Other S 3,542.43 S 1,869.61 S (1,672.82) -89.4743% S
% Shelter Expenses - Auto 96.4220% 86.4132%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 3.4505% 2.0445%
% Total Expenses 1.8446% 1.0297%
TOTAL SHELTER EXPENSES - AUTO S 3,673.88 S 2,163.57 S
Auto % Total Shelter Expenses 3.5785% 2.3659%
% Total Expenses 1.9131% 1.1916%

SHELTER EXPENSES - ALL OTHER

Alarm/Security Expense S - T #DIV/0!
% Shelter Expenses - All Other 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Expenses 0.0000% 0.0000%
Insurance - Auto S 3,682.65 $ 3,062.96 S (619.69) -20.2317% S
% Shelter Expenses - All Other 3.7202% 3.4306%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 3.5871% 3.3494%
% Total Expenses 1.9176% 1.6870%
Insurance - General Liability S 5,997.40 S 6,241.62 S 244.22 3.9128% S
% Shelter Expenses - All Other 6.0586% 6.9908%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 5.8418% 6.8254%
% Total Expenses 3.1230% 3.4377%
Insurance - Contents S 2,705.31 S 268.74 S (2,436.57) -906.6644% S
% Shelter Expenses - All Other 2.7329% 0.3010%
% Toal Shelter Expenses 2.6351% 0.2939%
% Total Expenses 1.4087% 0.1480%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

336.66
10.7731%
0.3468%
0.1647%

2,788.36

89.2269%
2.8721%
1.3640%

3,125.02
3.2189%
1.5287%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

3,449.21
3.6710%
3.5528%
1.6873%

8,900.38
9.4727%
9.1678%
4.3540%

806.22
0.8581%
0.8304%
0.3944%

$

$

$

42.70 14.5258% $ 310.84 S

7.8783%
0.3086%
0.1493%

918.75 49.1413% S 3,634.67 S

92.1217%
3.6082%
1.7454%

S 3,945.51
3.9167%
1.8946%

- #DIV/0! $ 25.00 $

0.0258%
0.0248%
0.0120%

386.25 12.6104% $ 128.18 S

0.1325%
0.1272%
0.0616%

2,658.76 42.5973% S 11,147.62 S

11.5204%
11.0663%
5.3531%

537.48 200.0000% S

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
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(25.82)

846.31

25.00

(3,321.03)

2,247.24

(806.22)

v

-7.6695%

30.3515%

#DIV/0!

-96.2838%

25.2488%

-100.0000%
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Financial Statement Analysis:

Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Expenses Continued

Security
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Rep/Maint.
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Rep/Maint - MB
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Building Expense
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

60ffice Supplies - MB
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Supplies
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Utilities
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

Dues & Subscriptions
% Shelter Expenses - All Other
% Toal Shelter Expenses
% Total Expenses

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

$ 84.58 $ 25.00 $  (59.58)  -238.3200% $ (25.00)  -100.0000% $
0.0854% 0.0280% 0.0000% 0.0000%
0.0824% 0.0273% 0.0000% 0.0000%
0.0440% 0.0138% 0.0000% 0.0000%

$ -8 - $ -7 spoiv/or $ 157.20 $ 157.20 7 #DIV/0! $ 900.50 $
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.1673% 0.9306%
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.1619% 0.8939%
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0769% 0.4324%

$ 675.00 $ 164.00 $  (51.00) -311.5854%  $ 223.29 $ 59.29 36.1524%  $ 197.74 $
0.6819% 0.1837% 0.2376% 0.2044%
0.6575% 0.1793% 0.2300% 0.1963%
0.3515% 0.0903% 0.1092% 0.0950%

$ -8 - $ -7 soiv/or $ - $ -7 soiv/ol $ 75.00 $
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0775%
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0745%
0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0360%

$ 24000 $ 228.27 s (1173) 5.1387%  $ 158.24 $ (70.03)  -30.6786%  $  1,151.22 $
0.2424% 0.2557% 0.1684% 1.1897%
0.2338% 0.2496% 0.1630% 1.1428%
0.1250% 0.1257% 0.0774% 0.5528%

$ 6,821.85 $ 2,959.14 $ (3,86271) -130.5349% S 1,555.03 S (1,404.11)  -47.4499% S 4,132.87 $
6.8914% 3.3143% 1.6550% 4.2711%
6.6448% 3.2359% 1.6017% 4.1027%
3.5523% 1.6298% 0.7607% 1.9846%

$ 14,432.10 $ 15,249.45 $  817.35 5.3599%  $ 18,035.80 S 2,786.35 18.2718% ¢ 16,482.61 $
14.5793% 17.0797% 19.1955% 17.0338%
14.0575% 16.6756% 18.5776% 16.3624%
7.5151% 8.3990% 8.8230% 7.9150%

$ 51685 $ 140.00 $  (376.85)  -260.1786% S 333.85 $ 193.85  138.4643%  $ 228.00 $
0.5221% 0.1568% 0.3553% 0.2356%
0.5034% 0.1531% 0.3439% 0.2263%
0.2691% 0.0771% 0.1633% 0.1095%

80|Page

Coastal Carolina University

~

- #DIV/0!

74330  472.8372%

(25.55)  -11.4425%

75.00  #DIV/0!

992.98  627.5152%

2,577.84  165.7743%

(1,553.19) -8.6117%

(105.85)  -31.7059%



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an

Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Shelter Expenses Continued

Telephone - ADM S 3,536.97 $ 3,899.79 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 3.5730% 4.3679%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 3.4452% 4.2645%

% Total Expenses 1.8418% 2.1479%
Miscellaneous Expense S 183.38 S 969.96 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 0.1853% 1.0864%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.1786% 1.0607%

% Total Expenses 0.0955% 0.5342%
Uniforms S 470.00 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 0.0000% 0.5264%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.0000% 0.5140%

% Total Expenses 0.0000% 0.2589%
Administrative Alloc - Shelter S 59,461.08 $ 54,828.00 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 60.0674% 61.4086%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 57.9179% 59.9557%

% Total Expenses 30.9625% 30.1978%
Equipment - Shelter S 603.38 S 507.00 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 0.6095% 0.5679%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.5877% 0.5544%

% Total Expenses 0.3142% 0.2792%
Shelter Expenses- Other S 50.00 $ 270.00 S

% Shelter Expenses - All Other 0.0505% 0.3024%

% Toal Shelter Expenses 0.0487% 0.2953%

% Total Expenses 0.0260% 0.1487%
TOTAL SHELTER EXPENSES - ALL OTHER S 98,990.55 $ 89,283.93 S

All Other % Total Shelter Expenses 96.4215% 97.6341%

% Total Expenses 51.5462% 49.1752%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

362.82

786.58

470.00

(4,633.08)

(96.38)

220.00

(9,706.62)

9.3036%

81.0941%

100.0000%

-8.4502%

-19.0099%

81.4815%

-10.8716%

$

3,553.63
3.7821%
3.6604%
1.7384%

1,542.48
1.6417%
1.5888%
0.7546%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

54,828.00
58.3535%
56.4752%
26.8214%

315.00
0.3353%
0.3245%
0.1541%

100.00
0.1064%
0.1030%
0.0489%

93,958.33
96.7811%
45.9637%

$

$

$

(346.16)

572.52

(470.00)

(192.00)

(170.00)

4,674.40

-8.8764%

59.0251%

-100.0000%

0.0000%

-37.8698%

-62.9630%

5.2354%

$

3,784.26
3.9108%
3.7567%
1.8172%

864.82
0.8937%
0.8585%
0.4153%

544.32
0.5625%
0.5403%
0.2614%

54,828.00
56.6614%
54.4281%
26.3285%

2,143.68
2.2154%
2.1280%
1.0294%

155.48
0.1607%
0.1543%
0.0747%

96,764.30
96.0585%
46.4663%
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230.63

(677.66)

4
544.32

1,828.68

55.48

2,805.97

6.4900%

-43.9331%

#DIV/0!

0.0000%

580.5333%

55.4800%

2.9864%



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Clinic Totals

CLINIC
TOTALS
Total Income

Clinic Revenue
Clinic % of Total Income

Total Cost of Goods Sold

Clinic COGS
Clinic % Total COGS

Total Gross Profit

Clinic Gross Profit
Clinic % Total Gross Profit

Total Expenses

Clinic Expenses
Clinic % Total Expenses

Total Net Income

Clinic Net Income
Clinic % Total Net Income

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

2012

$ 655,115.10

$ 110,646.00
16.8896%

$ 534,039.14

$ 180,644.96
33.8262%

$ 121,075.96

$ (69,998.96)
-57.8141%

$ 192,042.38

$ 19,861.37
10.3422%

$ (70,966.42)

$ (89,860.33)
-126.6237%

$

2013

700,673.37

126,225.51
18.0149%

589,731.28

113,968.75
19.3255%

110,942.09

12,256.76
11.0479%

181,562.84

18,083.94
9.9602%

(70,620.75)

(5,827.18)
-8.2514%

FY12toFY 13
S 45,558.27
$  15,579.51
S  55692.14

$  (66,676.21)

$  (10,133.87)

S 82,255.72

$  (10,479.54)

$  (1,777.43)
$ 345.67
$  84,033.15

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

% Change

6.9542%

14.0805%

10.4285%

-36.9101%

-8.3698%

117.5099%

-5.4569%

-8.9492%

0.4871%

93.5153%

2014

841,298.36

169,454.76
20.1421%

667,733.93

127,066.18
19.0295%

173,564.43

42,388.58
24.4224%

204,418.64

17,884.38
8.748%%

(30,854.21)

24,504.20
79.4193%

FY13toFY 14

S 140,624.99

$ 43,2295
$  78,002.65
$  13,097.43
$  62,622.34
$ 3013182
$  22,855.80
$ (199.56)
$ 3976654
$  30,331.38

% Change

20.0700%

34.2476%

13.2268%

11.4921%

56.4460%

245.8384%

12.5884%

-1.1035%

56.3100%

520.5156%

2015

$ 1,014,395.17

$

$

$

$

FY 14to FY 15

$  173,096.81

239,913.23 S 70,458.47
23.6509%
720,816.56 S 53,082.63
112,632.07 S (14,434.11)
15.6256%
293,578.61 $ 120,014.18
127,281.16 S 84,892.58
43.3551%
208,246.18 S 3,827.54
19,217.74 S 1,333.36
9.2284%
85,332.43 S 116,186.64
108,063.42 S 83,559.22
126.6382%
82|Page

% Change

20.5750%

41.5795%

7.9497%

-11.3595%

69.1468%

200.2723%

1.8724%

7.4554%

376.5666%

340.9996%



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

2015

Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Clinic Income

CLINIC INCOME

Preventative Health Care - MB

% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

App/PA's Shots
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

Pain Meds
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

Rabies Clinic
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

Spay/Neuter Surgeries
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

Microchip/An. ID
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

Clinic Income - Other
% Total Clinic Revenue
% Total Income

TOTAL CLINIC INCOME
% Total Income

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

0.0000%
0.0000%

S 72,045.00
65.1131%
10.9973%

0.0000%
0.0000%

$  1,845.00
1.6675%
0.2816%

S 34,938.00
31.5764%
5.3331%

$  1,818.00
1.6431%
0.2775%

0.0000%
0.0000%

$ 110,646.00
16.8896%

0.0000%
0.0000%

S 92,197.51
73.0419%
13.1584%

S 100.00
0.0792%
0.0143%

S -
0.0000%
0.0000%

S 32,453.00
25.7103%
4.6317%

S 1,475.00
1.1685%
0.2105%

0.0000%
0.0000%

$ 126,225.51
18.0149%

$

$

$

$

$

20,152.51

r
100.00

(1,845.00)

(2,485.00)

(343.00)

15,579.51

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

#DIV/0!

0.279721147

#DIV/0!

-1

-0.071125995

-0.188668867

0.140805

S 983.00
0.5801%
0.1168%

$ 118,826.76
70.1230%
14.1242%

0.0000%
0.0000%

S -
0.0000%
0.0000%

S 47,205.00
27.8570%
5.6110%

$ 1,865.00
1.1006%
0.2217%

$ 575.00
0.3393%
0.0683%

S 169,454.76
20.1421%

$

$

$

$

$

4
983.00

26,629.25

(100.00)

14,752.00

390.00

r
575.00

43,229.25

#DIV/0! $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.288828299 $  182,292.23 $
75.9826%
17.9705%
-1 $
0.0000%
0.0000%
#DIV/0! $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.454565063 $  54,226.00 $
22.6023%
5.3456%
0.26440678 $ 3,395.00 $
1.4151%
0.3347%
#DIV/0! $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.342476335 $  239,913.23 $
23.6509%
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(983.00)

63,465.47

7,021.00

1,530.00

(575.00)

70,458.47

v

-100.0000%

53.4101%

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

14.8734%

82.0375%

-100.0000%

41.5795%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Clinic Cost of Goods Sold

CLINIC COGS - PERSONNEL

Services to Shelter - Clinic $ (53,335.80) $ (141,288.00) $  (87,952.20) 164.9027% $ (141,091.80) $ 196.20 -0.1389% $  (156,684.00) $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel -58.2954% -18428.0683% -87716.3817% 1684.7869%
% Toal Clinic Cogs -29.5252%  -123.9708% -111.0380% -139.1114%
% Total COGS -9.9872% -23.9580% -21.1299% -21.7370%
Emp. Health Care - Hosp $ -8 - $ -7 spiv/o! $ -7 #piv/o! $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Emp. Payroll - Hospital $ 22,480.54 $ 21,885.00 $ (595.54) -2.6491% $  19,989.00 $  (1,896.00) -8.6635% $  36,634.00 $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 24.5710%  2854.4411% 12427.1060% -393.9169%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 12.4446% 19.2026% 15.7312% 32.5254%
% Total COGS 4.2095% 3.7110% 2.9936% 5.0823%
Employer's Payroll Taxes - Hosp $ 853741 $  8379.83 $ (157.58) -1.8458% $  8497.66 $ 117.83 1.4061% $  10,519.17 $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 9.3313%  1092.9738% 5282.9717% -113.1102%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 4.7261% 7.3527% 6.6876% 9.3394%
% Total COGS 1.5986% 1.4210% 1.2726% 1.4593%
Veterinarian Expenses $ 76320.00 $ 74,880.00 $  (1,440.00) -1.8868% $  74,985.31 $ 105.31 0.1406% $  65485.00 $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 83.4168%  9766.5319% 46618.1598% -704.1451%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 42.2486% 65.7022% 59.0128% 58.1406%
% Total COGS 14.2911% 12.6973% 11.2298% 9.0848%
Workers Comp Ins - Clinic $ 336133 $  2,937.87 $ (423.46) -12.5980% $  3,808.68 $ 870.81 29.6409% $  4,013.90 $
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 3.6739% 383.1838% 2367.8458% -43.1605%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 1.8607% 2.5778% 2.9974% 3.5637%
% Total COGS 0.6294% 0.4982% 0.5704% 0.5569%
E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of 84|Page
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(15,592.20)

16,645.00

2,021.51

(9,500.31)

205.22

11.0511%

#DIV/0!

83.2708%

23.7890%

-12.6696%

5.3882%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Clinic Cost of Goods Sold Continued

Reception Allocation - Clinic S 34,12884 S 33,972.00 S (156.84) -0.4596% S 33,972.00 S -
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 37.3024% 4430.9378% 21120.2984%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 18.8928% 29.8082% 26.7357%
% Total COGS 6.3907% 5.7606% 5.0877%
TOTAL CLINIC COGS - PERSONNEL $ 91,49232 $ 766.70 S (90,725.62) -99.1620% S 160.85 S (605.85)
Personnel % Total Clinic COGS 50.6476% 0.6727% 0.1266%
% Total COGS 17.1321% 0.1300% 0.0241%

CLINIC COGS - ALL OTHER

Free Spay/Neuter Surgeries S 1,964.11 S 1,964.11 f #DIV/0! S (1,964.11)
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 1.7350% 0.0000%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 0.0000% 1.7234% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.3331% 0.0000%

Medications - MB $ 52,142.05 S 76,693.29 S 24,551.24 47.0853% S 94,005.53 S 17,312.24
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 58.4863% 67.7490% 74.0753%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 28.8644% 67.2933% 73.9816%
% Total COGS 9.7637% 13.0048% 14.0783%

Surgical Supplies $ 37,01059 $ 34,544.65 S (2,465.94) -6.6628% $  32,899.80 $  (1,644.85)
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 41.5137% 30.5159% 25.9247%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 20.4880% 30.3106% 25.8919%
% Total COGS 6.9303% 5.8577% 4.9271%

TOTAL CLINIC COGS - ALL OTHER $ 89,152.64 S 113,202.05 S 126,905.33

All Other % Total Clinic COGS 49.3524% 99.3273% 99.8734%
% Total COGS 16.6940% 19.1955% 19.0054%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University

0.0000%

-79.0205%

-100.0000%

22.5733%

-4.7615%

$

$

$

$

$

30,732.00
-330.4541%
27.2853%
4.2635%

(9,299.93)
-8.2569%
-1.2902%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

59,039.59
48.4201%
52.4181%

8.1907%

62,892.41
51.5799%
55.8388%

8.7252%

121,932.00
108.2569%
16.9158%
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$

$

$

$

(3,240.00)

(9,460.78)

(34,965.94)

29,992.61

-9.5373%

-5881.7408%

#DIV/0!

-37.1956%

91.1635%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Clinic Expenses

Reception Allocation - Clinic S 34,128.84 S  33,972.00 S (156.84) -0.4596% S 33,972.00 S - 0.0000% S 30,732.00 S (3,240.00) -9.5373%
% Clinic Cogs - Personnel 37.3024% 4430.9378% 21120.2984% -330.4541%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 18.8928% 29.8082% 26.7357% 27.2853%
% Total COGS 6.3907% 5.7606% 5.0877% 4.2635%
TOTAL CLINIC COGS - PERSONNEL S 91,492.32 S 766.70 S (90,725.62) -99.1620% S 160.85 S (605.85) -79.0205% S (9,299.93) S (9,460.78) -5881.7408%
Personnel % Total Clinic COGS 50.6476% 0.6727% 0.1266% -8.2569%
% Total COGS 17.1321% 0.1300% 0.0241% -1.2902%

CLINIC COGS - ALL OTHER

Free Spay/Neuter Surgeries S 1,964.11 S 1,964.11 f #DIV/0! S (1,964.11)  -100.0000% S - T #DIV/0!
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 0.0000% 1.7350% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 0.0000% 1.7234% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.3331% 0.0000% 0.0000%

Medications - MB $ 52,142.05 S 76,693.29 S 24,551.24 47.0853% S 94,005.53 S 17,312.24 22.5733% S 59,039.59 S (34,965.94) -37.1956%
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 58.4863% 67.7490% 74.0753% 48.4201%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 28.8644% 67.2933% 73.9816% 52.4181%
% Total COGS 9.7637% 13.0048% 14.0783% 8.1907%

Surgical Supplies $ 37,010.59 S 34,544.65 S (2,465.94) -6.6628% S 32,899.80 S (1,644.85) -4.7615% S 62,892.41 S 29,992.61 91.1635%
% Clinic Cogs - All Other 41.5137% 30.5159% 25.9247% 51.5799%
% Toal Clinic Cogs 20.4880% 30.3106% 25.8919% 55.8388%
% Total COGS 6.9303% 5.8577% 4.9271% 8.7252%

TOTAL CLINIC COGS - ALL OTHER $ 89,152.64 S 113,202.05 S 126,905.33 $  121,932.00

All Other % Total Clinic COGS 49.3524% 99.3273% 99.8734% 108.2569%
% Total COGS 16.6940% 19.1955% 19.0054% 16.9158%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Totals

FUNDRAISING/ADMINISTRATION 2012
TOTALS
Total Income S 655,115.10
Fundraising Revenue S 229,892.44
Fundraising % of Total Income 35.0919%
Total Cost of Goods Sold S 534,039.14
Fundraising/Admin COGS S 16,511.55
Fundraising/Admin % Total COGS 3.0918%
Total Gross Profit S 121,075.96
Fundraising/Admin Gross Profit S 213,380.89
Fundraising/Admin % Total Gross Profit 176.2372%
Total Expenses S 192,042.38
Fundraising/Admin Expenses S 69,516.58
Fundraising/Admin % Total Expenses 36.1986%
Total Net Income S (70,966.42)
Fundraising/Admin Net Income S 143,864.31
Fundraising/Admin % Total Net Income 202.7217%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

2013

700,673.37

200,712.79
28.6457%

589,731.28

8,016.83
1.3594%

110,942.09

192,695.96
173.6906%

181,562.84

72,031.40
39.6730%

(70,620.75)

120,664.56
170.8628%

FY12toFY 13

S 45,558.27

$ (29,179.65)

$ 55,692.14

$ (8,494.72)

$ (10,133.87)

$ (20,684.93)

$ (10,479.54)

S 2,514.82

S 345.67

$ (23,199.75)

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

% Change

6.9542%

-12.6927%

10.4285%

-51.4471%

-9.1344%

-10.7345%

-5.7719%

3.4913%

0.4895%

-19.2266%

2014

841,298.36

213,414.81
25.3673%

667,733.93

11,539.38
1.7281%

173,564.43

201,875.43
116.3115%

204,418.64

89,450.91
43.7587%

(30,854.21)

112,424.52
364.3734%

FY13toFY 14

$ 140,624.99

$  12,702.02

$  78,002.65

$ 352255

S 62,622.34

S 9,179.47

$  22,855.80

$ 17,419.51

S 39,766.54

S (8,240.04)

% Change

20.0700%

6.3285%

13.2268%

43.9394%

56.4460%

4.7637%

12.5884%

24.1832%

56.3100%

-6.8289%

2015 FY14to FY 15

1,014,395.17 $ 173,096.81

175,922.17 S (37,492.64)
17.3426%

720,816.56 $ 53,082.63
6,471.36 $  (5,068.02)
0.8978%

293,578.61 $ 120,014.18

169,450.81 S (32,424.62)
57.7191%

208,246.18 $  3,827.54

88,293.63 S (1,157.28)
42.3987%

85,332.43 $ 116,186.64

81,157.18 $ (31,267.34)
95.1071%
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% Change

20.5750%

-17.5680%

7.9497%

-43.9193%

69.1468%

-16.0617%

1.8724%

-1.2938%

376.5666%

-27.8119%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Income

DONATIONS

Donations - ADM S 105,308.63 S 85,315.75 $ (19,992.88)  -18.9850% $  129,150.98 S 43,835.23 51.3800% S 69,543.10 S (59,607.88) -46.1536%

% total Donations 72.3641% 58.6678% 86.4074% 59.5977%

%total Fundraising Revenue 45.8078% 42.5064% 60.5164% 39.5306%

% Total Income 16.0748% 12.1763% 15.3514% 6.8556%
Donations - Shelter S 835.00 $ 31,166.09 $ 30,331.09 3632.4659% S 1,650.00 S (29,516.09) -94.7058% S 10,984.96 S 9,334.9 565.7552%

% Total Donations 0.5738% 21.4315% 1.1039% 9.4140%

%total Fundraising Revenue 0.3632% 15.5277% 0.7731% 6.2442%

% Total Income 0.1275% 4.4480% 0.1961% 1.0829%
Donations - Memorial S 11,900.00 $ 2,705.00 S (9,195.00) -77.2689% S 2,453.29 S (251.71) -9.3054% S 13,224.50 $ 10,771.21 439.0516%

% Total Donations 8.1772% 1.8601% 1.6414% 11.3333%

%total Fundraising Revenue 5.1763% 1.3477% 1.1495% 7.5172%

% Total Income 1.8165% 0.3861% 0.2916% 1.3037%
Donations - Dollars for Dogs S 17,486.47 S 14,530.85 S (2,955.62) -16.9023% S 16,413.15 S 1,882.30 12.9538% S 22,934.98 S  6,521.83 39.7354%

% Total Donations 12.0160% 9.9922% 10.9811% 19.6550%

%total Fundraising Revenue 7.6064% 7.2396% 7.6907% 13.0370%

% Total Income 2.6692% 2.0738% 1.9509% 2.2610%
Donations - Smooch Pooch S 9,996.00 $ 11,704.00 $ 1,708.00 17.0868% S (200.00) $ (11,904.00) -101.7088% S - S 200.00 -100.0000%

% Total Donations 6.8689% 8.0483% -0.1338% 0.0000%

%total Fundraising Revenue 4.3481% 5.8312% -0.0937% 0.0000%

% Total Income 1.5258% 1.6704% -0.0238% 0.0000%
TOTAL DONATIONS "s 145,526.10 "s 145,421.69 S (104.41) -0.0717% "s 149,467.42 S 4,045.73 2.7821% "s 116,687.54 $ (32,779.88) -21.9311%

Total Donations % of Total Fundraising 63.3018% 72.4526% 70.0361% 66.3291%

% Total Income 22.2138% 20.7546% 17.7663% 11.5032%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Income Continued

MISC FUNDRAISING

Lunch of Love S 2,153.00 $ 620.00 $ (1,533.00) -71.2030% S 2,669.85 S 2,049.85 330.6210% S 4,207.00 $ 1,537.15 57.5744%
% Misc Fundraising 16.7350% 5.2002% 12.0474% 13.9324%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.9365% 0.3089% 1.2510% 2.3914%
% Total Income 0.3286% 0.0885% 0.3173% 0.4147%
Misc Deposit S 525.00 S 525.00 #DIV/0! S 6,540.76 S 6,015.76 1145.8590% S 981.00 S (5,559.76) -85.0017%
% Misc Fundraising 0.0000% 4.4034% 29.5144% 3.2488%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.2616% 3.0648% 0.5576%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0749% 0.7775% 0.0967%
Help Mailer S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0! S 126.00 S 126.00 #DIV/0!
% Misc Fundraising 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.4173%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0716%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0124%
Paypal $ -7 sowvjor $  6737.04 $ 6737047 #DIV/O! S 7,892.79 $ 115575 17.1552%
% Misc Fundraising 0.0000% 0.0000% 30.4001% 26.1387%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000% 3.1568% 4.4865%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.8008% 0.7781%
Guardian Angel Program 2000 $ (2,000.00) -100.0000% $ -7 sowvjor $ -7 sowvjor
% Misc Fundraising 15.5457% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.8700% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.3053% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Paypal 4300 $ (4,300.00) -100.0000% $ -7 sowvjol $ -7 sowvjor
% Misc Fundraising 33.4233% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 1.8704% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.6564% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Donation Boxes S 232.00 $ 1,000.00 S 768.00  331.0345% S 1,319.61 S 319.61 31.9610% S 2,735.78 S 141617 107.3173%
% Misc Fundraising 1.8033% 8.3874% 5.9546% 9.0601%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.1009% 0.4982% 0.6183% 1.5551%
% Total Income 0.0354% 0.1427% 0.1569% 0.2697%

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina University
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Applebees Pancake Breakfast
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

MB Herald Program
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Auction
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Softball Tournament
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Misc Fundraising - Rickfest
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Save Our Cats
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Misc Fund Raising - Other
% Misc Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

TOTAL MISC FUNDRAISING

Total Misc % Total Fundraising
% Total Income

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

S 50.00 $

0.3886%
0.0217%
0.0076%

S 1,074.00 $
8.3481%
0.4672%
0.1639%

1898.27
14.7550%
0.8257%
0.2898%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

95
0.7384%
0.0413%
0.0145%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

S 1,063.00 $

8.2626%
0.4624%
0.1623%

S 12,865.27 $

5.5962%
1.9638%

90.00
0.7549%
0.0448%
0.0128%

134.00
1.1239%
0.0668%
0.0191%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

5,350.00

44.8728%
2.6655%
0.7636%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

4,203.60

35.2574%
2.0943%
0.5999%

11,922.60
5.9401%
1.7016%

$

$

$

$

$

Business Administration

40.00  80.0000%
(940.00)  -87.5233%
(1,898.27) -100.0000%
5,350.00 ~ #DIV/O!
(95.00) -100.0000%
-7 #ov/o
3,140.60  295.4468%
(942.67)  -7.3272%

$

Coastal Carolina University

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

1,159.00
5.2298%
0.5431%
0.1378%

3,735.00

16.8537%
1.7501%
0.4440%

22,161.26
10.3841%
2.6342%

$

$

$

(90.00)

(134.00)

(5,350.00)

1,159.00 ~

(468.60)

10,238.66

-100.0000% $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

-100.0000% S
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

#DIV/0! S
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

-100.0000% S -
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

#DIV/0! $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

#DIV/0! $
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
-11.1476% $  14,253.25
47.2027%
8.1020%
1.4051%
85.8761% $  30,195.82 $
17.1643%
2.9767%
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(1,159.00)

$ 10,518.25

8,034.56

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

#DIV/0!

-100.0000%

281.6131%

36.2550%
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ALL OTHER FUNDRAISING

T..G.E.R.S
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Membership Dues
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Diva Dash
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Walk For The Animals
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Promotional Item
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Adoptathon
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

Home Show
% Other Fundraising
%total Fundraising Revenue
% Total Income

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

2,030.00
3.5338%
0.8830%
0.3099%

775.00
1.3491%
0.3371%
0.1183%

7,861.16

13.6847%
3.4195%
1.2000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

699.00
1.2168%
0.3041%
0.1067%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

1,570.00
3.6201%
0.7822%
0.2241%

1,310.00
3.0206%
0.6527%
0.1870%

7,828.00

18.0500%
3.9001%
1.1172%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

6,055.00

13.9617%
3.0167%
0.8642%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

$

$

$

Business Administration

r

(460.00)

535.00

(33.16)

6,055.00

(699.00)

Coastal Carolina University

#DIV/0!
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

-22.6601% S 1,577.23
3.7745%
0.7390%
0.1875%

69.0323%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

-0.4218% S 11,480.00
27.4732%

5.3792%

1.3646%

#DIV/0!
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

#DIV/0! S 1,000.00
2.3931%
0.4686%
0.1189%

-100.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

$

7.23

(1,310.00)

3,652.00

(5,055.00)

4

#DIV/0!

0.4605%

-100.0000%

46.6530%

#DIV/0!

-83.4847%

#DIV/0!

$

$

$

$

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

120.00
0.4132%
0.0682%
0.0118%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

13,933.81
47.9834%
7.9204%
1.3736%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
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#DIV/0!
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#DIV/0!

-100.0000%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Income Continued

Fosters Golf Tournament $ 16,889.80 $  15,592.00 $ (1,297.80)  -7.6839% $  11,527.00 $  (4,065.00) -26.0711% $ - $ (11,527.00)  -100.0000%
% Other Fundraising 29.4017% 35.9524% 27.5857% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 7.3468% 7.7683% 5.4012% 0.0000%
% Total Income 2.5781% 2.2253% 1.3701% 0.0000%
Ben Stencil Golf Tournament S 6,000.00 $ 1,987.00 $ (4,013.00) -66.8833% S 3,770.00 S 1,783.00 89.7333% S 7,695.00 $  3,925.00 104.1114%
% Other Fundraising 10.4448% 4.5817% 9.0221% 26.4990%
%total Fundraising Revenue 2.6099% 0.9900% 1.7665% 4.3741%
% Total Income 0.9159% 0.2836% 0.4481% 0.7586%
Dagwood's Golf Tourn S - S - S - #DIV/0! S - S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Paws Thrift Store S - #DIV/0! S 4,731.90 S 473190 #DIV/0! S (4,731.90) -100.0000%
% Other Fundraising 0.0000% 0.0000% 11.3241% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000% 2.2172% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.5625% 0.0000%
Bowl-A-Thon S 842.50 S 842.50 #DIV/0! S - S (842.50) -100.0000% S - S - #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 0.0000% 1.9427% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.4198% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.1202% 0.0000% 0.0000%
GS - Where's Your Talent 0 S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Tiger Deposit S 7,123.00 $ - $ (7,123.00) -100.0000% S - S - #DIV/0! S - #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 12.3997% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 3.0984% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 1.0873% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Income Continued

Pet Photo w/Santa S 114.00 S 114.00 © #DIV/0! S (114.00) -100.0000% S - #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 0.0000% 0.2629% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.0000% 0.0568% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.0000% 0.0163% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Mini Marathon S 9,972.00 $ 7,955.00 $ (2,017.00) -20.2266% S 6,920.00 $  (1,035.00) -13.0107% S 3,979.00 S (2,941.00) -42.5000%
% Other Fundraising 17.3592% 18.3428% 16.5605% 13.7024%
%total Fundraising Revenue 4.3377% 3.9634% 3.2425% 2.2618%
% Total Income 1.5222% 1.1353% 0.8225% 0.3923%
Misc Fundraising - Golf S 972.00 $ 115.00 S (857.00) -88.1687% S (115.00) -100.0000% S - T #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising 1.6921% 0.2652% 0.0000% 0.0000%
%total Fundraising Revenue 0.4228% 0.0573% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Income 0.1484% 0.0164% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Fundraising Revenue - Other 5123 $ (5,123.00) -100.0000% S 780.00 S 780.00 ~ #DIV/0! S 3,311.00 S 2,531.00 324.4872%
% Other Fundraising 8.9181% 0.0000% 1.8666% 11.4020%
%total Fundraising Revenue 2.2284% 0.0000% 0.3655% 1.8821%
% Total Income 0.7820% 0.0000% 0.0927% 0.3264%
TOTAL OTHER FUNDRAISING S 57,444.96 S 43,368.50 S (14,076.46)  -24.5043% S 41,786.13 S (1,582.37) -3.6487% S 29,038.81 S (12,747.32) -30.5061%
Total Other % Total Fundraising 24.9878% 21.6072% 19.5798% 16.5066%
% Total Income 8.7687% 6.1895% 4.9669% 2.8627%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Cost of Goods Sold

FUNDRAISING/ADMIN COGS

Pet Walk Expenses $ -8 - $ -7 spivjor $ - $ -7 soiv/or $ 387.50 $ 387.50 ©  #DIV/0!
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 5.9879%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0538%
Home Show Expenses $ -8 - $ -7 #piv/o! $ - $ -7 apiv/or $ -7 #piv/or
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Lunch of Love Expense $ -8 - $ -7 apiv/o! $ - $ -7 apiv/o! $ -7 a#piv/or
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Tiger Fundraiser Expense S 150.34 $ - S (150.34) -100.0000% S - S - T #DIV/0! S - T #DIV/0!
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.9105% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0282% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Walk for Animals Expense $ 12572 $ 47.74 $  (77.98) -62.0267% $ 748.49 $ 700.75  1467.8467% $  (748.49)  -100.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.7614% 0.5955% 6.4864% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0235% 0.0081% 0.1121% 0.0000%
Golf Tournament Exp. $ 7,921.92 $ 4,996.38 $ (2,925.54) -36.9297% $ 5,691.50 $ 695.12 13.9125% $ 4,031.40 $  (1,660.10) -29.1681%
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 47.9781% 62.3236% 49.3224% 62.2960%
% Total COGS 1.4834% 0.8472% 0.8524% 0.5593%
Smooch a Pooch Fundraising Exp $ 3,456.87 $ 2,466.11 $  (990.76)  -28.6606% $ 48.00 $  (2,418.11) -98.0536% $ (48.00)  -100.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 20.9361% 30.7617% 0.4160% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.6473% 0.4182% 0.0072% 0.0000%
Refunds & Reimbursements $ 22650 $ 485.00 $ 25850  114.1280% $ 125.11 $  (359.89) -74.2041% $ 795.56 $ 670.45 535.8884%
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 1.3718% 6.0498% 1.0842% 12.2936%
% Total COGS 0.0424% 0.0822% 0.0187% 0.1104%
GS - Where's Your Talent $ - $ -7 spivjo! $ -7 soiv/or $ -7 soiv/or
% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total COGS 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Misc. Fundraising Expenses $ 4,630.20 $ 21.60 $ (4,608.60) -99.5335% $ 4,926.28 $  4,904.68 22706.8519% $ 1,256.90 $  (3,669.38) -74.4858%
9% Total Fundraising/Admin COGS 28.0422% 0.2694% 42.6910% 19.4225%
% Total COGS 0.8670% 0.0037% 0.7378% 0.1744%
TOTAL FUNDRAISING/ADMIN COGS $ 16,511.55 $ 8,016.83 $ (8,494.72) -51.4471% $  11,539.38 $  3,522.55 43.9394% $ 6,471.36 $  (5,068.02) -43.9193%
% Total COGS 3.0918% 1.3594% 1.7281% 0.8978%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Expenses

FUNDRAISING/ADMIN PERSONNEL

Empl. Health Care - ADM
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

Employee Payroll - ADM
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

Employer's Payroll Tax - MB
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

Workman's Comp. Ins. - ADM
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

Payroll Expense
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

Administrative Alloc - Fundrais
% Fundraising/Admin Personnel
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

TOTAL FUNDRAISING/ADMIN PERSONNEL

% total Fundraising/Admin Expense
% Total Expense

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

82,019.44

375.5084%

117.9854%
42.7090%

7,423.53

33.9870%

10.6788%
3.8656%

2,787.75

12.7631%
4.0102%
1.4516%

964.84
4.4173%
1.3879%
0.5024%

(71,353.32)
-326.6758%
-102.6422%

-37.1550%

21,842.24
31.4202%
11.3737%

$ -

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

S 78,546.62
358.2965%
109.0450%

43.2614%

S 6,925.05
31.5892%
9.6139%
3.8141%

S 2,246.57
10.2479%
3.1189%
1.2374%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

$  (65,796.00)
-300.1336%
-91.3435%
-36.2387%

S 21,922.24
30.4343%
12.0742%

$

$

$

Business Administration

(3,472.82)

(498.48)

(541.18)

(964.84)

5,557.32

80.00

#DIV/0!

-4.2341%

-6.7149%

-19.4128%

-100.0000%

-7.7885%

0.3663%

Coastal Carolina University

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

S 102,132.30
202.8173%
114.1769%

49.9623%

S 7,960.55
15.8083%
8.8994%
3.8942%

S 6,059.96
12.0340%
6.7746%
2.9645%

0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%

$  (65796.00)
-130.6596%
-73.5554%
-32.1869%

S 50,356.81
56.2955%
24.6342%

-7 soiv/ol
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
30.0276%  $  103,572.01
217.5172%
117.3041%
49.7354%

23,585.68

14.9530% $ 6,931.59
14.5574%
7.8506%

3.3286%

1,035.50

169.7428% S 2,907.96
6.1072%
3.2935%

1.3964%

3,813.39

-7 sov/o

0.0000%

0.0000%

0.0000%
- 0.0000%  $ (65,796.00)
-138.1817%
-74.5195%
-31.5953%
129.7065%  $  47,615.56
53.9286%
22.8650%

28,434.57

$
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1,439.71

(1,028.96)

(3,152.00)

(2,741.25)

#DIV/0!

1.4097%

-12.9257%

-52.0135%

#DIV/0!

0.0000%

-5.4437%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Expenses Continued

ALL OTHER FUNDRAISING/ADMIN EXPENSES

Advertising S 853.80 $ 130.62 S (723.18)  -84.7013% S 201.86 S 71.24 54.5399% S 558.61 S 356.75 176.7314%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 1.7909% 0.2607% 0.5167% 1.3732%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 1.2282% 0.1813% 0.2257% 0.6327%

% Total Expense 0.4446% 0.0719% 0.0987% 0.2682%

Attorney & Professional Fees S 905.00 $ 217.00 S (688.00) -76.0221% S (217.00) -100.0000% S -0 #DIV/0!

% Other Fundraising/Admin 1.8983% 0.4331% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 1.3018% 0.3013% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Expense 0.4713% 0.1195% 0.0000% 0.0000%

Coin Bank $ -8 - $ -7 #owvjor $ - $ -7 sowvjor $ - $ -7 sovjo!

% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

Depreciation Expense S 15,000.00 $ 15,000.00 S - 0.0000% S 12,728.00 S (2,272.00) -15.1467% S 15,000.00 S 2,272.00 17.8504%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 31.4635% 29.9346% 32.5773% 36.8749%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 21.5776% 20.8243% 14.2290% 16.9888%

% Total Expense 7.8108% 8.2616% 6.2264% 7.2030%

Continuing Education/Employees S -7 wpivyo! S 286.44 S 286.44 " #DIV/O! S (286.44) -100.0000%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.7331% 0.0000%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Exp 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.3202% 0.0000%

% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.1401% 0.0000%

Insurance - Board of Directors S 964.00 $ 964.00 S - 0.0000% S 964.00 S - 0.0000% S 744.00 S (220.00) -22.8216%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 2.0221% 1.9238% 2.4674% 1.8290%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 1.3867% 1.3383% 1.0777% 0.8426%

% Total Expense 0.5020% 0.5309% 0.4716% 0.3573%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Expenses Continued

Accounting Services S 7,470.50 $ 9,182.60 $ 1,712.10 22.9181% S 9,877.51 S 694.91 7.5677% S 10,789.60 S 912.09 9.2340%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 15.6699% 18.3252% 25.2815% 26.5244%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 10.7464% 12.7481% 11.0424% 12.2201%

% Total Expense 3.8900% 5.0575% 4.8320% 5.1812%

Leased Equipment $ 437774 $ - $ (4,377.74) -100.0000% $ -7 spoiv/or $ -7 sov/or

% Other Fundraising/Admin 9.1826% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 6.2974% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Expense 2.2796% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

Postage S 1,015.77 S 665.01 S (350.76)  -34.5314% S 461.91 S (203.10) -30.5409% S 695.83 S 233.92 50.6419%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 2.1306% 1.3271% 1.1823% 1.7106%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 1.4612% 0.9232% 0.5164% 0.7881%

% Total Expense 0.5289% 0.3663% 0.2260% 0.3341%

Printing $ -8 - $ -7 #oiv/or $ - $ -7 soiv/or $ - $ -7 soivyor

% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%

Public Relations S 604.73 S 421.20 S (183.53) -30.3491% S - S (421.20) -100.0000% S 56.59 S 5659~ #DIV/0!

% Other Fundraising/Admin 1.2685% 0.8406% 0.0000% 0.1391%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.8699% 0.5847% 0.0000% 0.0641%

% Total Expense 0.3149% 0.2320% 0.0000% 0.0272%

Service Charges S 2,790.40 $ 3,401.71 S 611.31 21.9076% S 4,022.96 S 621.25 18.2629% S 4,875.33 S 852.37 21.1876%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 5.8530% 6.7886% 10.2968% 11.9852%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 4.0140% 4.7225% 4.4974% 5.5217%

% Total Expense 1.4530% 1.8736% 1.9680% 2.3411%

Office Supplies - ADM S 1,697.29 $ 4,120.60 S 242331 142.7752% S 7,218.28 S 3,097.68 75.1755% S 5,254.99 S (1,963.29) -27.1989%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 3.5602% 8.2232% 18.4752% 12.9185%

% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 2.4416% 5.7206% 8.0695% 5.9517%

% Total Expense 0.8838% 2.2695% 3.5311% 2.5235%
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Financial Statement Analysis: Grand Strand Humane Society Fundraising/Administration Expenses Continued

Travel/Ent. S 1450 $ 35.52 S 21.02 144.9655% S 82.18 S 46.66 131.3626% S (369.65) S (451.83) -549.8053%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0304% 0.0709% 0.2103% -0.9087%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0209% 0.0493% 0.0919% -0.4187%
% Total Expense 0.0076% 0.0196% 0.0402% -0.1775%
Payroll Expenses $ 1,033.77 $ (1,033.77) -100.0000% $ - $ -7 spoiv/or $ - $ -7 spov/or
% Other Fundraising/Admin 2.1684% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 1.4871% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Expense 0.5383% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Equipment - Admin $ -7 #oiv/or $ 24.00 $ 24.00 " #DIV/O! $ (24.00)  -100.0000%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0614% 0.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0268% 0.0000%
% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0117% 0.0000%
Uncategorized Expenses S 671.34 $ 1,087.54 S 416.20 61.9954% S (1,087.54) -100.0000% S - T #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising/Admin 1.4082% 2.1703% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.9657% 1.5098% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Expense 0.3496% 0.5990% 0.0000% 0.0000%
Interest Expense S 10,275.50 $ 14,803.36 S 4,527.86 44.0646% S 3,226.96 S (11,576.40) -78.2012% S 1,279.26 S (1,947.70) -60.3571%
% Other Fundraising/Admin 21.5535% 29.5422% 8.2594% 3.1448%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 14.7814% 20.5513% 3.6075% 1.4489%
% Total Expense 5.3506% 8.1533% 1.5786% 0.6143%
Admin - Expenses - Other S 80.00 S 80.00 " #DIV/0! S (80.00) -100.0000% S 1,793.51 S 1,793.51 ! #DIV/0!
% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.1597% 0.0000% 4.4090%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0000% 0.1111% 0.0000% 2.0313%
% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0441% 0.0000% 0.8612%
Over/Short $ -7 #ovjor $ -7 #ovjor $ -7 #ovjo!
% Other Fundraising/Admin 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
% Total Expense 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000% 0.0000%
TOTAL OTHER FUNDRAISING/ADMIN S 47,674.34 S 50,109.16 S 2,434.82 5.1072% S 39,070.10 S (11,039.06) -22.0300% S 40,678.07 S  1,607.97 4.1156%
% Total Fundraising/Admin Exp 68.5798% 69.5657% 43.6777% 46.0714%
% Total Expense 24.8249% 27.5988% 19.1128% 19.5336%
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Appendix B: Form 990 and Financial Statement Analysis Charts

Form 990 Charts
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REVENUE LESS EXPENSES
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CONTRIBUTIONS AND GRANTS

$600,000.00
500,000.00
; o —
> —o— GRAND STRAND HUMANE
$400,000.00 SOCIETY

== COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE

$300,000.00
— ===HUMANE SOCIETY OF
NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
$200,000.00 =>e=\WACCAMAW ANIMAL

/ RESCUE MISSION
$100,000.00 =
-
= o

$' T T 1
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universi ty

102 | Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

CONTRIBUTIONS AND GRANTS % OF TOTAL
REVENUE
120.0000%
100.0000% i .\.
A —o—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
80.0000% J—— SOCIETY
~#— COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
60.0000% -
—#—HUMANE SOCIETY OF
40.0000% NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
—>—WACCAMAW ANIMAL
20.0000% RESCUE MISSION
0.0000% . . .
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universt ty

103 |Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance of an

2015

Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

$400,000.00
$350,000.00 Y ud
$300,000.00 / o—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
/ SOCIETY
3250,000.00 /( —8— COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
$200,000.00
—4—HUMANE SOCIETY OF
$150,000.00 NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
——WACCAMAW ANIMAL
$100,000.00 RESCUE MISSION
$50,000.00 te———e
$' i T i T #
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

104 | Page



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

SERVICE REVENUE % OF TOTAL REVENUE

45.0000%

40.0000% /
35.0000% ’-// ==¢—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
SOCIETY

30.0000%
== COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
25.0000%
20.0000% ==fe=HUMANE SOCIETY OF
NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
15.0000% r—

\\ == \WACCAMAW ANIMAL
10.0000% RESCUE MISSION

)\\ﬁq

5.0000%

0.0000% L T i T L )
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universi ty

105|Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

SALARIES, OTHER COMPENSATION, &

$600,000.00

=¢=—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
$400,000.00 SOCIETY

== COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
$300,000.00

$200,000.00 NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
=== \WACCAMAW ANIMAL
RESCUE MISSION

$100,000.00

2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universt ty

106 |[Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

SALARIES, OTHER COMPENSATION, &
BENEFITS % OF TOTAL EXPENSES
80.0000%
70.0000% oo
N
60.0000%
’ o —6—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
50.0000% SOCIETY
- COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
40.0000%
30.0000% HUMANE SOCIETY OF
' ° NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
20.0000% WACCAMAW ANIMAL
RESCUE MISSION
10.0000%
0.0000% C . o . |
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina U 1'1ix.-'crsil_}=

107 |Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

$400,000.00
$350,000.00
$300,000.00
$250,000.00
$200,000.00
$150,000.00
$100,000.00

$50,000.00

S-

OTHER EXPENSES

A

o= GRAND STRAND HUMANE

SOCIETY

== COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE

==fe=HUMANE SOCIETY OF

/. NORTH MYRTLE BEACH

- == \WACCAMAW ANIMAL

—N% RESCUE MISSION

2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

108 |Page



Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

OTHER EXPENSES % OF TOTAL EXPENSES

120.0000%
100.0000% = . 1
=¢==GRAND STRAND HUMANE
80.0000% SOCIETY
== COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
60.0000%

===HUMANE SOCIETY OF
NORTH MYRTLE BEACH

0,
40.0000% == \WACCAMAW ANIMAL
RESCUE MISSION

20.0000%

0.0000% T T )
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universt ty

109 | Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

$18,000.00
$16,000.00 *\
»14,000.00 \ —o—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
$12,000.00 SOCIETY
\ / ——COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
$10,000.00
$8,000.00 \ —fe—HUMANE SOCIETY OF
T~ / NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
$6,000.00
== WACCAMAW ANIMAL
$4,000.00 RESCUE MISSION
$2,000.00 /
$' . T . T . 1
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universi ty

110 | Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

FUNDRAISING EXPENSES % OF TOTAL
EXPENSES
12.0000%
10.0000% /
. \ / ~—4—GRAND STRAND HUMANE
8.0000% \/ SOCIETY
~—COASTAL ANIMAL RESCUE
6.0000%
~#—HUMANE SOCIETY OF
4.0000% NORTH MYRTLE BEACH
——=WACCAMAW ANIMAL
2.0000% - RESCUE MISSION
0.0000% = . = . = .
2011 2012 2013

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration
Coastal Carolina Universt ty

111 |Page




Nonprofit Financial Assessment: Evaluating the Performance ofan | 2(15
Animal Welfare Nonprofit Organization

Financial Statement Charts
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Appendix C: Ratio Analysis

OVERALL RATIOS

Current Ratio indicates the organization's ability to meet short-term financial obligations by comparing
its current assets to its current liabilities.

2011 2012 2013

Grand Strand Humane Society 0.9 0.8 2.31
Charleston Animal Society 0.6 10.74 11.43
Greenville Humane Society 2.99 2.85 3.91

2013 2013 2014
Grarld Stand Humane 13 0.83 231
Society
The Humane Society of the
United States o7 b1 b3
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Fundraising Efficiency Ratio determines how much it costs an organization to raise funds.

2011 2012 2013
Grand Strand Humane Society 0.17 0.12 0.18
Charleston Animal Society 0.32 0.37 0.1
Greenville Humane Society 1.23 0.57 0.64
2012 2013 2014
Grand Stand Humane Society 0.3 0.36 0.41
The Humane Society of the 13 1 13

United States
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2015

Program Efficiency Ratio determines the percentage of funds that are invested directly in programming
vs. funds that are spent for fundraising or administrative functions.

2011 2012 2013
Grand Strand Humane Society 0.84 0.91 0.89
Charleston Animal Society 0.8 0.88 0.85
Greenville Humane Society 0.98 0.94 0.96
2012 2013 2014
Grand Stand Humane Society 0.64 0.6 0.56
Humane Society of the 08 0.82 0.8

United States
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Business Administration
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Working Capital shows the exact liquidity (in dollar amounts) the company has to take care of its
current obligations.

2011 2012 2013

Grand Strand Humane Society (53,652) (59,806) 531,057
Charleston Animal Society (5946,920)  $1,441939  $1,279,737
Greenville Humane Society $184,768 $301,857 $465,074

2012 2013 2014
Grand Stand Humane Society $57,744 (58,434) $31,057
The Humane Societyofthe ¢103 50 500 $205,940,548  $204,521,177
United States S S Y
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Business Administration
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CLINIC RATIOS

Program expense ratio measures the percent of total functional expenses spent on the clinic. It is derived
by dividing the clinic’s expenses of $ 396,180 by total functional expenses of $1,182,275 which equals
33.51% (from Charity Navigator calculations).

Revenue Growth is calculated as the difference between the current year income of $239,913 and the
previous year income of $169,455 divided by the previous year income, which is equal to 41.58%

Gross profit is computed by subtracting the current year income of $239,913 by the current year expenses
of:

5020-04 - Emp. Payroll — Hospital $ 36,634.00
5030-04 - Employer's Payroll Taxes - Hosp $10,519.17

5090-01 - Veterinarian Expenses $ 65,485.00

6061-04 - Worker's Comp Ins - Clinic $ 4,013.90
5135-01 - Medications - MB $59,039.59
5136-01 - Surgical Supplies $62,892.41
6205-00 - Hospital Expenses $ 912.35

Total $ 239,496.42

This equals a Gross Profit of $ 416.58

Gross profit percentage equals the gross profit of $416.58 divided by the gross income of $239,913,
which equals 0.17%

Primary Revenue growth is computed by using the formula of [(Yn/Y0)*(1/n)]-1

Where Yn is equal to the amount of income generated in the last year of the series ($239,913), YO is equal
to the amount of income generated in the first year ($110,646) and n represents the length of the interval,
which is three years. The clinic is increasing its revenue by 29.43%
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Program expense growth uses the same formula except Yn is equal to the amount of expenses incurred in
2015, YO0 is equal to the amount of expenses incurred in 2012 and n is still 3 because the interval is the
same.

The 2015 expenses are the same as in the calculation of gross profit ($239,496.42)

The 2012 expenses include:

5020-04 - Emp. Payroll - Hospital $22,480.54

5030-04 - Employer's Payroll Taxes - Hosp $ 8,537.41

5090-01 - Veterinarian Expenses $76,320.00

6061-04 - Worker's Comp Ins - Clinic $ 3,361.33

5135-01 - Medications - MB $52,142.05
5136-01 - Surgical Supplies $37,010.59

6205-00 - Hospital Expenses $ 2,142.79

Total $201,994.71

The clinic’s expenses are growing at 5.84%
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Appendix D: Charity Navigator

Conversion Tables used in the assigning of financial scores and financial Health scores?

Performance Metric 1: Program Expenses

Converted Score = Raw Score x 10 and charities with program expenses less than 33.3% automatically

receive a 0-star rating because of gross inefficiency.

Performance Metric 2: Administrative Expenses

Converted Score: 10 7.5 5 25 0
General: 0% - 15% 15% - 20% 20% - 25% 25% -30% > 30%

Food Banks, Food ., 04 _ EO o - 100 o - 150 0
Pantries & Food Distribution Yoo 8id 3% - 5% = e = BSE | =

Fundraising Organizations 0% -7.5% 7.5% -12.5% 12.5% -20% 20% -25% > 25%
Community Foundations 0% - 10% 10% - 15% 15% -20% 20% - 25% > 25%
Museums 0% -17.5% 17.5%-25% 25%-30% 30% -45% > 45%

Performance Metric 3: Fundraising Expenses

Converted Score: 10 7.5 5 2.5 0
General: 0% - 10% 10% - 15% 15% - 20% 20% -25% >25%

Public Broadcasting o o000 2006 -2506  2506-30%  30%-35% > 35%
and Media

! http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.view&cpid=48#.ViXYOCvCbJo
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Performance Metric 4: Fundraising Efficiency
Converted Score: 10 7.5 5 2.5 0
General: $0.00 - $0.10 $0.10 - $0.20 $0.20 - $0.35 $0.35-$1.00 > $1.00
S &FF%%ddBDaiZfrsibEggg $0.00 - $0.03 $0.03 - $0.10 $0.10-$0.15 $0.15-$0.20 > $0.20
Community Foundations $0.00 - $0.03 $0.03 - $0.10 $0.10 - $0.15 $0.15 - $0.20 > $0.20
Public Broacca™ifo. 0.00-$0.20 $0.20- $0.30 $0.30 - $0.45 $0.45 - $1.00 > $1.00
Performance Metric 5: Primary Revenue Growth
Converted Score: 10 Intermediate Score 0
Advocacy and Education  >6% Raw Percentage +4% <-4%
Animal Rights, Welfare, and Services >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Botanical Gardens, Parks, and Nature Centers  >9% Raw Percentage +1% <-1%
Children's and Family Services >7% Raw Percentage +3% <-3%
Community Foundations >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Development and Relief Services >9% Raw Percentage +1% <-1%
Diseases, Disorders, and Disciplines  >8% Raw Percentage +2% <-2%
Environmental Protection and Conservation  >8% Raw Percentage +2% <-2%
Food Banks, Food Pantries, and Food Distribution >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Foreign Charity Support Organizations >8% Raw Percentage +2% <-2%
Fundraising >6% Raw Percentage +4% <-4%
Homeless Services >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Housing and Neighborhood Development >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Humanitarian Relief Supplies  >5% Raw Percentage +5% <-5%
International Peace, Security, and Affairs >10% Raw Percentage <0%
Libraries, Historical Societies and Landmark Preservation — >8% Raw Percentage +2% <-2%
Medical Research  >6% Raw Percentage +4% <-4%
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Multipurpose Human Service Organizations
Museums

Non-Medical Science & Technology Research
Other Education Programs and Services

Patient and Family Support

Performing Arts

Private Elementary and Secondary Schools
Private Liberal Arts Colleges

Public Broadcasting and Media

Religious Activities

Religious Media and Broadcasting

Social and Public Policy Research

Social Services

Treatment and Prevention Services

Universities, Graduate Schools, and Technological Institutes
Wildlife Conservation

Youth Development, Shelter, and Crisis Services

Zoos and Aquariums

Performance Metric 6: Program Expenses Growth

Converted Score:

Advocacy and Education

Animal Rights, Welfare, and Services
Botanical Gardens, Parks, and Nature Centers
Children's and Family Services

Community Foundations

Development and Relief Services

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

>8%
>10%
>5%
>10%
>10%
>9%
>10%
>7%
>7%
>8%
>5%
>8%
>8%
>9%
>6%
>8%
>8%
>10%

10
>8%
>10%
>8%
>6%
>8%
>9%

Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +3%
Raw Percentage +3%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +4%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +2%

Raw Percentage

Intermediate Score
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +4%
Raw Percentage +2%

Raw Percentage +1%

<-2%
<0%
<-5%
<0%
<0%
<-1%
<0%
<-3%
<-3%
<-2%
<-5%
<-2%
<-2%
<-1%
<-4%
<-2%
<-2%
<0%

<-2%
<0%
<-2%
<-4%
<-2%
<-1%
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Diseases, Disorders, and Disciplines
Environmental Protection and Conservation

Food Banks, Food Pantries, and Food Distribution
Foreign Charity Support Organizations
Fundraising

Homeless Services

Housing and Neighborhood Development
Humanitarian Relief Supplies

International Peace, Security, and Affairs
Libraries, Historical Societies and Landmark Preservation
Medical Research

Multipurpose Human Service Organizations
Museums

Non-Medical Science & Technology Research
Other Education Programs and Services

Patient and Family Support

Performing Arts

Private Elementary and Secondary Schools
Private Liberal Arts Colleges

Public Broadcasting and Media

Religious Activities

Religious Media and Broadcasting

Social and Public Policy Research

Social Services

Treatment and Prevention Services

Universities, Graduate Schools, and Technological Institutes
Wildlife Conservation

Youth Development, Shelter, and Crisis Services

Zoos and Aquariums

E. Craig Wall, Sr. College of

Business Administration

Coastal Carolina University

>7%
>7%
>10%
>7%
>5%
>9%
>9%
>3%
>8%
>9%
>8%
>8%
>9%
>5%
>10%
>8%
>8%
>5%
>6%
>6%
>8%
>5%
>8%
>8%
>9%
>6%
>10%
>7%
>7%

Raw Percentage +3%
Raw Percentage +3%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +3%
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +7%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage +4%
Raw Percentage +4%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +5%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +2%
Raw Percentage +1%
Raw Percentage +4%
Raw Percentage
Raw Percentage +3%

Raw Percentage +3%

<-3%
<-3%
<0%
<-3%
<-5%
<-1%
<-1%
<-7%
<-2%
<-1%
<-2%
<-2%
<-1%
<-5%
<0%
<-2%
<-2%
<-5%
<-4%
<-4%
<-2%
<-5%
<-2%
<-2%
<-1%
<-4%
<0%
<-3%
<-3%
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Performance Metric 7: Working Capital Ratio

Converted Score: 10 7.5 5 2.5 0
General: >1.0 05-1.0 0.25-0.5 0.0-0.25 <0.0
Food Banks,

Food Pantriesand > 0.25 0.0833 - 0.25 0.042 - 0.0833 0-0.042 <0.0
Food Distribution

Development & Relief Services > 1.0 05-1.0 0.0833- 0.5 0-0.0833 <0.0
Humanitarian Relief Supplies >0.10 0.06 - 0.10 0.02 - 0.06 0.0 -0.02 <0.0
Religious Activities > 1.0 05-1.0 0.0833- 0.5 0-0.0833 <0.0
Religious Media & 05-1.0 0.0833- 0.5 0-0.0833 <00

Broadcasting

Botanical Gardens,
o, 2 NS CETE >3.0 1.0-3.0 05-1.0 0-05 <0.0
PIvER HIEDEL A0S oy 1.0-3.0 0.5-1.0 0-05 <00

Colleges
PIvER HEmeTEy &t oy 1.0-3.0 0.5-1.0 0-05 <00

Secondary Schools
Museums > 3.0 1.0-3.0 05-1.0 0-05 <0.0

Libraries, Historical Societies
& Landmark Preservation >4.0 1.0-4.0 05-1.0 0-05 <0.0
SOy o o 20-50 1.0-2.0 0-10 <00

Foundations

Financial Health Scores
Financial Health Rating: s # * % * 0 Stars Donor Advisory
Financial Health Score: >90 80-90 70 -80 55-70 <55 N/A
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Accountability and Transparency Ratings Tables 2

Each charity starts with a base score of 100 points for Accountability and Transparency. The
following deductions will be made from this score for charities that do not meet the individual

performance metrics:
Data culled from Form 990

Performance Metric

Deductions from Score

Less than 5 independent voting members of the board; or
independent members do not constitute a voting majority.

Material diversion of assets within the last two years, without a
satisfactory explanation

Material diversion of Assets within the last two years, with a
satisfactory explanation

Audited financial statements are not prepared or reviewed by an
independent accountant

Audited financial statements are prepared or reviewed by an
independent accountant, but that accountant is not selected and
overseen by an internal committee.

Loans to or from officers or other interested parties
Organization does not keep board meeting minutes
Forms 990 not distributed to the board before filing

No Conflict of Interest policy

No Whistleblower policy

No Records retention and destruction policy

Does not properly report CEO compensation on form 990

Does not have a process for reviewing and updating CEO
compensation

15 points

15 points

7 points

15 points

7 points

4 points
4 points
4 points
4 points
4 points
4 points
4 points
4 points

Fails to report board members and compensation fully on the form 4 points

990, or reports that board members are compensated for their
participation

2 http://www.charitynavigator.org/index.cfm?bay=content.view&cpid=1283#.ViXowivCbJo
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A Review of the Charity’s Website

Performance Metric Deductions from Score
Does not publish board members on website 4 points
Does not publish senior staff on website 3 points

Does not publish latest Audited Financial Statements on website 4 points

Does not publish latest form 990 on website 3 points
No donor privacy policy 4 points
Opt-out donor privacy policy 3 points

We take the charity’s Accountability and Transparency total score and issue a star rating for its
Accountability & Transparency based on this table:

Accountability & Transparency Rating: —#### #x# ww o & 0 Stars Donor Advisory
Accountability & Transparency Score: >90 >80 >70 >55 <55 N/A
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Appendix E: Legal Compliance and Responsibility

Differences between for profit and nonprofit organizations:

Owners:
Primary mission:

Secondary mission:

U.S. tax status:

Main financial
statements required
by U.S. generally
accepted accounting
principles (US GAAP):

Total assets minus total
liabilities is reported as:

Subparts are reported as:

Examples of revenues:

Nonprofit expenses are
reported by these
functions:

Sources of money other
than revenues
and the sale of assets:

Additional annual
reporting for some larger
organizations:

Nonprofits

None

Provide services needed by society
Ensure that revenues are greater than
expenses so that the services provided

can be maintained or expanded

Exempt from income taxes if approved by
IRS

Statement of Financial Position
Statement of Activities

Statement of Functional
Expenses (for some nonprofits)

Statement of Cash Flows

Notes to Financial Statements

Net assets

Unrestricted, temporarily restricted, and
permanently restricted net assets (all
based on the donors' stipulations)

Donor contributions,
membership dues, program
fees, fundraising events,
grants, and investment income

Program, management and
general, and fundraising

Borrow from lenders

Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
Form 990 (churches are exempt)

For-profit corporations

Stockholders
Earn profits for stockholders

Provide services or sell goods

Corporations (or their owners) are
subject to income taxes

Balance Sheet

Income Statement or Statement of
Operations

Statement of Cash Flows
Statement of Stockholders' Equity

Motes to Financial Statements

Stockholders’ equity
Paid-in capital, retained earnings,

minus treasury stock

Sales of merchandise, fees from
services, investment income,
gains on investments

Borrow from lenders
Issue shares of stock
Securities and Exchange

Commission (SEC) Form
10-K

http://lwww.accountingcoach.com/nonprofit-accounting/explanation
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ACCOUNTING STANDARDS
Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB)

Under FASB all nonprofit organizations have to report information about their financial

performance, liquidity and cash flow.

FASB Statements No. 124 and 135 are specifically related to nonprofit organizations.

FASB Statement No. 117 requires that all nonprofit entities provide:

 Statement of financial position
» Statement of activity
» Statement for functional expenses

» Statement of cashflow

% Full disclosure of the donor-imposed restrictions

on net assets should be made in the financial statements

% Special procedures have been established for handling of contributions - SFAS 116 regulates
Contributions Received and Contributions Made

BUSINESS REGULATIONS
Internal Revenue Service

Nonprofit organizations may apply to the Internal Revenue Service in order to be exempt from
federal income taxes. The IRS requires reporting on organization’s exempt, finance, governance,
compliance with federal tax filings and other activities. IRS also regulates charitable

contributions and unrelated business expense.
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FUNDRAISING AND SOLICITATION
Secretary of State

Charitable fundraising in South Carolina is administered by the Division of Public Charities of

the office of the South Carolina Secretary of State.

All charities that intend to solicit contributions or have someone solicit contributions for them
must register with the Division of Public Charities before solicitations are made and thereafter on
an annual basis. For annual financial reports, a charity can submit its IRS Form 990, 990-EZ or
990-PF to the Division of Public Charities in lieu of filing a report on the Division of Public
Charities’ annual report form. Failure to timely submit registration statements and reports can
result in administrative fines of up to $2,000 per violation.

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)

Under the OSHA Act, employers are responsible for providing a safe and healthful
workplace. Employers must comply with all applicable OSHA standards. Employers must also
comply with the General Duty Clause of the OSHA Act, which requires employers to keep their

workplace free of serious recognized hazards. Under OSHA organizations must comply with:

e Record-keeping

Reporting

e Inspection Rules

e Hazard Prevention and Infection Control
e Physical Safety

e Chemical Safety
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e Biological Safety

e Other Hazards

Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC)
All not for profit organizations have to maintain minimum standards regarding :
e Controlled Substances Registration
e Inventory
e Storage
e Administration

DHEC’s Bureau of Drug Control enforces the S.C. Controlled Substances Act, which closely
parallels the federal Controlled Substances Act of 1970. The S.C. Controlled Substances Act:
. Requires that every person or entity who engages in controlled substances activity in
South Carolina:
o Obtain an annual registration from DHEC
° Register with the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) prior to
engaging in such activity. (Section 44-53-290)
*  Empowers DHEC to decrease the diversion of controlled substances from legal sources to
illegal ones by maintaining a closed system of distribution
 Authorizes DHEC to use South Carolina licensed pharmacists who are also
commissioned as state law enforcement officers (Section 44-53-480). These pharmacists

have received certification training at the S.C. Criminal Justice Academy.
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ACCOUNTING STANDARDS FASB LINKS

http://www.muridae.com/nporegulation/accounting.html

http://www.resources.blackbaud.com/nonprofit-financial-management/differences-
between-nonprofit-and-for-profit-accounting.html

https://www.blackbaud.com/files/resources/downloads/WhitePaper FinancialManagement
ForNPO.pdf

http://www.fasb.org/cs/BlobServer?blobcol=urldata&blobtable=MungoBlobs&blobkey=id
&blobwhere=1175820923228&blobheader=application/pdf

BUSINESS REGUALTIONS LINKS

https://www.irs.gov/Charities-&-Non-Profits

https://www.irs.gov/Charities-&-Non-Profits/Annual-Reporting-&-Filing-1

https://www.irs.gov/Charities-&-Non-Profits/Unrelated-Business-lncome-Defined

http://www.accountingweb.com/aa/law-and-enforcement/ubit-when-a-nonprofit-is-
profitable

FUNDRAISING AND SOLICITATION LINKS

http://www.scsos.com/Public Charities

http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p4221pc.pdf

https://www.councilofnonprofits.org/tools-resources/ethical-fundraising
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http://www.afpnet.org/Ethics/EmerginglssuesDetail.cfm?itemnumber=4227

https://www.aicpa.org/interestareas/notforprofit/resources/taxcompliance/pages/specialeve
ntstaxcomplianceissues.aspx

OSHA COMPLIANCE LINKS

https://www.osha.gov/dcsp/compliance assistance/quickstarts/

http://oacu.od.nih.gov/disaster/ShelterGuide.pdf

http://animallaw.foxrothschild.com/2015/06/08/osha-regulations-and-animal-facilities/

DHEC AND DEA COMPLIANCE LINKS

https://www.scdhec.qgov/rabies/LawsRegulations/

http://www.americanhumane.org/assets/pdfs/animals/operational-quides/op-quide-
recordkeeping.pdf

http://www.deadiversion.usdoj.gov/21cfr/21usc/812.htm
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