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I. Call to Order / Roll Call
 
II. Approval of standing committee minutes from June 22 and July 20, 2015.

III. Committee Agenda

  

Item No. 1 ­ REQUEST:  HONORARY STREET NAME
 

Synopsis:
A communication from members of the Evangelistic Center Church, 1800 Washington 
Blvd., requesting an honorary street name designation at 6th Street and Quindaro Blvd. in 
honor of Rev. Willie C. Vaughn, Jr., submitted by Lideana Laboy, Public Works/Traffic.  
(Sign to read:  Rev. W.C. Vaughn, Jr. Ave.)
 

Tracking #: 1582
 



  

Item No. 2 ­ RESOLUTION:  PUMP STATION 30 FORCE MAIN REPLACEMENT (CMIP 6115)
 

Synopsis:
A resolution declaring the necessity and authorizing a survey of land to be acquired for 
Pump Station 30 Force Replacement Project (CMIP 6115), located in the 3300 block of N. 
85th Place, east to N. 84th Place, and south to Leavenworth Road, submitted by Lori 
Mundhenke, Engineering.
 

Tracking #: 1580
 

  

Item No. 3 ­ PRESENTATION:  TOW LOT ANALYSIS
 

Synopsis:
Presentation by the Kansas City, KS Police Department regarding their research, analysis 
and recommendation as it relates to tow lots, submitted by Gordon Criswell, Assistant 
County Administrator.
 

For information only.
Tracking #: 1581
 

  

Item No. 4 ­ PRESENTATION:  2015 FIREWORKS REPORT
 

Synopsis:
Presentation by Fire Marshall John Zimbelman on the 2015 Fireworks Report.

 

For information only.
Tracking #: 1588
 

IV. Adjourn



 PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Monday, June 22, 2015

The meeting of the Public Works and Safety Standing Committee was held on Monday, June 22, 

2015, at 5:00 p.m., in the 5th Floor Conference Room of the Municipal Office Building.  The 

following members were present:  Commissioner Bynum, Chairman; Commissioners Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson; and BPU Board Member Jeff Bryant.  The following officials were also 

in attendance:  Joe Connor, Assistant County Administrator; Gordon Criswell, Assistant County 

Administrator; Melissa Mundt, Assistant County Administrator; and Jody Boeding, Chief Legal 

Counsel.    

Chairman Bynum called the meeting to order.  Roll call was taken and all members were 

present as shown above.  

Chairman Bynum said there are no minutes to approve this month.

Committee Agenda:

Item No. 1 – 150161…RESOLUTION: 2600 N. 131ST ST. SHORT SPAN BRIDGE 

REPLACEMENT

Synopsis:  A resolution declaring the necessity and authorizing a survey of land to be acquired 

for the 2600 N. 131st St. Short Span Bridge Replacement Project (CMIP 5303), submitted by 

John Menkhus, Engineering.

Bill Heatherman, County Engineer, stated as most of you know or some of you know, we did 

have a culvert washout about three weeks ago.  This particular item is just a normal part of doing 

any project but the fact that we’re carrying this project forward is on an emergency basis in order 

to get that culvert replaced.  We would need this in order to acquire the easements on both sides 

in order to put the new culvert in place.

Commissioner Philbrook asked how much is this project going to cost.  Any idea? Mr. 

Heatherman said I believe it’s around $400,000.  Commissioner Philbrook said thank you.
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Chairman Bynum said I have a couple of questions.  The timeframe in terms of when it can be 

done.  Do you have an estimate on when it will commence and when it can be finished?  Mr. 

Heatherman said we’re moving the design forward on an expedited basis.  They’ve already been 

out and surveyed.  The designer’s on board beginning plans and we’re going to move this 

through as quickly as we can.  I would hope that we can have this under construction by early 

fall.  I’m not prepared yet to make a commitment yet because we’re just responding to this.  I will 

say in favor of doing studies is that we had done a study of a number of our older storm culverts 

about four years ago.  So when they called this one in, I was able to go to Tab 4 in my report and 

we had a pretty good idea of what we needed to do already lined up.

Commissioner Kane said I think, in fact I know your address is wrong.  You’ve got 2600, which 

is Neal Palmer’s place, and this is the place right next to it.   I believe the address is 2740.   Mr. 

Heatherman said we just use kind of a nearby address for this purpose.  We’ll double check that.   

Commissioner Kane said and then to the north of that bridge is another smaller bridge that 

doesn’t look like it’s in that hot of shape either.  This creek feeds a very large pond.  I would 

hope what we would do would do the least amount of disruption to the woods and to the property 

and still fix the issue.  Mr. Heatherman said okay.  

Action: Commissioner Markley made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Philbrook, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Philbrook, Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

Item No. 2 – 150157…DISCUSSION:STORMWATER IMPROVEMENT POLICY

Synopsis:  Discussion regarding the process to evaluate and approve stormwater projects, 

submitted by Bill Heatherman, County Engineer. An example of such is the area of S. 52nd & 

Douglas.  For information only.

Bill Heatherman, County Engineer, said as mentioned, this is a discussion item and it has both 

a general part as well as a particular example that we think illustrates the need for us moving 

forward on some new thinking, if you will, in terms of how we handle stormwater projects.  We 

have not done a lot of what I would call, the discretionary enhancement major projects in recent 
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years.  Those are projects where you’re doing more than a spot repair here and there or where 

you’re doing more than strictly replacing an existing system, but where you’re dealing with a 

neighborhood adequacy of storm drainage type issue.  These are very important types of projects. 

We passed the stormwater utility funding mechanism, what has it been, Mike, about seven years 

ago in order to be able to handle projects.  We have a crop of projects that are currently in the 

process that are moving forward.   We also have to have the ability to respond to new concerns 

and issues.  

In the long distance past when folks would ask about a major stormwater enhancement 

like this, they would often be quoted that they would need to consider forming a benefit district.  

I believe that many of you that have been on the council a long time have probably heard about 

benefit districts.  We do benefit districts for sidewalk and curb repair more frequently and as you 

recall, we even had a discussion of the priority of different neighborhoods for the curb and 

sidewalk type benefit.  Those are a lot more straightforward, frankly, for people to get their arms 

around in terms of the discretionary choice.  You can do benefit districts for a whole variety of 

projects and stormwater enhancements is definitely one of the eligible types.  Those are much 

more difficult to get formed.  

We were looking back in the old notes trying to remember how long ago it has been since 

the last benefit district for storm drainage improvements had been formed.  I think we got back to 

the mid ‘90s; a project on Hageman.  I don’t even have the files.  We haven’t dug through dead 

storage to get the rest of the details out.  

Staff would like to propose that the commission give some consideration and give us 

some guidance on: how you would like us to be thinking about these neighborhood drainage 

projects, what kind of criteria or prioritization you might want to have for us, and just as we 

mentioned during the budget discussion, we believe that an effective way of bringing these 

projects forward is to: work with the Public Works and Safety Standing Committee in the fall, 

kind of keep before you a list of known neighborhoods and the information that we have about 

the severity of the need, the readiness of the neighborhood to accept the project, the level of 

cooperation and enthusiasm, if you will, and how long.  How long has this problem been on our 

list and how long has the neighborhood been waiting.  Those are three very common criteria that 

we would expect to have molded into some type of policy.  

If the commission believes that benefit districts and that mechanism of getting property 

owners to pay towards the cost, some percentage of the cost, if you all would direct us to 
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continue to maintain that policy then we would probably want to prepare some guidelines about 

the percentage of costs and whatnot.  If, however, you do not believe that we really need that kind 

of a policy, if there’s other ways to kind of get the sharing that we need, it might actually be 

simpler in some ways to move projects forward.    We brought it tonight as a discussion item. 

I will tell you there is a particular project that has been on our radar screen for at least the 

entire five years I’ve been here.  It is the kind of project that staff believes is of the right size and 

the right need that we would actually propose to slot it forward.  It’s already been proposed in the 

budget so no real action tonight would be needed unless, in this discussion, we find out that you 

have other priorities in the budgeting process.  You’re discussion on this and you’re guidance to 

us may be very relevant in terms of us making sure that this project itself, 52nd & Douglas, is all 

positioned so it can go forward or be adjusted if need be.  I would open up for questions.

Commissioner Markley said those who know me well from drainage issues, and I sometimes 

feel bad about how many I bring to him, those of you who were here through the survey process 

know my district was a little bit of an anomaly in the that top five items that my district put 

forward as the top five issues, District 6 listed drainage, stormwater drainage issues as one of 

those top five.  They were the only one in the county to have that among their top five.  We just 

have a lot of those issues within my area.  

My take on this, and Bill has heard it many times, is if we want, as we say in our strategic 

plan, our neighborhoods to be places where people want to live for life, we cannot continue to let 

these drainage issues ruin our houses and our housing values.  Across our county we have areas 

that have had drainage problems for 20 years.  Every time it rains someone’s basement is being 

filled with water.  

We’ve had this benefit district concept but the reality of drainage issues is the whole 

neighborhood doesn’t want to pay for something that affects only the neighbors at the bottom of 

the hill.  That’s just the reality.  That’s human nature.  So when you go to your neighborhood, 

this larger neighborhood where the people would say the six people at the bottom of the hill,  

their houses are flooding every other day; we should help them.  Those people up the hill, they’re 

not willing to pay for that.  The six people at the bottom of the hill, can’t afford to split a $3M bill 

to fix their drainage problem.  That’s not realistic.  

I think the question for us as a commission is are we going to continue to let those 

neighborhoods decay, many of which are in the older areas of our city or are we going to step up 
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and say we want to have neighborhoods where people want to live.  We need to start dealing with 

these drainage issues one at a time over time until we start to resolve some of these problems that 

are impacting our communities every day.  

Commissioner Philbrook said you were mentioning the possibility of a simpler method.  Did 

you have a method to your madness on that?  Mr. Heatherman said we have an outline of some 

ideas that we would be willing to share overtime but we wanted not to preclude too much about 

the kind of guidance you would give.  From what I’ve observed in other cities including some 

that I have experience with, you do need to have a criteria that insists upon neighborhood 

cooperation.  You cannot be successful in these kinds of projects against a headwind of non-

interest.  You can succeed if the neighborhood is mad and upset about their history as long as the 

neighborhood is onboard with the idea of the future that’s being laid out for a project.  That needs 

to be a criteria.  Commissioner Philbrook said so you’re meaning, for instance, what she’s 

relating to that the top of the hill is not interested but they’re part of the neighborhood.  Mr. 

Heatherman said no. What I’m saying is if you’ve had a project that’s been on the list 20 years 

and nobody is that currently very interested, you need to make sure that you’re going through a 

process of reinitiating the general interest before you would carry a project forward.  I don’t 

think—that’s usually not an issue.  There are usually always in front of you a select number of 

projects that have the kind of momentum that you could feel comfortable carrying a project 

forward.  

Commissioner Markley said I think it’s more about are people okay with having their yard dug 

up.  Because if some of the neighbors say I’d rather just have the drainage problem and you put 

towels in my basement than have my whole front yard dug up.  There has to be that level of 

investment where they’re willing to say yeah, just ruin my street and yard as long as it fixes the 

problem.  Commissioner Philbrook said no, I understand all of that.  That’s not the question.  

My question is how many people in the neighborhood need to be vested in this or invested in it.  

What strategies are there possibly? It sounds like another conversation with a group doesn’t it?   

Mike Tobin, Interim Public Works Director, said if I could throw another two cents in here 

please, Commissioner.  Going back, you have to remember it took us quite a number of years to 

pass the stormwater utility.  It was before the commission several times before it was finally 
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approved.  By the time it was finally approved, there were several million dollars worth of 

stormwater projects that were sitting there that our citizens wanted fixed, repaired, completed that 

were just sitting on the books.  

Part of where this discussion needs to go, and one of the reasons we’re bringing it up now 

is there’s not a lot of this in the budget.  We’re moving forward with a budget for you to approve 

and then we’re going to move past that into strategic planning.  We would like this to be one of 

the topics for everyone to consider during that period because as Commissioner Markley so aptly 

stated a few minutes ago, these are all over our county.  There’s not a district—I don’t care from 

where the newer construction is to the oldest part of the city that doesn’t have drainage problems.  

I don’t think that the benefit district process is the way to go.  I think the way to go is for us to 

agree between staff and commission and say this is our stormwater policy and this is the way 

we’re going to do the projects.  It’s not going to be very rapid but we are going to move through 

on them.  

Chairman Bynum said I agree with Commissioner Markley entirely.  Yes, these areas are all 

over our community.  I was at a neighborhood picnic just a week ago where this was the item that 

a gentleman came to talk to me about and have had it brought up to me for years way back when 

I was at Leavenworth Road Association and again recently in just the last week by yet another 

person.  I think it is a good idea to look at the policy.  I think I’m hearing staff say Commission 

guidance but yet at the same time you have ideas that you’d like to bring forward to us on what a 

policy could look like.  Without a benefit district, am I correct then that we’d have to find a way 

to pay for that side of the cost burden? 

 Mr. Heatherman said the benefit districts in general do take out a bond for the entire 

amount of the project but then depending on what percentage of the project cost is being 

reimbursed through the improvement district, that lessons the amount of general funds or 

stormwater utility fund payments that would be applied.  Yes, if we were doing currently two 

benefit districts a year and we were recovering 50% of the costs and we were making this process 

change at the same pace, we would double the cost.  The reality is, we aren’t doing any and 

probably would not do any or very infrequently with this policy in place.  With this policy out of 

place then we would have to be ready to steadily budget the funds out of the stormwater utility.  

Fortunately with the utility, you have a fund source that can handle that.  
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We will probably see much more need come out without that suppression affect that the 

benefit district message caused and then that’s where it’s going to get tricky.  It’s not so 

much—you’ll be able to find sufficient projects to spend whatever dollars we program for this, 

and so it’s going to be a question of how do you prioritize and that’s really going to be the 

difference.

Commissioner Johnson said in cases such as the one that was provided to us, there was some 

new development that had taken place.  The question that I had just kind of jotted down was, in 

the case where there is new development that is going on, is there any way that we can pass along 

some of those costs back to the developer or do you have to budget that in advance?  When you 

have the situation where there is more of a problem that is being created as a result of the 

development, is there an opportunity to have an exchange between the county and the developer 

in terms of sharing the cost?  Mr. Heatherman said the way the system works is the new 

developments do provide for their own infrastructure.  They also go through a development 

review process that takes into account what impact that development may have on the adjacent 

subdivision and what mitigation is put in and whether that’s a detention pond or whether it’s 

some other mitigation.   For the most part, that works itself out.  

Now this particular neighborhood has been a source of frustration.  We’re not in the 

position as staff to say that actually the development itself was the cause or not the cause, but 

anytime you have infill and redevelopment going on where you’ve had previously undeveloped 

tracts next to developed tracts and especially if they’re older, you may or may not have the kind 

of system in place that you would like to have if everything was newer and of the same era.  

Those are very difficult conversations to have because sometimes there is no clear cut single 

authority that can just say yes, this caused that problem or no it didn’t and then people become 

kind of concerned about what measures do I need to take to get this resolved.  This has been a 

point of contention between the neighborhood and the developer; concern about whether the 

review was adequate or not and we’re not in a position tonight to kind of rule on that.  

I will say that in general, our development processes are quite good and so we should not 

be having situations where this type of concern is frequently the case.  If you have a program that 

allows you to deal with older neighborhoods effectively, that’s even one more tool in the tool box 

as we promote redevelopment/infill development.  
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Commissioner Johnson said the second question I have is, in the model that you provided for us 

in terms of the overall total project cost, you have a 20% contingency in there.  Is that the 

standard and if, in fact, just kind of ducktailing off my first comment, if it is, in fact, the standard, 

does that take into consideration future issues or just project centered issues?  Mr. Heatherman 

said storm drainage projects are notoriously difficult to estimate until you get into them.  In fact, 

this original engineering estimate—our budget proposal was higher than this because we’ve 

already anticipated that these contingencies may be a little bit too light.  Storm drainage, there is 

just a lot of unkowns until you get into the design.  

My first mentor in stormwater engineering said do your best; most particular estimate that 

you can, then double it and hope you can get done for that.  We will get better at these estimates 

as we go.  I will say that drainage projects are among the most difficult to estimate in advance.

Melissa Mundt, Assistant County Administrator, asked, Bill, do you have a metric that you’d 

like to propose for the commission to look at or are you more concerned that you hear from them 

what other ideas they may have that wouldn’t be something that you already have looked into.  

Mr. Heatherman said we can work on a little finer points to a policy that we can bring you in 

the fall but any such policy, I think, would anchor on three main pieces.  One is, there really does 

need to be a criteria of the threshold of drainage problem that is existing in order to justify the 

public purse.  There are a lot of problems that are yard related or backyard erosion that 

really—unless they threaten structures or public safety, they probably shouldn’t be going forward 

so that’s one criteria, just the level of technical need.  The second does need to be neighborhood 

readiness.  That may not preclude a project but it may require that a project have a few more 

years to really get everyone onboard.  Then the last really is time on list.  At some point, part of 

the purpose of a drainage project is not just to deal with the technical problem, but provide the 

reassurance to the neighborhood that the neighborhood itself is valued.  If it takes you 30 years to 

get your project done, a lot of those other secondary affects have already taken place.

Chairman Bynum said I appreciate these three points you’re making.  I think neighborhood 

readiness will be an issue where we will want to spend some time identifying what that looks 

like.  If as we move forward with further detail on what a plan like this would look like, if you 

could bring us if you haven’t already, what do you think the top ten priority stormwater projects 
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are, that sort of thing so that we can begin thinking about those neighborhoods and how to engage 

those neighborhoods in helping us make this a policy that everybody can live with.

Gordon Criswell, Assistant County Administrator, asked did you want staff to prepare the top 

ten list before strategic planning this fall or have it about the same time.  Chairman Bynum said 

I think if it’s not too difficult for you to ascertain.  You probably know what they are.  I’d be 

interested in what you think the top ten are so maybe before, maybe even between budget and 

strategic planning.  That gives you some time.  Mr. Heatherman said we can work with that.  

Mr. Heatherman said just for clarity, the particular example project that we listed for you here, 

S. 52nd & Douglas, it has been proposed in the budget and we have not identified it as a benefit 

district requirement.  So the default is if the budget is adopted as currently proposed, then that 

project would be authorized for next year.  That’s how we had structured that.  If the commission 

wanted, if the committee wanted to make a more positive statement about guidance on that 

project you can, but even without further action, it is, it’s in the queue to be allocated as a project.

Commissioner Markley said I’d just like to volunteer a positive statement that I would love to 

see that project done.  I also want to say that I appreciate Bill Heatherman’s patience in the four 

and some change years that I’ve been here.  He’s heard from me more times than he cares to, I’m 

sure, about drainage issues and he is always patient and helpful so I appreciate it.  

Chairman Bynum said we appreciate this presentation and it was for information only.  We do 

appreciate your time and we look forward to moving forward on this.

  

Action: Information only.

  

Item No. 3 – 150162…PRESENTATION/ORDINANCE: PARADES AND MARATHONS

Synopsis:  Communication from Gordon Criswell, Assistant County Administrator, regarding

parades and marathons.

 Presentation by the Police Department on several proposed race routes and staffing 
 Proposed ordinance changes governing parades and marathons
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Gordon Criswell, Assistant County Administrator, said thank you, Commissioner.  You will 

recall I believe late last fall we made a presentation with the Police Department concerning a 

study that we did related to runs and marathons in our community.  The highlight of that study 

was we’re the only community in the metropolitan area that does not charge anything to recoup 

what it costs us to staff and safely ensure that folks coming into our community for runs and 

marathons are able to do that.  You all directed us to come back with some recommendations 

related to primarily location and costs.  I think, if I remember correctly, the provision was we 

want to support organizations that come into our community because it’s a form of economic 

development.  We want to support our local non-profit organizations in their activities.  

We have before you tonight first some changes in the basic ordinance that Jenny will talk 

about.  We’ve tweaked the language in the ordinance just a little bit and then we’ll move into 

Deputy Chief Steele and Executive Assistant Rodney Smith’s presentation on some 

recommendations of potential routes that we could present to folks who want to do runs in our 

community and what that would cost us.  We’ll start with the ordinance changes first.

Jenny Myers, Assistant Counsel, said this is under Section 32 of the Code of Ordinances.  The 

first main change is just entire section is entitled marathons.  Since this actually does include all 

types of runs, walks, bikes, any type of event, we discussed changing it from marathons to just 

runs.  Then there is a definition of run already in the ordinance which includes any race 

marathon, bikeathon, walk-a-thon, or jogging group.  Everything would be included under there.

Section 32-292, I removed the properly licensed security guards.  We’ll just stick with 

law enforcement officers from the KCKPD.  It previously said that a price could be determined at 

an hourly rate by the operators or sponsors of the marathon.  Since we are—the Chief of Police is 

determining or making the suggestion as to what that price should be.  I removed that language.  

Under Section 32-323, we asked that they submit their application to the Chief of Police 

30 days prior to the event.  So it just changed from 15 days to 30 days. 

Section 32-323,  Applications.  That’s where I added in that the applicant will fill out a 

statement that the applicant agrees to reimburse the city for all expenses required to hire or to 

bring in an off-duty police officer or Public Works personnel to properly control the activity.  

That’s where the applicant will be informed that a fee would be charged.  I believe that’s the 

majority of the ordinance changes.
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Chairman Bynum said just for clarification, the application is kind of a permit.  Ms. Myers said 

yes.  Chairman Bynum said the only fee associated would be the reimbursement cost of law 

enforcement or is there a permit fee.   Ms. Myers said no.  I believe the only fee associated 

would be—the law enforcement or if we added Public Works for barcades or anything like that 

that is needed.   Chairman Bynum said so reimbursement of costs.  Ms. Myers said yes.

Commissioner Philbrook said so they basically come to you and ask for you to assist them in 

their run or whatever.  You guys figure out what it’s going to cost them and tell them up front so 

you’ll be responsible for this.   Deputy Chief Steele said, Commissioner, it would be factored in 

as far as manpower and that type of thing; it’s man hours, that type of thing.  Commissioner 

Philbrook said right.  I understand.  I just wanted to make sure that they know up front what 

they’re in for.  That’s all.  

Chairman Bynum said just another quick question.  This may have been addressed or will be.  

The non-profits that hold annual parades and what not, will they be subject to this?  Ms. Myers 

said I think that we actually determined that the parades will not be affected in this.  Right now 

we’re only going with what used to be called marathons.  That’s what we’re amending and 

focusing on.  We are not altering the parades at this time.  Deputy Chief Steele said yes 

Commissioner, it’s about marathons and runs and that type of thing.  We’re not going to deal 

with the parade stuff.   
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Deputy Chief Steele said myself and Major Smith are here to present tonight.  First  I just want 

to kind of say that it’s kind of neat to be a part of a topic like this because back in the mid ‘90s 

we wouldn’t be talking about this type of thing.  I think it’s great and a compliment to the 

community at-large that we are able to address marathons and the fact that the marathon problem, 

if you want to call it that, has actually increased over the years due to the popularity of our 

community.  I think it’s one of those types of things that it’s great to sit around and talk about this 

and come up with some solutions as far as how we’re going to handle this.
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Staff looked into this issue and studied it.  A little background here real quick on the year to date 

as far as the types of permits that we’ve been issued since 2015.  You see right there 16 marathon 

permits:  13 KCK groups, 3 organizations from outside Wyandotte County; 9 marathon permits 

denied:  8 organizations from outside Wyandotte County and 1 KCK group denied a request 

event at the Legends.

It’s important to mention this in that obviously the marathon permits have picked up.  My 

experience having been West Patrol Commander, at one time my commander back in the mid-

2000s starting out with the T-Bones when we brought them on board that type of thing, the 

marathons have really increased as far as the popularity event, the venue.
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The marathon permit process.  Desired outcomes obviously are listed here:  Develop safe routes 

that keep traffic and business disruptions to a minimum.  Determine the amount of Police 

Department resources needed to safely support the events.  Maintain sufficient Police Department 

resources in the areas that are affected.  Enrich the community in relationships by finding ways, 

like I said, to assist local organizations that wanted the opportunity to have a fundraiser with a 

run in our community and maintain that balance with the need and the desire with what we—as a 

Police Department law enforcement agency in the UG as far as balancing those resources with 

the rest of the community and the other community members and their desires.  
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Marathon.  As instructed, the department came up with four different scenarios to present to you 

all tonight.  Obviously it’s one of those types of things in which we can tweak this to your need.  

If you have additional questions or follow-up, obviously we’ll get back with you and say that and 

bring back to you.

The first one is the actual marathon itself.  Officers needed to conduct this type of event 

are listed there.  We start out big here with a 26 mile type race which is an actual marathon.  I’m 

not a marathon expert so excuse me.  The officers that we need to safely conduct the race we 

estimate at 24 officers.  Volunteers needed for the control points would be 35.   Estimated hours 

for the setup or breakdown of the event would be eight hours.  Estimated Police Department cost 

approximately $9,700.  Again, that may very up or down depending on the rate factor of officers 

that are working it.  I want to stress that this would all be done with off-duty officers.   No on-

duty resources would be required for this.  We looked at it as far as off-duty personnel working 

these events.  That’s one of the scenarios as far as the actual 26 mile marathon.
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Here is the route that we, staff, studied and came up with.  The route itself, I know it’s kind of 

hard to read.  Basically, it starts around the Speedway Drive area and then goes up 118th about 

132nd up in that area and comes off 123rd, comes back around Polfer up into Wolcott and then 

comes back down to 99th Street into Donahoo, and comes back down into the Legends area.  

That’s one route as far as a marathon route goes.  
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We came up with a half-marathon which as stated there, we estimated to safely conduct the race 

with 8 officers, off-duty officers.  Volunteers that would be needed from the organization itself, I 

should stress that, would be approximately 18 people.  Estimated hours for set-up and break 

down 6 hours.  Estimated Police Department cost, as you see there, $2,500.
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In this particular route, it actually starts out again in the Village West area and goes west on 

Village West into the Speedway Drive area here around by the track and ends up coming back off 

126th St.  There’s State Avenue there and then comes back up to 126th and 136th Street there, and 

then loops back around on Donahoo and back down on 115th Street and back into the Legends 

area.  That’s a half-marathon route.
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The third proposal was a 10K run type deal.  Officers that would be needed would be 

approximately 10 officers.  Volunteers from the organization itself that would want do to the 

event obviously around 21 people we estimated.  Estimated hours of set-up and breakdown 5 

hours. Estimated departmental cost $2,500.
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This route here would loop around the Village West area.  It would take it out east towards I-435,  

as you can see around the Speedway, come back around the south side of the Speedway and then 

on to the west end of the Speedway and back around into the Village West area.
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The 5K run.  Officers needed to safely conduct the race, approximately 8 officers. Volunteers 

needed to control points 18. As we see there, estimated time of breakdown 3 hours. The cost is 

$1,200 approximately. 

That set-up would entail the Village West area again.  The immediate area of Village West with 

the Stadium Drive and the Village West Parkway area being utilized for that.  

Chairman Bynum said in terms of the beginning of the PowerPoint where you had 16 permits 

approved and 9 denied.  As far as how that relates to the rest of your presentation, the routes and 

what not and the cost estimates that you’ve come up with, were any of those based on any of 

these real marathons or even maybe one of the permits that was denied?  Does my question make 

sense?  Deputy Chief Steele said yes.  Chairman Bynum asked did you use a real life example 

to come up with the examples that you’ve shown us with the costs and the routes?    Deputy 

Chief Steele said staff, they went ahead and they studied different scenarios as far as placement 

of personnel and that type of thing with the routes.  Commissioner, the figures come about with 
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those different scenarios that they actually studied.  Does that answer your question?  Chairman 

Bynum said I think so.  I was just curious.  

Major Rodney Smith said the majority of the denied permits were organizations from outside 

the city that were requesting to runs marathons or runs of various lengths in the Village West 

area. Chief Ziegler had the traffic unit go out and find some routes that were the most economical 

that we could run and still be in the Legends area.  If someone wants to run an event out there we 

can offer them one of these routes instead of denying them.  A lot of the requested 

routes—because in the past, the groups would make up their own suggested route is to run 

around the Legends for three hours where we can’t shut it down.  It takes too many resources.  

You’ll see the longer races like the marathon and the half-marathon, we start in Village West and 

the groups are able to tour through Village West but then we get them out of Village West and 

they can go do 10 miles through the area and then they finish up there.  We’re letting the groups 

have an option to have their event in that area but it’s just not necessarily what they’re 

continually putting in and they’re getting denied because we can’t afford to do those events.  

Deputy Chief Steele asked does that answer your question, Commissioner.  Chairman Bynum 

said so if a group came, you would put forward yes with one of these routes.  Deputy Chief 

Steele said yes, ma’am.  Chairman Bynum said I’m not as familiar with the charity runs as I 

might be with bicycle rides and then motorcycle charity rides.  Does this speak to motorcycle 

charity rides at all?  Deputy Chief Steele said no, ma’am, just the runs and then marathons.  

Chairman Bynum asked it doesn’t need to address motorcycles.   Major Smith said we do 

have—I went through all the permits just this afternoon that have either been approved or denied.  

We still have events around the city.  In Rosedale there’s a bike ride.  We have approved events 

that are going to happen there.  This is really more along the lines of dealing with groups that 

aren’t localized and they just want to come in and use the Legends.  We’re not ruling out all other 

events.  They’re on a case-by-case basis and most of the local groups they have the same events 

every year so we’re used to approving those and we’re set up for those.  This is just to make an 

option where we can work together with the other agencies and have something at the Legends.

Deputy Chief Steele said just to tag on to let everybody know the events are becoming so 

popular that it’s starting to stretch departmental resources on the UG together, which like I said 
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before is a great thing.  Throughout the metropolitan area, KCMO, for instance Leawood, they 

have permits.  They have charging type things like we are proposing here in which they charge 

organizations that want to run or do a marathon or something to that affect.  What we are 

proposing isn’t really anything outside the norm.  It’s something that now is pretty standard in the 

industry as far as recouping some of the cost of having those events.  While at the same time we 

understand from the department and to balance that with the community need.  People want to go 

out to the Legends or wherever.  It’s a good popular venue, we know, to ride and run and that 

type of thing.  It’s one of those types of things we’re just trying to balance and find that balance 

with some type of charge for the services that we’re rendering.

Commissioner Johnson said so in this case with a 26 mile race, the estimated Police Department 

cost is $9,700.  That’s what we’re proposing we would pass that cost along to the sponsors of that 

event.  Deputy Chief Steele said yes, Commissioner.   That would be like an approximate cost 

that would be obviously up front when they apply for the permit.  The mechanics of it would be 

that this information be available online, on our website, that type of thing so that when people 

download the permit application, they would have all this information available.  They would 

know up front exactly how much it would cost.  

Commissioner Markley said I want to clarify.  This might be kind of what you were trying to 

get at.  So today you talked about the Legends because it sounds like that’s where you’ve had the 

most requests and you’ve had to deny them because you didn’t have a route.  If somebody comes 

to you and says I want to run a marathon over by KU Med, you’re not going to say to them no, 

you have to run it out at the Legends; here’s my route.  Deputy Chief Steele said good question.  

In fact I thought about that myself.   It’s one of those types of things that this process would be 

implemented citywide.  We would envision once we get through this process here, if you see fit 

to approve it, that we would then design routes throughout the city that would be like a template 

type thing to say okay, this is the route that you run around KU Med, for instance.

BPU Board Member Bryant said so in each of these scenarios, you have a list also of 

approximate number of volunteers needed for the control points.  Would there be a stipulation in 

the agreement in advance letting them know that there is a minimum number that would be 

required to be able the day of to make sure that it goes through and no reimbursement in case you 
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don’t have.  Deputy Chief Steele said yes.  My recollection when I was working in the Chief’s 

Office is that the application of itself actually lists, per ordinance, a Parade Marshall and you 

have to list that, and you have to list approximately how  many volunteers you would have on the 

route and that type of thing.

Commissioner Kane said I’m just glad we came up with something that now we know we have 

a plan because before it wasn’t working.  They make x amount of laps around the Legends, 

people were getting upset.  So yeah, it’s great to start there and it’d be great to finish there, even 

better that they get out and about.  I think you guys did a good job.  

Chairman Bynum asked are there any members of the audience that have any comments on this 

issue.  No one came forward.

Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion to approve, seconded by Commissioner 

Philbrook.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum. 

Adjourn

Chairman Bynum adjourned the meeting at 5:50 p.m.  

tk



PUBLIC WORKS AND SAFETY
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Monday, July 20, 2015

The meeting of the Public Works and Safety Standing Committee was held on Monday, July 20, 

2015, at 5:05 p.m., in the 5th Floor Conference Room of the Municipal Office Building.  The 

following members were present:  Commissioner Bynum, Chairman; Commissioners Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson; and BPU Board Member Jeff Bryant.  The following officials were also 

in attendance:  Doug Bach, County Administrator,  Gordon Criswell, Assistant County 

Administrator; Melissa Mundt, Assistant County Administrator; Jody Boeding, Chief Legal 

Counsel; Emerick Cross, Commission Liaison; Mike Tobin, Interim Public Works Director; 

George Brajkovic, Director of Economic Development; Lew Levin, Chief Financial Officer; Kate 

Lynch, District Court Judge; Commissioner Walters, Commissioner Murguia, Terry Ziegler, 

Police Chief; Tyrone Garner, Assistant Police Chief; Joe  Connor, Assistant County 

Administrator; Reginald Lindsey, Budget Director; Ken Moore, Deputy Chief Counsel; and 

Angie Masloski, Public Safety Business Office.

Chairman Bynum called the meeting to order.  Roll call was taken and all members were 

present as shown above.  

Chairman Bynum said a blue sheet has been distributed this evening which depicts two changes 

to the agenda.  The first is Item No. 9, which is a presentation by FOP 40 for a Sheriff’s 

Department memorial.  This item will be heard first.

Secondly, Item No. 5, which is the release of the UG’s right to reenter vacated property at 

the northeast corner of 39th & Rainbow is being deleted from the agenda.  

Approval of standing committee minutes from May 18, 2015.  On motion of Commissioner 

Kane, seconded by Commissioner Philbrook, the minutes were approved.  Motion carried 

unanimously.
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Committee Agenda:

Item No. 9 – 150204…PRESENTATION:  SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT MEMORIAL

Synopsis:  A presentation by FOP 40 (Sheriff’s Union) for a Sheriff’s Department Memorial to 

be built on the northeast side of the Wyandotte County Court House, submitted by Doug Bach, 

County Administrator.  FOP 40 will fund the proposed memorial and the UG will assist with 

some sidewalk and footing cost.

Deputy Sheriff David Toland said I come here today seeking approval for this to move forward 

with this proposed memorial and the new location of the Sheriff’s Office memorial.  I also want 

to make sure that after the approval that we follow any necessary planning and zoning 

requirements that we need.  
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The first slide is the original agreement between the Board of County Commissioners back in 

1997 allowing us.  If you see that picture, that is the north entrance of the courthouse.  You can 

also tell there’s a tree planted there.  By looking at it, it isn’t in the best location.  It’s kind of out 

of the way. It’s a little secluded.  It’s not the best spot.  
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We are proposing to have it located in front of the courthouse by the original flag there on the 

northeast corner, right directly in front of the flagpole.  

We would have it located about a foot or two in front of the pole itself.  
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This is the proposed design and the shape.  The stone next to it is the color.  They call it a 

medium black granite.  Most memorials are a gray color but we want to go more of a black color.  

If you notice, there’s a star cut out on the very top.  That would be the exact replica of our 

Sheriff’s badge engraved.  We would have a phrase on the top.  The cosmetic stuff we can deal 

with down the road but we voted that would be the actual shape.  As you can see, it starts off 3 

foot on the base and works its way up to the 2 foot.  
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This is a photo—if you notice, if you look real hard, that is a picture of the city’s memorial.  We 

did a little copy/paste, a little modification of it.  We put it on the location if you guys agree to 

that.  That photo was taken directly on the steps of their memorial.

One of our ideas is we can combine the two services and have one service during that 

week.  Usually we close off the streets.  We can have it right there in the center and when our 

Honor Guards go up, we can split ways and honor either one.  

We also are allowed to fly our Sheriff’s Office flag on that pole which is another reason 

why during that week—which is another reason why we thought that was the most appropriate 

place and location.
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This is a more close-up view giving you an idea what a memorial would look like there.  Also, 

keep in mind that is not what ours would like; it just gives you an idea.  Ours would be medium 

black.  Instead of it going from 2 foot to 2 foot, it would start off at 3 foot and work its way up.  

Another thing is, we would like to see if we could get cooperation from the Unified 

Government to help with the sidewalk.  We would pay for the entire memorial but maybe if you 

guys would help us with the sidewalk and the footing itself.  Approximately the sidewalk would 

be around 6 foot wide leading up to the memorial.  Then we would ask if we could just loop it 

around. That’s my proposal.

Chairman Bynum asked how many fallen deputies do we have.   Deputy Toland said we have 

six.  Chairman Bynum asked do you have an idea on once it’s approved, how long it would take 

before you were ready to unveil it so to speak.  Deputy Toland said it depends on what 

company.  We have two companies that gave us a bid.  One said it would be about three months 

to make.  The other said it would be around a month.  I think the waiting period would be on 

doing the actual sidewalk and the footing.  The guys are ready to pull the trigger on having it cut 

and we raised enough funds to get it done and taken care of.
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Doug Bach, County Administrator, said just to clarify on that point too, as per directive of the 

governing body, anything we do to our properties, we need to follow our planning and zoning, 

which Mr. Toland noted.  Just brought this to the attention of our Planning and Zoning Director 

last week so we have to look and see.  We may have some delays in there:  one, we go through 

our process and two, we have to look at it from the Landmarks Commission as doing a structure 

like this in front of a historic building.  There may a couple of steps of approval we have to go 

through which are outside of Mr. Toland’s control, but they are things we would do.  He’ll 

probably be in a fashion to move quicker than we have all of the approvals done. That would be 

part of the process that we’d go through.

Commissioner Philbrook asked, Doug, does that mean that it’d be coming back before us again 

for final approval if we send it forward now.  Mr. Bach said well, not the project.  If it came back 

before you, it would only be a planning and zoning approval if that’s even required.  It may not 

require anything like that to do it.  We may be able to just do it and how it’s set up.

Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Philbrook, 

to approve with the sidewalk and all the other hoops that we have to jump 

through to get this done.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Philbrook, Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

   

Item No. 1 – 150178…GRANT:  FY15 EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL JAG

Synopsis:  Request to apply for the FY15 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant 

(JAG) in the amount of $90,101 ($23,645-Sheriff’s Dept. training 2016-2018, $66,456-Police 

Dept. equipment purchase and equipment/software upgrade), submitted by Angie Masloski, 

Public Safety Business Office.  No match required.

Angie Masloski, Public Safety Business Office, said this is the Edward Byrne Memorial Grant.  

It is a formula grant that the Unified Government is awarded each year.  This year the grant 

amount is $90,101.  It’s split between the Sheriff’s Department and the Police Department.  

There is no match for this.  The Sheriff’s Department is going to be using $23,645 for training 

purposes.  The Police Department is going to use some of the funds to purchase cameras for their 
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Crimes Scene investigators Unit.  They are also going to purchase storage to help with the body 

camera storage and they’re wanting to purchase software for their internal investigations.

Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Philbrook, 

to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

Item No. 2 – 150180…GRANT:  FY15 EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL JAG

Synopsis:  Request to apply for the FY15 Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistant Grant (JAG) 

in the amount of $234,001.83 to fund two deputies and one detective in the Offender Registration 

Unit from 10/1/15 to 9/30/16, submitted by Angie Masloski, Public Safety Business Office.  No 

match required.

Linda Hendrix, Sheriff’s Department, said we’re very excited.  This is the third year we’ve 

been applying for the Byrne Grant.  This is to help support two compliance officers and an 

investigator in our Offender Registration Unit.  It’s important to note that Offender Registration 

Unit is required to register under statute not only sex offenders that belong in that category but 

also drug offenders and violent offenders as well.  It’s sort of a three-fold kind of registration.  

This is required under statute that we provide this service to the public.  

We are asking for $234,001.  Not as impressive as the $3M by the Health Department.  

I’ll acknowledge that.  That’s a hard act to follow.  I wish you could put him on last.  We’re 

happy with this.   It’s been an amazing job that they’ve done.  I think it will be impossible for 

anyone to be less than impressed.  Captain Patrick, who is the primary supervisor of that unit, is 

sitting in the audience tonight.  I’m going to brag on him just for a moment.

We started funding this in the fall of 2013 with FY14 dollars for the Byrne initiative.  At 

that time, our non-compliance rate was around 39% in 2012 to 26% in 2013.  That was the first 

six months of this funding.  We are now at .034%.  That is astonishing.  The number of registered 

offenders that we have has remained static.  When you look at the number of offenders remaining 

static and see that kind of drop in non-compliance rate, that’s unbelievable.  I believe it.  I know 

it’s true.  The books have not been cooked on that one.  They have done a tremendous job.  Our 

address verifications have gone up substantially which is very, very important.  That’s one of the 
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primary jobs that they have is making sure if you tell us that’s where you’re living, we want to 

know that’s where you’re living.  If you tell us this is where you’re employed or going to school 

or working, we want to know that as well.  That has gone up substantially.  We anticipate in 

terms of address certification, again, back in 2013, we were 20%.  We’re at 54% now.  We 

anticipate ending the year at 62%.  Our goal efficiency being 75% so we’re still working towards 

that.  

We look at the Byrne grant.  The Byrne grant initiative under JAG is typically to fund the 

first two maybe three years of an initiative.  It’s not meant to be long-term,10 and 15 year 

funding.  We anticipate with the support of the Mayor, the County Administration, and the Board 

of Commissioners that we would be able to fund this beginning FY2017.  We think that’s 

important to be able to do that.  The feedback we’re getting from administration has told us yeah, 

that would be a good thing to anticipate.  We’re looking at this being our last year of requesting 

the funding for the two compliance officers and the investigator FY2017 then that would fall to 

the Unified Government to continue.  We’ll free up those Bryne dollars and ask for something 

else.  

Commissioner Philbrook asked the total amount we need to be kicking into the kitty in 2017 is 

how much.   Ms. Hendrix said right now we’re at $234,001 and anticipating.  I don’t know what 

you all had in mind, 15% salary increases between now and 2017.  You just do the math.   Ms. 

Masloski said the increase from 2015 to 2016 was $12,000 and that was anticipating possible 

increases, insurance, deputies and their union increases.  It’s about $12,000 so it would be 

approximately $256,000 in the following year.  

Commissioner Johnson asked is there a limitation in terms of how many times we can apply for 

these funds.  Ms. Hendrix said there’s not an actual limitation on the Byrne JAG initiative.  I 

will tell you that the odds go down significantly in terms of your being selected.  We’ve also 

have had phone calls from other, this was interesting, from other municipalities who are trying to 

get on board with us and get funded who very nicely called and requested to see a copy of our 

grants and how we went about getting from the Byrne.  I think Captain Patrick handled that 

phone call.   I’m not going to ask what was said, but I don’t believe we sent them our information 

how we got funded.   
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It’s interesting, you know, if you look at Sedgwick County, which is three times our 

population, we are only second to them out of all the counties in Kansas in terms of the numbers 

of offenders that we have.  To give you a little perspective, although they’ve got three times the 

population, we’re right up there with them in terms of the number of offenders that we register.  I 

think one of the things that’s been interesting and I’m not sure what scientific study would prove, 

between 2012 and 2013 when we started this initiative and now, those numbers have remained 

static.  In years prior, the number of registered offenders went up every year, every year, every 

year.  I’m hoping that’s because in the offender community they now realize that we have the 

people and the resources to ensure that you’re complaint.  I hope the word has gotten out to the 

offender community that Wyandotte County is no longer the place that you got to hide as a 

registered offender.  For years that was the case simply due to lack of resources and if that’s the 

word that’s gotten out, that’s terrific.

Commissioner Philbrook said maybe some other time I can stop by and you can explain to me 

how it actually works.  How the information gets to you so we make sure it doesn’t fall through 

the cracks.  That would be interesting.  Ms. Hendrix said absolutely.  We’d love to do that.  I’m 

sure Captain Patrick would love to give you a tour of the office and we can certainly then sit 

down and talk about the numbers and how that works, any of you.   

Ms. Masloski said, Commissioners, before the vote, I just want to make sure you are aware the 

funding we are very hopeful for it but there is a possibility we will not be awarded for this third 

year.  That’s something the Commission is going to have to look at.  This grant funding that we 

currently have goes through September 30.  Commissioner Philbrook asked when will you find 

out.   Ms. Masloski said we should find out—the grant is due Friday so we should find out mid-

August— The JAG for this grant changed their funding priority so there is a possibility this will 

not get funded.   

Mr. Bach said my recommended budget does build in general funds for this money in the event 

they don’t receive the grant funding because we do believe it is a good, valuable program within.  

Obviously, if they do get funding, that would be money that would just fall at the bottom line for 

the year.
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Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson, to 

approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

Item No. 3 – 150184…GRANT:  FY16 VOCA

Synopsis:  Request to apply for the FY16 Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) grant in the amount of 

$215,000 to continue sustaining the Victim Services Unit, submitted by Kristen Czugala, Police 

Dept.  Match: $40,425 from approved Police Operating Budget and $13,325 in-kind.

Kate Lynch, District Court Judge, introduced Kristen Czugala from the Victim Services Unit 

at the KCKPD.  Ms. Czugla said we are applying for the VOCA Grant.  This is the grant that has 

been sustained our unit since 1999.  We are the Victim Services Unit with the Police Department.  

What we do is we provide information, support to victims of crime throughout the criminal 

justice process.  Part of what we do is we respond to crime scenes, especially homicide scenes to 

provide crisis intervention.  We kind of provide services to all victims of crimes in our city.  

VOCA has funded our unit since 1999.  Recently congress has increased the VOCA cap 

to more than three and half times what it’s been for probably the past decade.  What this means 

specifically for Kansas is that the amount of funds available is going up from $4.4M to $17.9M 

and this is all money that is directly for victim services, for direct services to victims of crime. 

Originally when I was working on a three and a half calculation, that was an additional 

$375,000 just for our unit.  The Governor’s Office has told us to look at increasing staffing and 

technology.  It’s not possible for use all of that money responsibly.  That would mean creating 

nine positions for a unit and that’s just not feasible.  What we have asked is to create a PFA 

Advocate position, an advocate to assist with the filing of protection orders, and that’s why Judge 

Lynch is here with us today to answer any questions about that position because she would work 

directly with that advocate as well.

Congress has committed to maintaining this level of funding for at least three years.  Past 

that three years, they don’t expect to maintain that same level but will still maintain an increase 

level of funding.  I think with our conservative increase, that will be able to maintain that funding 

moving forward.  As I said, this grant has funded us for 16 years so it’s a very stable grant for our 

unit through the state.  We’re also one of only three law enforcement based units in the whole 
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state and we’re the only ones that function the way we do by responding to crime scenes and 

providing immediate services at the time of an incident.

What’s provided in the agenda is an estimate that I had.  It’s actually increased just a little 

bit.  We’re asking for $220,000 in federal dollars which is approximately $55,000 in match.  The 

match that I’m going to use is from already existing sources.  I’m actually not asking for any 

additional dollars from the UG.  This is going to come from—the Unified Government pays for a 

part-time program aid for us so her salary can be used at a match as well as 25% of our salary is 

used as match for the grant and we can also use in-kind and our city vehicles that are provided for 

us.  I have more than enough matches to use for these funds and I don’t need any additional 

dollars.

Chairman Bynum asked, Judge, would you just go ahead and tell us—Judge Lynch asked do 

you want me to tell you what a PFA is.  Chairman Bynum said well, I know what that is, but I’d 

be interested in the details on this advocate position.  That sounds interesting.  Judge Lynch said 

let me give you a little history of the advocate position.  When I practiced law before I became a 

judge, the advocate position was actually funded by a grant not through VOCA but for the 

Violence Against Women’s Act.  Every year it was a struggle to make sure that we were going to 

be able to maintain a victim advocate.  Our victim advocate actually passed away and it reverted 

back to the clerks to take in the paperwork from the victim then parade them through the 

courthouse, for lack of a better term, to find a judge who was available to sign the paperwork.  

Through my training and education through the National Judicial Institute of Domestic 

Violence, which I am now happy to report I’m a faculty member, it was clear that this was not the 

best way.  I lobbied very hard to my chief judge and we used a court service officer position that 

was open to have a victim’s advocate and that victim advocate was through our Domestic Court 

Service Office.  Unfortunately, because of our judicial budget being used as a weapon against the 

courts, we can’t fund that position any longer so that person was absorbed into the Domestic 

Court Service Office because we had two Domestic Court Service Officers that dealt with 

paternity actions, custody, parenting plans, child time with the father or the mother, all of those 

types of things that they mediate and negotiate and do education on.  She was absorbed into that 

office and that office function, they rotated on a weekly basis which court service officers are 

assigned as the victim’s advocate.  That creates a little bit of a problem because sometimes these 
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same folks end up back in the Domestic Court Service Office through the educational training 

that they do and sometimes they need mediation or limited case management to work out 

parenting plans if they’re appropriate and can be safe.  We cannot call them a victim’s advocate 

and they don’t really do any advocacy.  We just call them that to separate them out during that 

time.  

I also undertook—I am the domestic violence judge when it comes to protection from 

abuse and protection from stalking cases.  We average 30 to 35 a week every Wednesday at 1:30 

is our first hearing on those.  I hear all the ex parte hearings.  That would be a function of what 

this advocate would do.  They would help them prepare the paperwork and bring them to my 

courtroom.  I hear those every day at 11:00.  We average between five and seven a day 

sometimes varying in the level of violence.   We also have emergency PFAs.  We have a policy 

that if it is an exigent situation, Kristen’s office is really good about working with us so is the 

Municipal Court prosecutor.  They’ll call and let us know that we have an emergency headed our 

way.  Depending on what I have going on at that particular moment, we either recess the case or I 

come out of my chambers, hear that case and get them the services that they need.

I also think that this advocate position would strengthen our response to domestic 

violence in the Unified Government jurisdiction because it is difficult now to continue to 

communicate.  We give the victims the information to Kristen’s office.  They give information 

about how to get a PFA but there’s no tracking to make sure that they go ahead and either file 

criminal charges or file for that PFA.  I think this advocate would just be a huge asset to the 

victim in handling that situation.  

The chief judge and I had a meeting with Kristen over a month ago.  Judge Lampson is 

supportive of this.  Frankly at this point, even if we have it for a year and it goes away, we can go 

back to the old system using the court service officer.   I don’t think that’s going to happen based 

on the funding situation that Kristen has explained to Chief Judge Lampson and myself.  As 

much as we all don’t like to have to discuss the domestic violence, I always tell everybody the 

only positive thing I can say about domestic violence is the only thing I can say positive about 

cancer and house fires.  It doesn’t discriminate.  It doesn’t matter who you are or what your race 

is or what your ethnic background is or what your economic status is, it’s everywhere 

unfortunately.
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Chairman Bynum asked the grant, did you tell us the timeline and I missed it.  Ms. Czugala 

said the grant begins October 1.  It runs October 1 through September 30.  The application is due 

August 25.  It just posted last week.

Action: Commissioner Johnson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Philbrook, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Philbrook, Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

 Item No. 4 – 150186…RESOLUTION:  NEW SOUTH PATROL SITE

Synopsis:  A resolution authorizing the acquisition of property necessary for the South Patrol

Facility, CMIP 978-9242, specifically Parcel 246000, submitted by Mike Tobin, Interim Public 

Works Director.

Doug Bach, County Administrator, said this is an item tonight which we’re bringing before 

you because we have the grantee of property that we are considering.  A few things that are 

coming about for this is that we have questions about how this originally came out.  I think we 

have two Commissioners on this committee that weren’t here when we started any of this project 

area.  What we’ve done tonight is gone back and set this up from our original business case.  

We’ve built this on from when we did the TIFs for this property.  There are two different project 

areas.  We’re going to walk through that, show you how we went through that, our evaluation on 

that and show you where we are performing on that today, and then lead to the point where we 

are with the actual grantee of property which came in as a donation for the property but there are 

some caveats to that donation that I want to go through with the Commission so it’s clear 

understanding of where we are in relation to what was offered versus how that deal is structured 

now.    

I’m going to recognize—well, we have our different members of our project team over 

here between George Brajkovic from Economic Development who worked on the initial TIF; and 

of course, Lew Levin with Finance, and then Mike Tobin is the project director who is working 

on actually working to build the project, and Ken Moore in Legal who is working it from the 

Legal perspective.  I’m going to turn it over to George who will talk about it from the original 

TIF structure with Lew.
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George Brajkovic, Director of Economic Development, said just to add to what Mr. Bach said, 

I think what Lew and I are going to go over is how the district was created, what we advance in 

terms of TIF plans and development agreements for each project area, the financing structure that 

was approved for that particular project, and then Lew will also comment on what the current 

performance is in terms of revenue generation compared to what the performa suggested it might 

be. 

The very first slide is an older aerial.  Believe it or not, back in 2011 that’s pretty much what it 

looked like and so when the TIF district was created, the district itself is that entire area in black, 

but there were two separate project areas.  Redevelopment Project Area 1 is where the Save-A-

Lot project and the Dollar General went and then Redevelopment Project Area 2 is where the 

Walmart Neighborhood Market is.   We’re going to get into a little more detail of each of those 

here in a second.  
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I wanted to show—I didn’t use Google Earth but in our last UG Base Mapping images, we did 

have the 2014 aerials and so that’s what the project area looks like.  Again, starting at the right 

side of the picture is the Dollar General and then the Save-A-Lot and then you see how the 

Project Area 2 was parceled out.  The component that—the property under consideration for the 

South Patrol is this large parcel here.  

 



18

July 20, 2015

Project Area 1, again, it was specifically for the Dollar General and the grocery store.  Really the 

Dollar General was already under construction and nearly complete and so really the financing 

and the development agreement we put into place had more to do with the grocery store and this 

future pad site here that’s still not developed.  Although we didn’t performa anything off that 

future pad site into the project itself.  Everything based for the bonding or pay-as-you go 

component was off what the grocery store and/or the Dollar General would generate.    
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What did it really look like?   Well, it was about a $3M project.  At that time the developer put 

forth this sources and uses list and you can see on the sources we had CID dollars, TIF dollars, 

and then Sales Tax dollars and again, those were the projections.    
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The CID itself was approved, the district was approved April 5, 2012, but it only covered the 

grocery store.  It didn’t overlay into the existing Dollar General.  It does overly into that 

additional pad site.  The CID itself is a 1% sales tax add on under—per state statute, it does 

qualify for a 22 year-term and the expected revenue production to come from that is $600,000 

and that’s set up on a pay-as-you go basis.  

The TIF for Project Area 1 had two components:  Property tax and sales tax.  Property tax, again, 

per statute qualified for 20-year increment or 20-year term.   The proposal and what was accepted 

is that 100% of that increment generated would go back into the project.



21

July 20, 2015

We did do an amendment to the development agreement on the sales tax component where we 

took the sales tax out of the TIF structure and just offered via the home-rule ordinance that we 

could pledge a share of our local sales tax dollars back into the project outside of that TIF 

structure and so that’s what we did.  The pledge on that was 1.94% of the total local sales tax.  

When those went to bonding, those were two separate bond issues.   

With that, let me turn it over to Lew and he can kind of talk about the finance structure.  

Again, just for Project Area 1and then we’ve got a slide that addresses the performance.
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Lew Levin, Chief Financial Officer, said so what you see before you is we issued two bonds.  

We have full general obligation backing to each of those bond issues.  Meaning, if there’s a 

revenue shortfall from the bond issue, the government’s liable to cover that shortfall.  The 

decision was made to provide that higher level of government backing because that actually 

reduces our future debt cost associated with the project.  Once the governing body made the 

decision we’re going to back this project, we put all our full faith and credit behind it and it 

actually reduces our overall debt service costs over the term of the project.  If there are additional 

monies after the project, after we pay back the debt service on this project, the developer can 

receive up to that reimbursement cap of $2.5M.   Really, what’s been provided to the developer at 

this time was reimbursement for cost up to $1.6M.   

Today, the property tax TIF is performing strong and it’s essentially because our performa 

assumed a more conservative level of what the actual appraised value of the property would be.  

On an annual basis, our debt service with that project is approximately $48,000.  What we’re 

receiving based on the current property valuation is almost double that amount.  Over the 

remaining 17 years of the project, our expectation or excess will be a little over $800,000 for this 

project.

The sales tax home rule portion of the project, our debt service is approximately $71,000 

a year.  What we’re seeing in revenue, in our initial year it was a little over $60,000.  What I’m 

showing here is $55,000 a year and that’s trending down. I think there’s the Project Area 1, 

specifically the Save-A-Lot has been impacted by the opening of the Walmart store.  There is a 

negative as the project is currently generating revenue, there is a negative component on the sales 

tax side.
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Mr. Brajkovic said moving then into Project Area 2. Again, anchored by the Walmart 

Neighborhood Market, but there are quite a few out lots available for development including the 

nine acre tract.
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Again, similar to what we showed for Project Area 1.  This was outside of being a sources and 

uses.  This was a total project cost projection to get the project in. 

Again, we wanted to note that within the incentive structure itself, there was a cap on the 

public incentives and that was set at $3.5M.  Lew, again, you want to go through what was 

issued.   

Mr. Levin said so to date we’ve issued $3.7M and it’s actually in two pieces.  We’ve went ahead 

and we bonded $2.7M for the grocery store.  That project was completed and that action occurred 

in January of this year.  I believe Public Works is still working on the $1M that are being directed 

for street improvements.  We’ve issued a temporary note and our process is once the street 

improvements are completed, we’ll bond that project and we expect to do that in 2016.  The 

difference between a temp note and a bond is the bond is generally a 20-year debt issuance and a 

temp note we’ll issue the debt for one year and then we’ll either renew that temp note or if the 

project is complete, we’ll take it to bonding.  
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The key thing in this project is, well, is one of them is if the developer goes ahead and is able to 

secure tenants for the outlots, additional revenue will be generated and it will be shared equally 

between the developer up to the project cap for the developer.  The project cap for the developer 

actually it’s $3.5M.  I think George had that on a prior slide.  There is still $800,000 to be 

captured there.  If not, and if there’s any additional or it’s a shared performa so if we have 

additional costs that are TIF eligible, we can use it for those purposes.  
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The revenue performance for this, it’s a combination of property and sales tax.  The project’s 

performing pretty close to our projections on sales tax component side.  The original performa 

the developer had on the property tax side was that the property, again, this is the Walmart 

Neighborhood Center, would be appraised at approximately $2.6M.  Our appraiser established 

the value for that center at $4.6M.  It’s first really property tax increment will be received in 2016 

but it’s substantial.  If the property tax value remains at the current level, it would generate 

significant excess in project money.  Those excess monies can be directed toward other TIF 

eligible projects.  You see that excess is in greater than $5M based on its current property 

valuation and sales tax revenue generation capacity.   

Mr. Brajkovic stated we’ve got two more slides to go but we wanted to throw a slide up that 

kind of combined all of this.  We know it’s one large TIF district with these separate project 

areas, but we really wanted to address how the revenue generated really flows within that entire 

district.  

Number one is, that revenue has to service the debt, existing debt, on each individual 

project area.  Area 1 until it’s satisfied and Area 2 until it’s satisfied.  Once that happens, you can 

move into those next kinds of tiers.

The second is servicing debt on that infrastructure or the street improvements.

Third is any other shortfall on UG backed bonds.
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Finally, any remaining TIF funds or it could be available for what we were at that time 

considering as future projects.   With that, I guess  turn it back over to Lew to talk about based on 

those projections we saw from performance wise from Area 1 and Area 2, what we think might 

be available for this specific project.

Mr. Levin said so we haven’t issued any debt at this time but the estimate of the project cost for 

South Patrol is $2.5M based on our ability to borrow and where we are at this time.  We’re 

projecting a total cost to debt service at $2.5M at approximately $3.3M.  That would be over the 

term of the project.  

On revenue sources I’ve identified three revenue sources.  Project Area 1 excess.  

Actually that may not be available for South Patrol because from the earlier slide, there is still the 

project cap or the amount of money for the developer is, George, if you could remind me.  Mr. 

Brajkovic said it was $2.5M.  Mr. Levin said it was $2.5M and we’ve contributed $1.6M.  That 

excess would be available, if it’s generated, it would go to reimburse the developer for TIF 

eligible expenses and it’s on a pay-as-you go basis.  Whatever excess is available would go to the 

developer.  

However, on the Project Area 2 excess at $5.2M, we projected up to the project cap and 

so based on its current revenue stream, that is actually excess money.

The third is at $400,000 and we’ve received from the Department of Commerce a grant 

for this particular project and we’ve already received that grant in the amount of $400,000.  
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Where we are today, we have approximately $5.6M that could be directed towards the debt 

service associated with South Patrol.  That really gives us a strong basis even if there was a 

reduction in property valuation or sales tax revenue tended to be less than currently performing.  

We have strong capacity to cover debt associated with our projected cost for South Patrol.

Mr. Brajkovic stated, Mr. Bach, that’s the extent of the presentation we had as far as the district 

and the financing, and the development agreements.  Mr. Moore has a presentation specifically 

about the project itself on this site.   

Mr. Bach said this really was one to come back and answer any questions on the business case.  I 

know this committee, even though two of you are new, the rest of you didn’t see it either because 

this goes before the Economic Development and Finance Standing Committee but as any other 

project, you need history to understand why we built the business case to go to the location we 

did.  Through the TIF financing, and granted we did have the TIF money back after a TIF expires 

so we would be getting part of that back into our tax funds anyway, but it did show a strong 

business case as to why we would move forward in this area.  We’re going to go through and talk 

about the land and that donation period, but if there are questions on the TIF and how that works 

and the structure of this, this would probably be a good time to do that before we moved on to the 

next portion.

BPU Board Member Bryant asked how large is the property of Walmart.  How many acres?  

Mr. Brajkovic said 11.  BPU Board Member Bryant asked the property value is based on that 

whole property site.  Mr. Brajkovic said for the property tax currently being generated, yes.  I 

believe that’s just for the Walmart Neighborhood Market right, Lew.  Mr. Levin said correct.  

BPU Board Member Bryant said it’s 11 acres.  Mr. Brajkovic said that sounds about right.  

Mr. Bach said a good point that George mentioned is this is performa at the developments we 

knew.  If other developments fill in on the other pad sites, they will be in addition to on this 

performa so they’ll strengthen it.  

Commissioner Johnson said there was a portion of the presentation where you were showing 

where one piece of this did not cash—I know they didn’t cash flow, but I didn’t know 
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specifically what portion that was.  Can you go back through that?  Mr. Brajkovic said sure.  I 

think it was on the current revenue from sales tax.  

Mr. Levin said at this time, it’s not quite meeting that obligation.  We have our backing and 

we’re covering that difference now.  George, I don’t know if you want to jump back to the 

project area map that shows that additional parcel.    We’re potentially adjacent to Save-A-Lot.  If 

that pad site develops and the TIF still has 17 years to go, it will probably cover that shortfall.

Commissioner Johnson asked that was just for one year.  Mr. Levin said correct.  

Commissioner Johnson said the past year has not cash flow.  Mr. Levin said actually last year it 

did cash flow and this year the impact of the adjacent Walmart store impacted that cash flow.  

Commissioner Johnson asked do you all look at both of those together or is just each on its own 

merit.  Mr. Levin said we look at the whole project together.  It’s an entire project.  It’s 

performing.  The sales tax home rule is a different backing than the TIF.  It’s not actually a TIF 

revenue so we can’t cover it with excess from the TIF.  We’d have to cover it as part of our debt 

service.

Mr. Bach said you’re right on in the point that this year we have to fund that $16,000 out of our 

general fund.  You can look at a project and you often should and say look how the overall 

projects and think about it over time.  On an annual basis, that $71,000, it’s our liability that it 

doesn’t really matter how well the TIF performs across the whole thing.  If the sales tax portion 

do not meet $71,000, that’s our annual liability to cover that cost.  

Mr. Brajkovic said, Mr. Bach, if I could add one more thing before we turn it over to Mr. 

Moore.  We didn’t include it in our slides but if this project were to proceed, we would have to go 

back and amend some of the TIF documents, both the TIF plan for the overall district as well as 

the project area.  We did include within eligible projects public infrastructure, but we didn’t 

specifically state publicly owned buildings so there is a statutory requirement to hold public 

hearings to consider the changes in those documents.  We’d have to go back and calendar that out 

with a notification process and all that.  I apologize for not having that on the slides, but that 

would be a step we’d have to take as well.
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Mr. Bach said alright we’ll move on to the next portion of this and that’s really what we’re 

coming for your review tonight and seek and that’s the land transfer agreement that we are 

working on.  I’ll turn this over to Ken Moore and Anna Krstulic in the Legal Department who are 

working on this.  

Ken Moore, Deputy Chief Counsel, said of course you’ve seen this map; the same that George 

had.  This is kind of a current map.  It shows the Walmart and these are the additional sites they 

have for future development, the Dollar General and the Save-A-Lot.  This is the site that we’re 

referring to. You can see the diagram and the lines outlining this site.  It’s approximately nine 

acres so it’s slightly below.  
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This is the action Commission has taken before.  Back in October you authorized to move 

forward and include this project in the CMIP.  Then in December you adopted the resolution 

authorizing $1.85M in General Obligation debt for this facility.  You never specifically 

authorized to acquire the site.  It’s a nine acre site.  It’s east of the Walmart development.  It’s 

currently owned by Argentine Retail Developers and they’re proposing to donate to the Unified 

Government.

The history of this site and this is why I say it has the environmental issues that it does is 

that from 1880 to 1901 it was used as a smelting operation.  At its peak in 1898, this was one of 

the largest smelters in the world.  It produced 8% of the silver and 12% of the lead produced in 

the United States and that’s where Argentine gets its nickname Silver City.  Then after this 

smelter closed in 1901, they had a steel fabrication facility there from 1907 to 1984.  The EPA 

came in in 1993 and remediated the site.  They did that by moving some of the hazardous dirt to a 

consolidated fill area and then putting a cap of crushed limestone for an average of four feet thick 

over the entire site.  
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This is kind of a map that shows the different components of the site.  This is the consolidated fill 

area and it’s a sloped area that a lot of the contaminated soil was banked there.  This is the area 

where the KDHE has designated as a potential soil fill area.  It doesn’t have to be that big but 

that’s the area that KDHE has designated.  We have to have a detention pond to service this site 

so that would probably be in this area because that’s how the drainage is.  Right now there is a 

current fill pile that is located right in that area there.  That kind of outlines the size of those 

various areas.  
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Again, the 3.5 acre soil fill area is larger than probably what would be needed but that is the size 

of area that KDHE has designated for that purpose.  So the 3.3 acres available to construct the 

facility is potentially bigger depending on how that size is reduced.
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This is the terms of the donation that ARD has proposed or given us.  It’s as is.  They’re making 

no warranties as to the condition of the site.  Of course, I think everyone is aware of what that 

condition is.  It’s all or nothing.  Although we only need two to three acres to build the South 

Patrol facility, they are not willing to subdivide it.  It’s either the entire nine acres or not at all.  

They are making it a charitable contribution pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code to get that tax 

treatment.  They have submitted an appraisal to us saying that the value is $1.66M for the entire 

nine acres.  Now in accepting this, we submit forms to the IRS but we don’t certify the value.  I 

guess an example I’ll use, if you make a donation to Goodwill or whatever, they give you a 

receipt acknowledging they received it, but it’s up to you to fill out what the value is as a 

property owner.  

They require a soil fill easement.  That’s the area back in that corner.  The purpose of that 

is no soil can leave this site.  It has to stay there.  When they built the Walmart and did whatever 

construction they had there, they moved that soil over to where that soil area was that was circled 

on the map.  Any future development there  on those pad sites, any excavation they have, any 

excavation we’re going to have has to remain on this site so it will go into that soil fill easement.  

We have to negotiate the terms of that easement.  Again, there’s a 3.5 acre area that is kind of 

designated for that purpose.  The actual easement can be smaller than that, an acre maybe two.  

The Unified Government releases ARD and assumes all the KDHE and EPA 

responsibilities and obligations with respect to that nine acre site.  If you’re familiar with the site 
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coming off of Metropolitan, there’s a ramp that kind of comes down and accesses off of 24th St. 

but there’s no independent access to this 9 acres.  We have to access it through the Walmart 

Development.  We agree to—they give us an access; it private roads.  So they agreed to give us 

an access easement to access our site and we agree to pay 16% of the cost to maintain those 

access roads.  That obligation does not kick in until the earliest of five years or until those other 

pad sites are developed.
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The KDHE documents say you can’t use the site for any residential purpose of any type.  It says 

no public use area, school, education, daycare, playground, outdoor recreation area.  You can’t 

use it for agriculture.  We have received a letter from the EPA notifying us that it is approved for 

construction and operation of a police station.  

The consolidated fill berm area.  That’s that slope just to the north of Metropolitan and 

that’s where the EPA relocated the contaminated soil to that location.  It’s covered with a 

minimum of six inches of soils and stabilized with cement and there’s a six inch layer of gravel, 

fabric over that, 12 inches of dirt and then planted with grass.  It’s fenced in.  It’s posted.  You 

can’t get on it.  You can’t use it for anything unless the KDHE approves it.  That’s that one 

corner.
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There are these various agreements with KDHE and with EPA that the UG will assume based on 

that particular area we’re responsible for all required maintenance and repairs.  The big thing 

there is you have to make sure there is no erosion, nothing to go through the cap.  Any 

construction you have to make sure that KDHE is notified and approves it and you have to go 

through the regulatory steps that—so we’re responsible for all that for that 9 acres.  Again, soil 

cannot leave the site.  There are four installment payments of $13,000 to KDHE for their annual 

monitoring costs.  One payment was already made by ARD and there are three remaining 

payments in ‘15, ‘17, and ‘19.  That’s an issue that would need to be addressed.  They will come 

in and monitor any kind of construction of the project itself to make sure we’re in compliance 

with all the agreements.  Any of those monitoring oversight costs are going to be our 

responsibility.  Again, there is the map of the site.

Mr. Bach said I think in reviewing this, Ken has done a good job summarizing the points we 

have.  A couple of the points that are really different probably from our initial acceptance to say 

well, this is great, we got property to go to is as you see the usable area.  I would say even in the 

contaminated fill area in purple, as our original design was looked at, we were going to use part 

of that property.  We only need a couple of acres to do the South Patrol station.  We thought we 

could flow back into the back area if needed.  Obviously, the back area is taken out by what is 
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required for the contaminated fill area and as Ken pointed out, it may not require all that 3.5 acres 

but that’s designated eligible for that.  That’s what we walked out of here agreeing to, believe we 

come forward; we invest a couple of million dollars and build too.  

I would say the one point of this which I’ve taken exception to in the agreement, but the 

developer has held to it is the contaminated consolidated fill area where we pointed out that is 

covered with the site where they took everything from the site and dumped it on that parcel.  I 

don’t want that property.  I don’t feel like we should take that property but the developer, in 

working this has said, look, if we’re going to donate the property to you, you take it all.  That’s a 

little bit different when you look at it.   

What’s the long-term liability?   It’s kind of unknown.  It’s one where, I would say, it 

goes to the developer is taking all this property on, done a great development project and built to 

it.   I guess I will say from what was how we thought and I believe how you looked at it, what we 

were going to accept this property.  That changed the deal a little bit so I wanted you to be clear.  

We can move forward and we can accept all of this property but that does take on a parcel of this 

that was not contemplated in any portion of anything that was presented to you before that we 

would own that property on the hill.  If we do, that would just be something we would deal with 

over time.  We don’t need it.  We can’t do anything with it going forward.  It’s restricted.  

There’s nothing you can do to it.  As Ken pointed out, it’s fenced in.  It’s secured off from the 

site.  

In bringing this back—covered out point. Sharing in the maintenance agreement for the 

roads, that was a little bit different issue that we got into but coming to a conclusion where it 

would be for 16% which is really recognizing what are developable portion share is, not the 

amount of acreage that they’re asking us to assume for the whole site would be.  That seems like 

a fair deal on those roads.  I mean if we owned them all together to move in and out so we 

negotiated, they worked with us on that site.  They have to cross over the whole site area to dump 

their dirt to develop their other property back on this contaminated fill site.  Until they’re done 

with that, that’s what our compromise as to why we wouldn’t start paying any maintenance until 

they quit crossing our property to get to it.  

I would say you understand the business case with the deal.  This is the land access 

agreement and that is probably the one caveat I have about components of the deal that I don’t 

think are consistent with where we originally were but in order for—the developer has laid this 



39

July 20, 2015

out to us.  They want us to take the whole property.  I would stand for any questions you would 

have about the plan agreement. 

Commissioner Kane asked is it a good deal or not.  Mr. Bach said assuming our taking on that 

top piece of property is it a liability that I don’t think you have looked at before.  Now what is 

that liability, Commissioner?  It’s unknown for me to be able to say.   It is the waste pile on that 

site but it has a cap on it.   EPA has capped it.  They said it’s taken care of.  It’s secured.  Just 

stay off of it.  Don’t use it for anything and we’ll monitor it over the years.  If there’s an issue, 

we’ll come back to you and tell you what you need to do to fix it.  It’s not an overwhelming 

burden to us to do that but it was clearly not one I conveyed to you before.  I wanted to come 

forward and say that’s a little bit different than we had talked about anytime.  That hillside was 

not in the deal when we talked about this before.   

BPU Board Member Bryant asked so what would happen as far as the South Patrol building if 

it wasn’t on this site, if it was a different site.  Would this project still happen?  What would be 

the financial difference of impact on the UG?   Mr. Bach said well, we’re using these TIF dollars 

to pay for it.  The difference would be as Lew went through it and showed where we’d have an 

estimated $5M excess, we’re able to leverage this TIF which does make it a very good deal.  

We’re able to leverage this TIF to pay for the entire South Patrol facility.  If we were to go to a 

different site then the business case changes in a sense that we would have to look at it from—I 

guess one could make the argument that this TIF will pay off and then you could use the UG 

portion of that money, which is basically half of that TIF dollar, to offset it.  In this case, we’re 

able to leverage all the TIF dollars which we would not leverage otherwise so we get the project 

much cheaper or add of cost to this project so there is no real impact at all to the general fund by 

putting it here.

Chairman Bynum said I have a couple of questions.  When we saw this at agenda review, I 

guess in my mind I had the cost at $1.8M.  That’s the amount of bond that was authorized last 

fall, correct?  Mr. Bach said correct.  Chairman Bynum said but the cost is actually higher.  I 

should have asked this in the finance portion.  I thought I heard you say more like $2.5M.  Mr. 

Bach said I believe Lew had performa it at a $2.5M level.  That’s what we presented back when 
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we did our business case to it.  A couple of things happened in that interim.  One, when Mr. 

Tobin’s team went through and worked on it, we came in at $1.8M, $1.9M, whatever that number 

was, plus a $400,000 grant we received from the state of Kansas.  So about $2.2M, $2.3M is our 

estimated cost or it was where we were at when we were initially working on it.  

Those guys were doing their presentation from a little bit of a historical so we didn’t back 

out to where we are now.  Yeah, that just means we have additional coverage from where we’re 

at and of course, once we get into the project, if we identify some other costs, we’ll be able to do 

that.  

I guess the other thing we did not do is look at any cost associated with the overall bigger 

site area which if we proceed to accept all that, maybe there’s something we factor in from that 

perspective.  Chairman Bynum said I think that’s part of my question because the cost to build 

or the cost that’s been estimated does it include, for example, the payment to KDHE?   Have we 

factored in, or I guess other costs unknown, really as part of the additional acreage that are not 

required to build the station?  Mr. Bach said, Mike, your costs are strictly on the building and the 

two acres that it sits on.  Mike Tobin, Interim Public Works Director, said correct.  Two to 

two and one-half acres was the original estimate.  Mr. Bach said so no, we don’t have any of 

those other costs in there.  Chairman Bynum said so additional costs could be unknown.   Mr. 

Bach said I would say some of those would be TIF eligible, if not all of them.  I mean if they’re 

site costs, upkeep costs, I would say all of those would probably fall into what would be 

considered as TIF eligible costs.  Chairman Bynum said which is projecting out to more than 

cover basically, almost double, cover the current cost as we know it.   Mr. Bach said, yes.

Chairman Bynum said when we were in agenda review on this, I had asked since we 

were being asked to take nine acres and we only needed three, one of the questions I asked at that 

time was whether we could sell the other six.  I think this presentation clearly tells us, no we 

cannot, that in fact the acreage we need is 3.3 acres and the remaining acres of the nine are not 

usable or buildable.  They would just be ours to be responsible for, is that correct?  Mr. Tobin 

said that’s correct.  Chairman Bynum said that’s what I thought that was telling us.

Mr. Moore said there are other factors besides.  Again, we needed a retention time and so you 

have to have the drainage that way and also the access back to the soil fill easement.  It kind of 

really cuts it up.  We only have three to four acres that you can even use to build.  
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Chairman Bynum said the other question from back at agenda review, well, I should say when 

our packets came for tonight’s meeting,  it talks about the site cannot be used for and one of the 

items it says is public use area but we do have confirmation that a police patrol division would 

not be considered a public use area.  Mr. Moore said they have approved that use.  The primary 

focus of the public use area is they don’t want people using it for a playground or park for kids; 

actually having feet on the ground is their main concern.  

Chairman Bynum said we do have to allow, we have to take the whole nine acres and then we 

have to allow for any future development that disrupts the other parcels for that fill to come over 

to the part that we would own.  Mr. Moore said that’s correct.  You see this area right here?  

This is the area where they have piled the dirt from the current development.  It’s partially on that 

fill easement area and partially not.  You can see this here is our boundary line so that’s probably 

going to have to be moved.  This is a fenced in area around the consolidated fill dirt.

Commissioner Johnson said thank you for that picture.  I was going to ask where was the 

Walmart and so having seen this picture helps a lot.  The terms of this donation, are these the 

same terms that we’re agreed to with Walmart.  Is there any way to know whether or not they 

agreed to these same terms as it relates to the environmental issue?   Mr. Bach said well, 

Walmart is a lease on the property.  The developer continues to own the property underneath that.  

They own their building and are placed it on top of it.  I don’t know what all the terms are unless 

you do, Ken, of Walmart.   I would assume they probably did not assume any property interest 

but we don’t know that but based on the fact that it is a lease, it’s probably like that.  

Commissioner Johnson said they don’t have the same liability issue potentially that we are 

considering.  Mr. Bach said they did not take the property.

BPU Board Member Bryant said the concern I would have from the utility angle is going to be 

future issues 35, 45, 50 years down the line.  I spoke with the engineers and they kind of 

explained to me how the main was put in and how the service, which actually the UG would be 

responsible to get the service put in.  They’re not really sure how the pipes and everything will 

last in soil, I guess, even though there is a fill area that has to be maintained around any of the 

pipes or any underground.  My concern would be what happens in 40 years when you have a 
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water main break.  Then you have this water that’s disturbing the ground and migrating and how 

you hold it onto this property because you’ll be responsible for any of the contamination that 

actually leaves the property.  It’s not too far away to the railroad.  I’m also kind of concerned 

about the idea that this land is not liable for a park or for children or for pretty much any kind of 

even a playground or anything like that but yet we’re going to contemplate having our officers 

work there every day, day in and day out.  Those are some of my concerns.

Commissioner Markley said it was clearly appropriate for a Walmart so there’s obviously a lot 

of people going in and out of there.  Maybe this is a different level of knowledge, but it’s just a 

different level of concern when there are kids who might be digging in it or playing soccer on it 

where they’re digging their feet into it and that sort of thing.  I see more officers aren’t going to 

get their shovels and go out there and start digging.    They might but I would advise against it if 

this moves forward so it’s just a level of concern.

My other point would be I don’t like the idea of having a big fill pile in the back but 

obviously it has to be done because it’s an EPA site.  We knew when we did the Walmart deal 

that was sort of a special case.  It is actually to our advantage to have that fill pile fill up with dirt 

from those other pad sites because the faster those other pad sites develop, the faster the TIF pays 

off and the more money is available.  If we have to put some dirt in the back in an undevelopable 

corner to get the rest of those pad sites developed so that we can pay off that whole development 

faster, I’m probably willing to take that hit to make it all work if that’s the EPA’s requirement.

Commissioner Philbrook said my concern lies along with the same gentleman from BPU.  I was 

glad that he talked to some of his coharts and asked the engineers what they thought and how 

they thought it could affect.  I hadn’t really considered that part of it but I was immediately 

concerned about accepting responsibility for superfund properties and how it could affect us in 

the future and what the chances of our liabilities are as far as a lawsuit.  You know, how many 

millions could that be?  Hopefully, then if we we’re going to do this deal that we could make 

plenty of money so we could pay that off it that happens down the pike.  We are accepting a lot 

of responsibility.  

The other thing is everybody knows that over time, we forget how we do deals.  We 

forget where things are.  We forget how things are supposed to be done.  So 30 to 40 years down 



43

July 20, 2015

the pike when something happens and they have to start working on this or that, will those guys 

know where everything is to work on?  I’ve been around BPU and enough to know that there are 

a lot of areas where they think they know where things are but they don’t and things get lost in 

the shuffle.  I just don’t want anybody to be hurt or injured by a time lapse of knowledge.  That’s 

all.  I’m just a bit concerned about that.

Mr. Bach said I will say I just want to make clear, our evaluation of the site and where the EPA 

is with their review of this and where it’s at and where we’re proposing to build a police station,  

I don’t have concerns.  I don’t walk in here with concerns.  EPA doesn’t sign off on this and say 

you all can go build this on this site.  They put restrictions back on different things.  Those are 

their regulations.  It’s kind of like no public use and you walk in and say well, does public use 

count for a police station.  Oh yeah, that’s fine.  That’s not what was intended to be restricted.  

They wouldn’t allow a grocery store to be built on this site and they wouldn’t allow us to come 

on the site.  I wouldn’t come to you and say let’s build it on this site if I felt like I was putting 

anybody at risk or there was any jeopardy within this.  

If you go to the EPA site, they kind of wrote this off from one of their past sties.  It’s 

taken care.  It’s dealt with.  Now it is still one that they have to monitor and work with.  That’s 

where I wanted to be sure you were clear about where we were at.  I do not like the aspect if the 

developer decided well, that sounds like a good deal and your commission jumped all over this 

and said yeah, yeah, we want to do this, let’s build a new police station.  You take our worst part 

of the property and rolled it into the deal.  I didn’t think that was fair from that perspective.  I also 

just didn’t want to walk away from the deal.  Where they at if we stand firm and told them we 

didn’t want it, they said it’s an all or none deal.  I don’t know what else they’d do if we’re not on 

this site.  I think we still add a whole lot to it.  They could try to develop out the back side of the 

property but it’s not their prime development ground.  We’re willing to go in here and spend a 

couple of million dollars because we’re still at risk for this.  As Lew showed in the peforma, one 

of the project areas did drop off.  This side is doing good.  Our movement to come into that side 

of the project and be there with our South Patrol station puts them in a better position for 

developing and doing other things going forward.  

I’m very comfortable with the property.  Take the property and put South Patrol and what 

you all originally expected us to do.  I just wanted to highlight the concern I had because it was 
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not part of the deal to take that hillside and turn it into the deal.  It’s clearly not developable 

ground and we had discussion with them that we are accepting until such time that we saw our 

first documents.

Commissioner Philbrook said I think it would be great if we could put, if you guys are 

comfortable with the South Patrol being there on that property and South Patrol is happy with it 

and they don’t feel concerned, patrolmen and so on, holding us hostage to take the full nine when 

we only need three, that is a sticking point for me.

Commissioner Kane said EPA went around and done all the studies.  I agree.  If we were in an 

old part of town and it just happened up here, that’s why we hit this pipe over here not too long 

ago because it was marked wrong.  They have the technology now to let everybody know where 

this is going to be and where that is going to be.  The EPA is not going to let anybody build a 

Walmart on that property if they think they are going to be in danger.  I think we’re making a 

mountain out of a molehill.  Yeah, I had concerns about it but if EPA wasn’t worried about it 

then we shouldn’t be worried about it.  They’re the experts; we’re not.         

Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Markley, to 

approve.

BPU Board Member Bryant said well it was brought up to the actual Police Department.  What 

are their feelings about this?  Have we asked the Police Department?  Are they comfortable 

moving onto this problem?  I think that’s probably in the end run.  They’re the ones who are 

going to spend the rest of their working careers on it.    Commissioner Kane said they were the 

ones who came to us and said they don’t like being in a house.  They were told exactly where the 

location was going to be.  She gets a police station; I want a new fire station.  She worked her tail 

off to get this where that’s at.  Every single police officer that I talked to was in support of this.

Mr. Bach said I will say we did some evaluation of this site with the Chief.  Of course Chief 

Ziegler was involved with this but it was Chief Hanson at the time when we were digging into it 

and her staff as we were working on it.  Originally we proposed we were going to move over here 
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for our South Patrol and our Score Unit which both sit on that site.  As we went through and 

looked at it from a practical application purpose putting South Patrol back on here was a nice fit.  

The access into the highways, to move around to the sight works quite well for them.  I believe 

they trust how we’re working with the EPA and such like that, that we’re going to provide a good 

protective site.  They weren’t evaluating that perspective of it and I guess I didn’t ask them 

because I wouldn’t put them somewhere where I didn’t think we had done our due diligence to 

make sure it was a safe site for them.  

We evaluated the SCORE Unit piece of it.  It was not determined to put it in a retail 

center.  We didn’t think a commercial area was a viable use and that was the feedback that came 

from the Police Department after we went into this, that you don’t go sticking your unit where 

they come out in special groups where they come in, gear up and then go rolling out through a 

big commercial center.  We determined that we would leave them at their existing location until 

we identified a different location that was more suited for them for the long term before we 

invested money to go into this site.  We worked with them on that perspective and determined 

this would work as a very good site for them.   

BPU Board Member Bryant said that group will stay at Maple Hill.  Mr. Bach said I would 

like to move them in the future but I don’t have funds identified for them at this time.

Chairman Bynum said I just have a question since we have a motion and a second.  Is there 

opportunity for further discussion or do I need to ask—I just; I’m stuck on the nine acre piece.  

I’m really pleased with the development that has occurred even the way the TIF projection plays 

out.  That’s very pleasing even with the slight bit of underperformance on the Save-A-Lot side.  

The other pieces of it more than make up for that.  The development to date is extremely 

encouraging.  I completely understand the desire to bring a police station or any other public use 

building to this site.  That all makes sense to me.  Redeveloping this area makes sense to me.  I 

don’t understand taking nine acres when you only need three, and taking on the responsibility for 

the other six and the perpetuity when we know nothing can be developed there.  I have a question 

about this topography.  Do I understand that if I say the top part of this tract or the northern part, 

that’s the higher elevation?  Do I have that correct?    Mr. Moore said the highest elevation is on 

the south.  Chairman Bynum said okay, the south side.  Mr. Moore said see those, those are 
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elevation heights.  Chairman Bynum said that’s what I’m concerned about.  Mr. Moore said 

see how it slopes from Metropolitan Avenue to the north.  Chairman Bynum said okay, sloping, 

okay, sloping down to the river of course.  

We have multiple sections there, the fill pile for one, that southern most portion which 

I’m guessing is the most contaminated area.  Is that the area where the current fill has been placed 

from the other developments or is that the oval shape?  Mr. Moore said the existing sod date fill, 

the gold area, that is where the EPA has relocated the contamination from 1993.  When they did 

the Walmart development, they had to move soil because they couldn’t move it off the site.  

Right now, that soil is piled up in that circle of existing fill area and that’s got to be moved back 

to that contaminated fill area once we actually describe that easement and get it set up and setting 

that aside.  

Chairman Bynum said so within the nine acres, if we take it all, we can move soil as we 

need to from one fill area to another and in order to build a police patrol division.  Mr. Moore 

said sure.  To construct the South Patrol facility, any excavation we need to do would then move 

back into that soil fill easement that’s yet to be defined.  

Chairman Bynum said do we, Mr. Bach, do we understand why it’s an all or nothing 

deal when we know that we have six acres that we cannot sell and we cannot use but we can and 

will be liable for and responsible for.  Do we know why?  Mr. Bach said well, I think as a 

developer, they’re in the for-profit business.  When they look at the property around that’s in 

excess of what we’re putting our South Patrol on, they can’t do anything with that property.  For 

them to turn that over to the local government is something that they don’t have to spend money 

on or they can’t make money on in the future.  That would be one aspect.  Two is, that piece on 

the southern most portion has the highest opportunity for some liability in the future so I’m sure 

they’re glad to have us take ownership of that.  

Commissioner Johnson asked what happens if we do not approve it in this setting.  What 

happens from there?  Mr. Bach said if you were not to approve this in this setting, I would 

probably go back to them and express, well, I guess, depending on if I were to receive different 

direction,  I’m assuming the hesitation that you would have would be the sum that I pointed out 

to you tonight would be that southern little hillside that they granted to us and tell them that we 

very much still want to do the deal but we’d like to do it without that parcel in our ownership.  I 
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don’t know if I know a different direction from you but I would assume that’d be where I’d be 

going from here.  Chairman Bynum said that’d be my direction.  If there were a way to do a 

deal that got the three acres we needed and frankly wanted. 

Roll call was taken and there were two “Ayes,” Markley, Kane, and four “Nos,” Bryant, 

Philbrook, Johnson, Bynum.  (Motion failed.)  Prior to BPU Board Member Bryant’s voting, he 

said if we’re voting as is with that additional parcel, I vote no.

Chairman Bynum asked where does this take us.  What’s our next step for this project?  

Commissioner Philbrook said make those recommendations if you want to.  Mr. Bach said 

we’ll go back and have a discussion with the developer and see if we have any different progress 

on it from that perspective.  It was our position we took with them.  We didn’t make ground.  I 

think it’s clear we’d have a different position with this position voicing their concerns.  I’ll come 

back and report our update.     

Commissioner Philbrook said thank you for the thorough information.  Chairman Bynum said 

I do appreciate all of that.  That was extremely complex and difficult. I would like to reiterate that 

I want a project there to work.  

Item No. 5 – 150193…ORDINANCE:  NE CORNER OF 39TH & RAINBOW PROPERTY

Synopsis:  An ordinance to formally release the UG's right to re-enter the previously vacated 

street and alley, per KCK adopted Ordinance No. 46791 from 1967, located at the northeast 

corner of 39th & Rainbow, on which the University of Kansas is scheduled to construct a new 

health education building starting 8/27/15, submitted by Ryan Haga, Legal.

Action: Previously deleted from the agenda.

Item No. 6 – 150187…ORDINANCE:  OFFENSE CODE

Synopsis:  An ordinance amending Chapter 22, Miscellaneous Provisions and Offenses of the 

UG Code, as it relates to the weapons laws that now allow concealed carry, open carry and knives 

in the city, submitted by Jenny Myers, Legal.
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Jenny Myers, Legal, said actually Items 6, 7, 8 I don’t know if we can take them all together or 

you want to separate them.  There have been substantial changes to the offense code, traffic code, 

and the security guard permit.  

As far as the offense code, these are just changes, nothing drastic.  It’s just changes to 

become compliant with Kansas State statutes and the Kansas League of Municipality.  Basically, 

what I did was just redo our ordinances so that they mirror Kansas State statutes.  Some of the 

major changes that you’ll see, one is the weapons laws as you’re all familiar. 

 In 2013 the Kansas Legislature said that cities can no longer prohibit the open carry of 

firearms so I had to amend our weapons law to remove carrying a firearm.  This year in 2015, the 

legislature said we cannot prohibit those over 21 who are not otherwise prohibited from carrying 

a firearm from carrying it concealed.  As long as you’re 21 years of age and not otherwise 

prohibited, we have to allow conceal carry also.  

The weapons laws, knives, also in 2013, the legislature said we could no longer prohibit 

knives.   All knives are legal and so I made those changes to become consistent with state statute.

As you’ll see from my memo, a lot of the ordinance changes dealt with copeable mental 

state.  They added in knowingly instead of intentionally and so just little word changes just to 

become compliant.  If there are any specific questions, I can address that.

Commissioner Philbrook said I have one question on Section 22-120, giving a false alarm. 

What does that refer to?   Ms. Myers said just making a call asking for fire or police knowing it 

to be false.  Commissioner Philbrook asked so there is added penalty or there is no added 

penalty.  Ms. Myers said there is an added penalty.  It’s a Class A violation.  I also added in there 

that not only can you be convicted of that crime, but you can also be convicted of interference 

with a law enforcement officer.  I just added it.  Commissioner Philbrook said I was just curious 

what that meant.  Thank you.  I appreciate that. 

Commissioner Kane said that’s Item No. 6.  Ms. Meyers said correct.  Commissioner Kane 

asked can we combine them all.  Jody Boeding, Chief Legal Counsel, said I think that since 

they are so different you should separate them.
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Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Markley, to 

approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

Item No. 7 – 150188…ORDINANCE:  TRAFFIC CODE

Synopsis:  An ordinance amending Chapter 35, Traffic of the UG Code, to comply with state

statute, submitted by Jenny Myers, Legal.

Jenny Myers, Legal, said this is the same thing.  All of these changes are just made to be 

consistent with Kansas State Statute and Kansas League of Municipality.  They’re suggestions.  

One of the bigger changes in here is now you can use your cell phone or any electron device to 

show proof of insurance.  That was one of the bigger changes and that’s just provided by state 

law.

Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Philbrook, 

to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, Philbrook, 

Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.   

Item No. 8 – 150189…ORDINANCE:  SECURITY GUARD PERMITS

Synopsis:  An ordinance amending Chapter 19, Licenses, Permits and Miscellaneous Business 

Regulations of the UG Code as it relates to security guard permits, submitted by Jenny

Myers, Legal.

Jenny Myers, Legal, said this is with regard to Chapter 19 of the Unified Code regarding 

security guard permits.   We used to require that if a security guard was going to carry a firearm, 

they had to fill out a separate application.  They had to register their firearm with the Police 

Department.  They had to take a written test and they had to quality their firearm.  We can’t 

require anyone else to qualify or take any testing, so this just removed those qualifications for 

security guard permits.  They still have to come and register with the Police Department, we’re 

just not going to deal with anything regarding firearms.
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Action: Commissioner Kane made a motion, seconded by BPU Board Member 

Bryant, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Philbrook, Markley, Kane, Johnson, Bynum.

Adjourn

Chairman Bynum adjourned the meeting at 6:39 p.m.  

tk
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MEMORANDUM 
GUIDELINES FOR THE REQUEST OF HONORARY SIGNS 

 
This procedure is for long-term but temporary supplemental street renaming. The Unified Government 
reserves the right to remove the supplemental street name at anytime. The result of this process is the 
installation of street name signs in the ‘cultural interest’ colors of white letters on brown background 
and installs them in the same orientation as the permanent green and white street name sign.  The 
honorary street designation has no effect on the platting or actual street addressing of any properties 
along the street where the honorary designation is approved. 
 
Honorary street renaming of any type utilizes the following procedures: 
 
 An organization or neighborhood group must sponsor the request.  They must submit a formal 

request to either their area commissioner or the Director of Public Works stating their request 
and the reasons behind the request.  This request is to be on letterhead of the organization and 
signed by the sponsoring party. 

 
 The organization or neighborhood group must select a street segment or a series of street 

segments that they desire to have the honorary designation.  UG staff cannot assist in the 
determination of appropriateness of the routes. 

 
 The requesting organization must create and circulate a petition of support for their request.  

The petition must be supported by 51 percent of the landowners or tenants on properties 
adjacent to the section of street that is to have honorary renaming. 

 
 The petition should include a written description of the reason(s) to support the request 

including information about contribution to the WYCO community, neighborhood or 
organization, before and after pictures (if available), background information about the person 
or organization for which the honorary sign is requested.  

 
 If the renaming is to be for a church or a pastor, and the street section has other churches along 

it, the petition must be signed by 100 percent of the churches. 
 
 The petition is reviewed by public works staff to assure that the necessary percentage of 

signatures has been provided. 
 
 The Director of Public Works submits the request to Public Works Standing Committee. 
 
 Public Works Standing Committee votes on the request and then forwards the request to the 

entire commission. 
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 After approval by the entire commission, Street Department prepares street name signs in the 
‘cultural interest colors of white letters on brown background’ and installs them in the same 
orientation as the permanent green and white street name sign. 

 
 There is no fee for standard sizes signs that are to be mounted above STOP signs.  Installation 

will be arranged by the Street Department for any sign install in public right-of-way.  
 

 All request shall be sent to the following address: 
 

Public Works Director 
Public Works Department 
701 N 7th St, Suite 712 
Kansas City, Ks 66101 

 
 
If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to contact Lideana Laboy at (913) 573-5700 or by 
email at llaboy@wycokck.org. 
 
 
 
 

mailto:llaboy@wycokck.org


Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1580

Full Commission Meeting Date: 09/28/2015
Committee: Public Works & Safety
 

Date of Standing Committee Action: 9/28/15
Full Commission Date: 10/15/15
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: Yes   10/22/2015   
Date:

09/14/2015 
Contact Name: Contact Phone: Contact Email: Department/Division:

Public Works 
Item Description:
Project Name: Pump Station 30 Force Main Replacement Project (CMIP 6115)

This resolution declares that this project is a necessary and valid improvement project and directs the Chief Counsel to cause a 
survey and description of such parcels to be undertaken and prepared by a licensed land surveyor or a professional engineer to 
identify and describe the property to be acquired for this project, and to submit an ordinance authorizing the exercise of eminent 
domain and to undertake all other necessary actions to complete the acquisition of such parcels. 
Action Requested:
Adopt the resolution. 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:
Pump Station Resolution



(Published )

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION    declaring the necessity and authorizing a survey and descriptions of lands 
necessary to be condemned for the construction, maintenance, operation, 
use and repair of the Pump Station 30 Force Main Replacement (CMIP 6115), 
all in Wyandotte County, Kansas.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS

SECTION 1.  It is hereby found and determined necessary that certain lands be condemned for 
public use providing for land necessary for construction, maintenance, operation, use and repair of the 
Pump Station 30 Force Main Replacement (CMIP 6115). The project is to install approximately 
1,500 of 6 inch diameter PVC sewage force main.  The boundary includes the 3300 block of 
North 85th Place, east to N. 84th Place and south to Leavenworth Road. This project is all in 
Wyandotte County, Kansas.

SECTION 2.  The Board of Commissioners hereby directs and authorizes its Chief Counsel to 
cause a survey and description of such parcels to be undertaken and filed with the Clerk of Wyandotte 
County/Kansas City, Kansas; to thereafter prepare and submit to the Board of Commissioners an 
ordinance authorizing the exercise of eminent domain with respect to such parcels; and upon approval of 
the same by the Board of Commissioners to initiate eminent domain proceedings in the District Court of 
Wyandotte County, and to undertake all other necessary actions to complete acquisition of such parcels.  

SECTION 3.  This resolution shall be published once in the official County, newspaper, The 
Wyandotte Echo.

ADOPTED BY THE COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED GOVERNMENT
OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS

THIS  DAY OF , 2015.

UNIFIED GOVERNMMENT CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

_____________________________________
RYAN P. HAGA
ASSISTANT COUNSEL



Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1581

Full Commission Meeting Date: 09/28/2015
Committee: Public Works & Safety
 

Date of Standing Committee Action: 9/28/15
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: No     
Date:

09/16/2015 
Contact Name:

Gordon Criswell, 
Assistant County 

Administrator

Contact Phone:
x5024 

Contact Email:
griswell@wycokck.org 

Department/Division:
Police Department 

Item Description:
The Current Tow Lot Contract(s) with the Unified Government will expire in approximately 8 months. The Police Department was 
directed by the County Adminstrator's office to undertake an analysis of our current tow lot operations.

The Police Department's report will be presented in a PowerPoint.

Action Requested:
Information and policy direction regarding the future operation of tow lots. 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:



Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1588

Full Commission Meeting Date: 09/28/2015
Committee: Public Works & Safety
 

Date of Standing Committee Action: 9/28/15
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: No     
Date:

09/17/2015 
Contact Name:

Carol Godsil, Deputy UG 
Clerk

Contact Phone:
x5263 

Contact Email:
cgodsil@wycokck.org 

Department/Division:
Fire Department 

Item Description:
2015 Fireworks report, submitted by John Zimbelman, Fire Marshall.

Action Requested:
For information only. 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:
2015 Fireworks Report



KANSAS CITY KANSAS FIRE DEPARTMENT
Fire Prevention Division

John W. Zimbelman, Fire Marshal
Fire Headquarters Building

815 North 6th Street
Kansas City, Kansas 66101John Paul Jones

Fire Chief
Office:  573-5556

Fax:  551-0490

M E M O R A N D U M

To: Chief John Paul Jones

From: John W. Zimbelman, Fire Marshal

Date: August 10, 2015

Subject: Fireworks Summary for 2015

FIRE DEPARTMENT

Listed below is the summary of calls for service related to fireworks from June 29th to 
July 5th as obtained from communications center.

21 calls received for fireworks related incidents

 1 - EMS calls with patient going POV to hospital. 
 7 - Grass Fires
 13 - miscellaneous fire calls  (Damage to property $2300.00)
 155.5- comp time hours for inspection department (4 inspectors) total cost 

$4867.97
 Approximate miles driven by Fire Inspectors (1452 miles) total cost $755.04
 4 Warnings issued
 Utilized districts again this year for inspectors, this decreased miles driven, and 

allowing an increased presents in neighborhoods effected the number calls for 
service regarding fireworks.

Total approximate cost to the Fire Department $5623.01 (Figure does not include wear 
on vehicles)



KANSAS CITY KANSAS FIRE DEPARTMENT
Fire Prevention Division

John W. Zimbelman, Fire Marshal
Fire Headquarters Building

815 North 6th Street
Kansas City, Kansas 66101John Paul Jones

Fire Chief
Office:  573-5556

Fax:  551-0490

POLICE DEPARTMENT

Documents received from Major Henry Horn of the Kansas City Kansas Police 
Department showed that the department responded to 248, 911 calls, with 
189 of those being coded as fireworks related calls from June 29 to July 5, 
2015.  This information was obtained from CFS 0042.

PUBLIC WORKS

The following is a summary of time, labor and expenses incurred by the Street 
Department for closure and cleanup of streets during the Fourth of July holiday.

  Street Closures

1. Materials purchased for additional barricades = $17.44

2. Building additional barricades (16 hours X $20.10)  = $321.60

3. Delivery and pickup of barricades (48 hours X $20.27)  = $972.96

  Cleanup

1. 4 Equipment Operator II (264 hours X $20.10)  = $5306.40

2. 4 Equipment Operator I  (264 hours X $18.76)  = $4952.64

3. 4 Sweepers w/fuel  (264 hours X $55 per hour)  = $14,520.00

4. 4 Dump Trucks w/fuel  (264 hours X $60 per hour)  = $15,840.00

Total approximate cost = $41,931.04



KANSAS CITY KANSAS FIRE DEPARTMENT
Fire Prevention Division

John W. Zimbelman, Fire Marshal
Fire Headquarters Building

815 North 6th Street
Kansas City, Kansas 66101John Paul Jones

Fire Chief
Office:  573-5556

Fax:  551-0490

AIR QUALITY

Data recorded by our continuous fine particulate matter monitor, located at the JFK 
Core monitoring site, 10th and State Avenue are displayed below and on the following 
pages. These data are from automated instruments and have not been quality assured 
for accuracy and therefore should not be considered final. The data show hourly 
averages of fine particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (ug/m3) for the 
period covering the 4th of July fireworks influence of 2015.

The chart below indicates the 24 hour average of the hourly data for four days around 
the 4th of July.   The National Ambient Air Quality Standard for fine particulate matter 
has an annual standard of 12 ug/m3 and a 24 hour standard of 35 ug/m3.  A three hour 
period of very high particulate matter did push the 24 hour average on the 4th to 44.5 
ug/m3, exceeding the 24 hour standard.  These data do indicate an increased health 
risk to individuals exposed to the elevated particle levels during this period.

SHERIFFS DEPARTMENT 

For 2015 Daniel Soptic reported no tickets issued in relation to fireworks and only had 
around 6 fireworks warnings in the parks. 

CODE ENFORCEMENT

According to Phillip Henderson the total number of stands increased by 2, with 49 total, 
city revenues from stand licenses was $54,325.00 in 2015. With 8 stands paying the 
higher license fee, it slightly mitigated
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