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Synopsis: First Quarter 2017 Budget to Actuals Report, submitted by Kathleen VonAchen,
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For information only.
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Synopsis: Budget revisions, submitted by Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager.

For information only.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
Monday, March 27, 2017

The meeting of the Economic Development and Finance Standing Committee was held on
Monday, March 27, 2017, at 6:47 p.m., in the 5" Floor Conference Room of the Municipal
Office Building. The following members were present: Commissioner McKiernan, Chairman;
Commissioners Bynum (appearing on behalf of Commissioner Walker), Walters, Murguia, and
Townsend; and BPU Board Member Alvey. Commissioner Walker was absent. The following
officials were also in attendance: Doug Bach, County Administrator; Gordon Criswell,
Assistant County Administrator; Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer; Debbie Jonscher,
Assistant Finance Director; Debbie Pack, County Treasurer; Lisa Nolan, County Treasurer’s
Office; Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager; Marlon Goff, Interim Director of Economic
Development; Patrick Waters, Senior Attorney; and Officer Doug Bailey, Sergeant-At-Arms.

Chairman McKiernan called the meeting to order.

Roll call was taken and members were present as shown above.

Chairman McKiernan said just to remind everybody, I know that you know this, but we did
have a blue sheet that was the details of support for Item No. 5, the Indian Springs discussion.
That came out last Thursday afternoon. So, you either got it electronically or on paper. That’s

one revision we have, just a reminder about that.

Approval of standing committee minutes from December 12, 2016, and January 9, 2017. On
motion of Commissioner Murguia, seconded by Commissioner Walters, the minutes were

approved. Motion carried unanimously.



Committee Agenda:

Item No. 1 — 17965...REPORT: 2016 FOURTH QUARTER REPORTS
Synopsis: The Fourth Quarter 2016 Budget to Actuals Report and Budget Revisions greater
than $10,000, submitted by Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said I have with me my staff: Deputy CFO
Debbie Jonscher, Lisa Nolan who handles our investments, Debbie Pack who’s our County
Treasurer, and Reginald Lindsey our Budget Manager. The whole crew is here.

We have three items. We’ll try to make it as quick as possible. I’'m happy to answer any
questions you might have. Chairman McKiernan said we’ll take whatever time we need to

take.

2016 Q4 BUDGET-TO-ACTUA
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE/

A inence

Ms. VonAchen said the reason is this is the report on the Fourth Quarter. It’s the last quarter of
last fiscal year that ended on December 31. For that reason, we might want to take just a little bit

more time on it.
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Now, this report is a result of a General Fund budget-to-actual report that we do and we publish
on our website. We do these every quarter. This is only about the General Fund, not the other
funds of the Unified Government. The Unified Government’s total budget is around $330M.
This report talks about the General Fund, which totals around $200M. As you can see, this is a
consolidated. It includes both the City and County. It also includes the consolidated Parks and
Rec Fund. Three funds all combined into one.

The total expenditures, as I mentioned, are around $196M. The three takeaways from
this one slide here are basically that you can see that in fiscal year 2016, which is that column to
the far right, we came in with a net change, which is a negative number. That’s a deficit of
$1.3M. That’s actually a planned deficit because in the prior year, there was some one time
money that came in. The plan was to spend it in the subsequent year, which was in 2016. That’s
why it’s that way.

Another takeaway from this slide is that you can see that our revenue projections were
very accurate. We came in and brought in 100% of what we expected to bring in.

On the expenditure side, we spent roughly 3.2% less than what we had planned. That
brought us a little bit of additional dollars that we can carry forward, or deposit into our fund

balance, or carry forward for future spending.
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CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

As I mentioned, there’s three funds. We’re going to kind of go through each one of these funds.
First, I’'m going to talk about revenues. Later on, we’re going to talk about expenditures.

This is the City General Fund revenue. The takeaway for this slide real quickly is, from
what I’ve gathered, you can see that there’s $134M that’s just the City General Fund portion.
That’s the total that we spent last year.

The biggest difference or variance in the Revenue side is you can see that sales tax came
in 103% of what we expected. That’s because when we were paying off those STAR bonds, and
when we did the sales tax estimate, we didn’t factor in that we would get one month of sales tax
in December. That actually is what resulted in a slightly higher revenue collection in the sales
tax category than what we expected.

Another area that you see variance is in Permits and Licenses. I would say that the
majority of the difference there can be partially attributed to additional building permits and

similar fees of that nature.
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2016 Budget-to-Actuals Comparison with 2015 Actuals
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COUNTY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

On the County side, you can see the County revenues also came in just exactly as we had
estimated. For the most part, you can see some variances amongst all of the various categories,
but they all came in fairly close to, or consistent with, what we had budgeted.

Chairman McKiernan asked could you go back. Charges for Service, it looks like the
numbers don’t match the little bar graph. It’s a relatively small number, but those numbers don’t
seem to add up to 68.8%. Ms. VonAchen said the bar graph shows the percentage of total
collected. Chairman McKiernan said thank you so much. You may proceed. Someone just
caught up with the presentation, and that’s me. Ms. VonAchen said I didn’t talk about the
graph.

What we’re trying to demonstrate in this graph here is try to compare apples to apples,
last year with this year, and to see whether we were actually collecting what we expected. By
the way, that number is down from what we expected because of various reasons. It seems like a

greater number because the size isn’t very large.
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CONSOLIDATED PARKS GENERAL FUND REVENUES

%
Now, there’s three funds. The biggest ones are the City, which is around $134M, and the
County, which is around $55M. The last one is the Consolidated City/County Parks fund. It
only spends around $6M. Of course, it’s a very important function of the Unified Government.
It’s supported by a small property tax levy. Then there are some other revenues, including

revenues that come from the City General fund in order to subsidize their functions and

activities. That came in as we expected.
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CITY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

On the expenditure side, we’re going to show you a little bit about the City General Fund
expenditures. They total around $137.5M.
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The big takeaway here is that we are estimating that Personnel costs are coming in right
at pretty much what we budgeted. Services, though, were $2.6M lower than we expected. The
other big one is that Miscellaneous and Transfers Out were about $1.3M less than we expected.

As a result of some of the underspending in those categories, we ended up with an

amount that went back to fund balance totaling $3.9M in fiscal 2016.

2016 Budget-to-Actuals Comparison with 2015 Actuals

1274 |

L1}
&1
150

L7
34,248

o [ | o |

COUNTY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

On the County General Fund side, you can see that we spent roughly 98% of our total General
Fund budget for County. Compared to 2015, our spending was about $3.6M higher than it was
in 2015.
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Then over in Parks, very consistent spending levels generally speaking.

City General Fund County General Fund

s
L
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GENERAL FUND DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES
PERCENT OF BUDGET USED %

The last slide kind of gives you some idea of the different departments and where the money is
spent by department. Before we were looking at Salaries and Benefits and Services and so forth,
whereas here, we’re looking at departments.

The City General Fund we have the sum of the Fourth Quarter budget used. For
example, if you used 100% of your budget, you would see 100% right here and you’d be one of
the top ones. Some of these departments spent less than what they were budgeted. You can see

the various variances. I’m having a hard time seeing who it was.
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Judicial came in a little lower; whereas Fire is at nearly 100%. Police is a little bit,
around 96 or 97%. I can’t read it.

Then on the County side, you can see that most of them spent very close to their budgets.
The Mayor’s Office was substantially higher, but we noticed over on the City side it’s much
lower. There may have been some spending, some coding issues, that occurred between the City
and County funds that we need to probably repair.

I did mean to mention that these are all preliminary estimates. As we go through the
audit process, we go through and evaluate all of the expenditures and the revenues. We make
sure that things are coded in the right accounts. We are in the process of doing that right now
with our auditors. That will be completed sometime in May. We’ll present the final CAFR in
June.

Commissioner Murguia asked, Kathleen, it will address that expenditure because this
chart doesn’t look very good that the Mayor’s budget is 40% over budget. Ms. VonAchen said
just on the County side. Chairman McKiernan said but then, go look at the City side, it’s
down. Commissioner Murguia said I understand that. If we can interchange those, if we can
move that money back and forth, there’s got to be a better way to reflect that. If the general
public is reading this, they’re going to think the Mayor overspent his budget by 40%.
Commissioner Bynum said I think it says Mayor/Commission, does it not. Ms. VonAchen said
oh yeah, it’s both. Commissioner Murguia said okay. Now I really want that fixed because
I’m a commissioner.

Ms. VonAchen said that’s exactly what we’ll do. That’s what I was trying to explain
earlier is that we’ll take a look at those expenditures. Perhaps when we were paying some of
those bills, it just hit the wrong fund. Commissioner Murguia asked can you send that to us.
Can you bring that piece back to us? Ms. VonAchen said okay. Commissioner Murguia said |
just don’t want the general public to think that their elected officials are spending 40% more of

their budget. Ms. VonAchen said yeah.
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Expenditures
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TAX LEVY FUNDS FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE

Now, we have other tax levy funds here. What I’'m showing here is the revenues on this side and
the expenditures over here in the orange for the same respective fund.

The first few we’ve already gone over. We do have the County and the City Bond and
Interest Fund showing there, both of which collected sufficient revenues to meet their
expenditure needs. We also have Aging, the Developmental Disabilities, Elections, Health and
Mental Health, all of which rely on property tax levies. All of them collected sufficient revenues

to meet their expenditure needs.
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The other revenues that are either special revenue funds or they’re enterprise funds are reflected
here as well. Without going through each one, I just refer you back to the report that we have on
our website that talks about this and has more information.

Commissioner Walters said I do have just a couple of questions on that. Could you
explain the Public Levee and the Stadium lines? I don’t know if that’s a catchup from a previous
year or what. Ms. VonAchen asked the Stadium line. Commissioner Walters said yes. Ms.
VonAchen said in fact, maybe Debbie would be able to explain that.

Debbie Jonscher, Deputy Chief Financial Officer, said I’1l start with the Public Levee.
Are you questioning the difference between the revenue collected and the expenditures going
out? Commissioner Walters said the budget and the actual actually, yeah. Ms. Jonscher said
currently there is revenue being collected. On the expenditure side there’s the debt that was on
the former Levee site that we’re still being paid. We are collecting revenues that cover that debt;
however, I’m not exactly sure what the $2.3. [ may have to look into that to find out what’s
included in that charge.

The Stadium Fund is the T-Bones Fund. Commissioner Walters said yes, I'm just
looking at, there was very little money budgeted either for revenue or expenditures, but there was
significant revenue and expenditures. I’'m just kind of curious as to where the bust is between
our budget and our actual. Ms. Jonscher said some of that, I believe, is before the STAR bonds
paid off, some of the activity for the capital accounts were being recorded in escrow accounts. I
believe that the escrow activity is included in these numbers. When we do the budget
statements, we don’t include the escrow activity, but I believe that’s being picked up in these
numbers. I can verify that for sure.

Chairman McKiernan said as always, we appreciate the reports that you’ve done. We
do appreciate that. We do have someone from the public. If you could just give us your name

and city of residence.

Doug Spangler, Kansas City, Kansas, Wyandotte County, said on the Stadium Fund, I can’t
see it. It’s blurry over here. The percentage is like 4,000 on expenditure.
The Unified Government took control, or they took ownership, of that stadium through a

purchase. Would that be correct? Doug Bach, County Administrator, said yes. Mr. Spangler
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said in the budget year, it was not planned. That figure, it would be $7.4M approximately?
What does the figure on the screen say?

Ms. VonAchen said as we mentioned, these are pre-audit numbers. What we need to do
is go back and double-check that figure. Mr. Spangler said I was wondering, under any
circumstance, how would a mid-year purchase occur that was not budgeted unless it came out of
an Enterprise fund. Is that where those funds came from? Ms. Jonscher said the Stadium Fund
is an Enterprise fund. Mr. Spangler said it had $7M extra in it. When you took ownership of it,
that’s the expenditure there? Ms. Jonscher said not all of that occurred in 2016.

As I said before, I believe that large amount is picking up escrow activity that occurred
before the payoff of the STAR bonds. Mr. Spangler said right. I’ve been following this online.
The figures had, and I called Finance a couple of times and was directed to the CAFR report.
Your description of the purchase of the stadium, my point being, that stadium will not pay
property taxes any longer because you own it, right? Mr. Bach said correct. Mr. Spangler
asked will it pay Board of Public Utilities’ fees or will those be subsidized as well.

Mr. Bach said it’s currently paying Board of Public Utilities’ fees. It’s also currently
paying property taxes. Mr. Spangler said so they rent the stadium from you and that amount is
assigned as a revenue number. Mr. Bach said yeah. Mr. Spangler asked where does that
revenue number occur in there. Is it the lower figure of the $561,000? I assume those are in
thousands. Mr. Bach asked are you talking about a revenue number that comes back from the
property taxes. Mr. Spangler said to the facility. You said it pays facility — somebody has to
pay, it generates revenue. Who pays the property taxes on that? Mr. Bach said the Unified
Government pays the property tax. Mr. Spangler said that’s what I wanted to know.

Chairman McKiernan asked any other discussion or questions. If not, thank you very much for
the report. One of the things that I do appreciate is in the report that we have, not on the screen
but in the printed report, you do have explanatory comments, and the report that’s online, has
explanatory comments that continue to flush out and explain the different sections of the report.

That’s the Fourth Quarter. We still have the budget revisions of $10,000 or greater for
the Fourth Quarter.
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Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager, said during the Fourth Quarter of 2016, we had 20 ledger
revisions that were over $20,000. They totaled $2.8M. Also, the lowest amount of budget
revision that was done was a $10,000 budget revision. The largest amount was a $313,000
budget revision. With the report, we added a new column which is two columns from the right.
It shows the funding source. It will tell you if the revision was done within a department or if it

was done for contingencies or reserves.

Commissioner Walters said we have various levels of changes that can be made, some with
departmental approval, some with County Administrator approval, and some with Commission
approval. Some of these larger transfers, what category are they in, like the $1.2M sewer system
transfer amount? Could you just kind of walk us through what that was?

Mr. Lindsey said we have a category where if a budget revision has to do with funding
to keep operations going, the Mayor and our County Administrator sign off on it. If it’s a one-
time budget revision where it’s questionable if there’s something we need to do and it doesn’t
impact operations, it does come in front of the Commission. If we were to be purchasing a
property or so, that would come in front of the Commission. Anything that is related to making
sure that our operations are ongoing, goes in front of the County Administrator and Mayor.

Commissioner Walters asked all of this $200-250,000 were in that category that you
just described. Mr. Lindsey said yes. Like the $250,000, it was an emergency replacement for
the Annex roof. We had some leaking going on at the Annex into some of the offices. It pretty

much was an emergency that needed to be done.

Commissioner Murguia said I thought we addressed this in a policy four years ago when
money was being spent that the Commission had no idea where it was being spent, larger
amounts of money. We adjusted our policy. I think it was around some not so favorable
publicity around the T-Bones stadium. I can’t recall the details right now.

I might be the only one, but when this government only has a $250M budget and we
spend $1.2M on one project, it seems odd that we wouldn’t be briefed on that. Regardless of
whether it’s an emergency, if it’s an emergency in the sense that you got to get it fixed, we do

those emergency phone calls. I just don’t understand why a quick phone call can’t be sent out
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that says hey, the roof’s leaking. We’ve got to spend $1.2M. Wanted to let you guys know. The
Mayor and our Administrator signed off on it. It’s $1.2M.

Ms. VonAchen said I’d like to interject just a moment please. Actually, they were taking
budget from one area of the Sewer Enterprise Fund and moving it to the other area. They
weren’t necessarily spending new money. It’s taking existing budget and just moving it around.

Commissioner Murguia said I don’t know, maybe I’'m missing something. 1’d like to
understand where it came from and where it’s being moved to. It’s $1.2M. It doesn’t have to be
a formal meeting and I don’t want to create a lot of paperwork. It’s a simple phone call. There’s
only what, three on here, and how long does this cover? What timeframe does this cover? Mr.
Bach said fourth quarter.

Commissioner Murguia said okay, in one quarter it would’ve created three emergency
messages just to say we had to move some money around. It’s just that simple. We had to move
some money around. It was $1.2M; lot of money, bummer, but the roof was leaking.

Commissioner Bynum said the $1.2M is for sewers and Public Works. The Annex roof
is $250,000. Commissioner Murguia I hear you, Melissa. 1 don’t care of it’s for toilets. I
don’t care what it’s for, it’s $1.2M. To me, it’s a sign of disrespect for the Commission. I
understand our government’s set up where it’s a very Mayor powerful system and that the
Commissioners really don’t have all that much say. I would tell you I think anytime we move
money around, and the really annoying part is I was here when there was this big contentious
amount of money spent, so we changed the policy. Reggie, I think you were involved. Mr.
Lindsey said I was involved in writing the policy.

Commissioner Murguia said it was a big deal. When stuff like this happens, I am
confident nobody’s trying to trick anyone, at least I want to believe that. It just would be easier
to be more open and transparent about it. It’s not a big deal, so whatever broke broke. You had
to fix it. It’s only three things. If it was 50 or 30, I’d say fine I get it. You got to move. You’ve
got to keep things going, but it’s three items. Just call us and tell us that you’ve moved money
from one place to the next.

Mr. Lindsey said the items in the policy, if it’s like discretionary was the wording that
we used, that we could move funding. We didn’t feel that any of these were outside
discretionary and they were helping to make sure that our ongoing government operations got

done.
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Mr. Bach said I’ll speak to the roof. I did put a note out to you. Ididn’t send it as an emergency
message. It was a couple of days after it came about or probably even before I signed off on the
final revision. That was within the Facilities budget, so we moved through and just realigned
where we could go through. When we’ve got a leaking roof, we’ve got to fix it. I put the
information out. Commissioner Murguia said okay.

Mr. Bach said within Water Pollution, these are operating areas where we have. I make
that fund function within the money they have. It’s a matter of saying okay, where can we
prioritize. It’s a consolidation of moving money from different line items within their budget to
continue the mission that they’re after. Commissioner Murguia said sure, but it has to come
from somewhere.

Mr. Bach said that one’s not as easily explainable to say yeah, it’s within their fund.
Commissioner Murguia said but it’s still coming from somewhere so something else is not
happening because $1.2M is being spent. I don’t care if it’s within the department or outside the
department. Mr. Bach said that’s a good point on that one.

Ms. VonAchen said actually, what we did in Water Pollution and why it’s so high is
because I think there were a whole slew of folks that were funded in the wrong division and they
needed to be funded in a different division. It was kind of a reorganization of all the chart up
accounts within Sewer. Am I right about that? Commissioner Murguia asked then why don’t
we know that. That’s a big deal. We are the ones that adopt the budget. If you’re moving
money around, the Commission is the one that says yes or no on the budget. If it changes, I
think we should know that.

Mr. Bach, I’'m not trying to create work for you, but if you’re already making a note to us
— this is one of the few things that we do have say over. We don’t, clearly, get to set the
agenda. The Mayor does that and decides what’s on the agenda and what’s not. If he doesn’t
like it, it doesn’t happen. There’s no way really around that.

What we do have control over is budget. What we approve should be what we do. I
understand; I’m being understanding. I understand that things come up; no big deal. I think we
should know what those are. That’s all I'm saying. I don’t think anybody is trying to hide
anything. You’re writing it down anyway; just let us know.

Ms. Jonscher said we can get the detail. I will say that was, this issue was not personnel

related.
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Chairman McKiernan said what I think would be good is, because I thought we had a deal with
a certain dollar value even though it was for emergency operations and approved by
Administration, it wasn’t going to wait until the quarterly report. It was going to come right to
us. Commissioner Murguia said that’s what I thought. Chairman McKiernan said I thought
we had put that in the policy so if I could just ask, if we could just have the policy just
distributed. I’m looking for it here on my computer and drop box is failing me. If we could just
distribute that so we can review it. I recollect something more similar to what you recollect, that
we’d ask for a more immediate notice of larger dollar items, even if they were emergency
operations.

Commissioner Murguia said, Brian, you’re good about stuff like that and you have a
good quality to review those things. I rely on our Legal staff to write those things. They know
what our intent was. The policy should have been drafted with what the intent of the
Commission was. We were seriously concerned about the transfer of large amounts of money,
wanted to know what was happening with that. Like I said, it’s the one thing we have something
to say about. That’s all I’'m saying. I’m not trying to create additional work. I am in no
position, nor do I have the skillset. I’m not a lawyer. How you interpret a word, how I interpret
a word, that’s not what I do. I trust that our staff will be very transparent about that. That’s all
I’'m saying. You’re being transparent now, but I would have liked to have had a heads up on
that.

Chairman McKiernan said that’s something we can address going forward.

Commissioner Murguia said yeah.

Commissioner Townsend said one more point of clarification on this. When we’re looking at
the column “Funding Source,” using the $1.2M as an example, it says the funding source was
within the department. Is it appropriate to say that this $1.2M was money already budgeted for
this department but a line item was switched here? Is that what happened? Mr. Lindsey said
yes, that’s exactly what happened. It was moved across different account codes. Commissioner
Townsend said okay, I just want to make sure.

So that was money that was already in that department as were these others that go down

the line that say within department. Mr. Lindsey said yes, the ones that say within department.
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Commissioner Townsend said you’re just moving money between line items within a

department of money that’s already been budgeted. Mr. Lindsey said yes.

Commissioner Murguia said I don’t want to belabor this. That’s true, but...Commissioner
Townsend said yours is a different issue. I’'m making sure that I understand that this is money

that’s already been budgeted.
Action: Information only.

Item No. 2 —17966...REPORT: COMPREHENSIVE FEE SCHEDULE
Synopsis: 2017 Comprehensive Fee Schedule, submitted by Kathleen VonAchen, Chief

Financial Officer.

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said as we talked about earlier, we have a
$330M budget. A lot of that is paid for by various taxes and inter-governmental revenues from
the State and from the federal government, just a whole variety of different funding sources.
One of the funding sources or categories is charges for services. Every department in the UG has
a variety of fees that they charge in order to attempt to recover the cost of providing various

services.

COMPREHENSIVE
FEE SCHEDULE

A Finance
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When I first arrived, I thought it would be very nice, and in fact it is a recommended practice,
that we have a master list of all of these services so that the public can have one source to go to

to see them and see how they’re charged and they’re levied and so forth.

Vo d
A
OBJECTIVE: M oot
ASSIMILATE A
COMPLETE LIST OF ALL
FEES AND CHARGES

FOR SERVICES

COMPREHENSIVE FEE SCHEDULE
PROPOSED
Jamsary 1. 2007 through Decenber 31, 2017

This is what we’ve done. Our departments put this together. We worked very closely with every
department, asked them for their fee schedules, asked a lot of questions, got some detail. I'm
going to pass this on to Debbie Pack because she was the lead on that as the Revenue Team

Leader.

Debbie Pack, County Treasurer, said what Kathleen said was true. The Revenue Team met
with every department. We sent out a survey and asked them for all of their fees. We did some
research online to collect fees. We were trying to just get a master list of everything that each
department charged.

What we did was we met with every department. We interviewed them. We asked them
questions about is this a fee that we collect for a service that we provide? Is this a fee that we
collect for the State? Is this a fee that we get some benefit from? We were looking for a lot of
things.

A lot of the fees that we realized that we collect are pass through fees. We really didn’t

want to concentrate on those. We wanted to get the master, but we also wanted to find out what
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we were really dealing with. Are these pass through fees or are these fees that we actually have

any control over? Do we get a benefit from them? Do we get to keep part of them?
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For example, in Motor Vehicle we know that there are a lot of fees that we pay for our car
registration, but very little of that stays with the County. Some of the other departments, those
fees are set by the County. We were trying to just get a really good dictionary, let’s say, of what
those fees were, how they were created, when the last time they were increased, and things like

that.
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As a result of that, we created this fee schedule that listed all of these items by department. It
gives you what the fees for and what the unit of measure is. If it’s per hour or per license or
something like that, we tried to add that information in there, and what the actual fee is.

The goal for us, then, is to use this information to go forward and do studies on these fees
and make sure that we’re actually getting back the cost that we’re spending on the service
through these fees and if we have any ability to look at these fees and say, do we have the ability

to move these fees. Is this fee fair? Are we recovering the cost of our fees?

- has bbeen owarded the Nofice of Need 1o
COI}CLL{._I?"‘ User Fee/Charges for Services Revenue Studies dunng 2017
and 2018

» Departments planned during 2017:
» Parks and Recreation
» Police, Fire and Shenff
» Public Works
» Other departments to be conducted in 2018
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NEXT STEPS
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Ms. VonAchen said we just completed an RFP and selected a firm to help us do these user fee
studies. That firm is MGT. We’ve just started work with them. What they’ll be doing is
interviewing staff members in various departments. We’re going to do a few departments at a
time. Our first departments will be Parks and Recreation, then the Police, Fire and Sheriff.
Those are the first two studies we’ll be doing.

What we’re going to do is collect data on not only what they spend, but also talking with
individual staff members within the department and asking them questions like how long does it
take you to do such-and-such. Doing kind of a time series to determine how much time is spent
providing certain service so that we can break all those costs out by the individual service.

That’s going to take about a couple of months. We really hope to have this turned around
pretty quickly. We hope to have a couple of these fee studies done in the next couple of months

or by June, at least Parks and Rec and Police and Fire.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I’'m assuming that one of the reasons why we would try to
access that information is that we would then be able to adjust the fee schedule so that we would
not be under collecting on some fees and not over collecting on others. Would staff then bring
those recommendations to Commission?

Ms. VonAchen said yes. The first step, once we collect that data, then we’re going to
have the department head review it internally so that he or she has the ability or an opportunity to
see whether the data made sense. The next step will be for the County Administrator’s office to
go through and do a peer review of that data at that point. Then after that, we’ll take it to the
Commission.

Certainly, because we are a government, there may be a certain level of subsidy level that
is permissible. That’s all a policy question. That’s exactly why we’re doing this is to get
feedback from you on what you are comfortable with in terms of subsidy level or do you want
full recovery on this service but then a subsidy level on this second service, etc.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I would just suggest that if there are major
discrepancies that any adjustments would be done in increments so that it would not be — go,
let’s say a 50% change. Reduce it. I’d say get that back down over time rather than one fell

SWOoop.
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Ms. VonAchen said any future fee changes would be brought before all of you based on
staff recommendations. We certainly will incorporate the approach of phasing in any kind of fee

adjustments in order to mitigate any kind of shock to the citizens. That’s certainly true.

Chairman McKiernan said you’ve told me this and I have forgotten. NRC, the Neighborhood
Resource Center, in here it’s blank right now. You had said that that was going to be a future
phase, is that right? Ms. VonAchen said that’s right. The NRC has a great number of fees. In
order to move this project along, we’re just kind of taking it step-by-step. We felt that having all
the rest of the UG was a very good step. We’ll do the NRC next year.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I think its good information. I think it’s a good plan moving

forward; helpful. Chairman McKiernan said | agree.

Ms. VonAchen said I’d like to thank my staff for all the work they did. They spent quite a bit of
time working with all the departments to collect this data. Chairman McKiernan said I think
the financial reports we’re getting, the financial forecast you’ve done, collecting all these data
together in one place, I think we’re making some real strides in trying to wrap our arms around

the entirety of our financial operation. That’s very much appreciated.

Action: Information only.

Item No. 3 - 17964...RESOLUTION: DESIGNATING ELIGIBLE FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

Synopsis: A resolution designating depositories and eligible instruments for investing Unified
Government funds and receiving requests for bids for investment of idle funds, submitted by

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.
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Resolution Designating UG
Eligible Financial
Institutions and Authorized
UG Officers and Powers

Presented by: Kathleen VonAchen, CFO
Monday, March 27, 2017

Resolution Summary

+ Cash Management & Investment Policy was
adopted on December 1, 2016.

+ Per the investment policy and K.S.A. 9-1401, a
resolution is being presented to:

=designate eligible banks in Wyandotte County to receive
UG funds for investment. (List of banks was obtained
from the FDIC website)

»designate authorized officers of the UG and their
authorized powers to open accounts, endorse checks,
set up wires/transfers and stop payment orders.

-

Lisa Nolan, County Treasurer’s Office, said with the adoption of the Investment Policy that
the full commission adopted on December 1, per that Investment Policy and the Kansas Statutes,
we are presenting a resolution for adoption which will designate eligible banks in Wyandotte
County to receive UG funds for investments. The list of banks was obtained from the FDIC
website.

The resolution will also designate authorized officers of the Unified Government and
their authorized powers such as to open accounts, endorse checks, set up wires, process transfers

and stop payments.

March 27, 2017



24

Authorized Officers/Employees

Power Openanydepositor share accounts at POWE s A POWE I B |
A an Eligible Institutionin the name of
the UG, & B | Only

Deputy

Enter intowritten lease for the purpose ) Ll Finance
of renting, maintzining, accessing, and = Mayor/CEQ Director
terminating safe deposit box atan

Eligible Institution.

County | | Directorof
Power Endorsechecks and ordersfor the ™1 2dministrator Revenue
B paymentof money or otherwise
withdrawor transfer funds on depasit
Chief Deputy
L Financial || Directorof
Issue stop paymentorders with respact Officer Revenue

to any itemdrawnona UG account at
an Eligible Institution.

I == Czsh Managsr

The next slide shows you the list of the officers and the powers that they will be designated.

Final Steps After Resolutionis
Adopted

Send a letter to each bank to:

v Certify that they meet the requirements of
Kansas statutes and will comply with the UG’s
investment policy; and/or

v Offer to invest $235,000, per the “Local
Emphasis” section of the UG's investment
policy, for a term of up to one year.

-

The final steps after the resolution is adopted, we will be sending a letter to all the banks on the
list, on the resolution, to certify that they meet the requirements of Kansas Statutes and that they
will comply with the UG’s Investment Policy. We will also offer each bank — we will offer to
invest $235,000 with each bank per the Local Emphasis section of the Policy for a term up to one
year.

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said the resolution in your packet has a
list of all the banks.
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Action: Commissioner Walters made a motion, seconded by BPU Board Member

Alvey, to approve as submitted.

(Commissioner Bynum left the meeting at 7:28 p.m.)

Commissioner Townsend asked in the past when we’ve been presented with reports that show
the returns and the amounts invested with these different financial institutions, from the list here,
have any been added that we normally see, or have any others been removed that we normally
see. Ms. Nolan said we have added some because since the last resolution, we had to go back to
all the local banks and offer again for them if they want to be on our eligible list. There’s a list
now that does not include some of the banks that are listed in the resolution. If they want to sign
off on our letter to certify that they comply with Kansas Statutes and that they will comply with
our Investment Policy, they will be added to that list.

Commissioner Townsend said presumptively, that’s why some fell off. They did not

make that statement that they comply. Ms. Nolan said yes.

Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Alvey, Walters, Murguia, Townsend,

McKiernan.

Item No. 4 — 171045...RESOLUTION: AMENDMENT TO MASTER EQUIPMENT
LEASE PURCHASE AGREEMENT

Synopsis: A resolution amending the Master Equipment Lease Purchase Agreement dated
October 17, 2013, with Banc of America Public Capital Corp., submitted by Debbie Jonscher,
Deputy Chief Financial Officer.

Debbie Jonscher, Assistant Finance Director, said this is an amendment to our Master
Equipment Lease Agreement. The Master Equipment Lease Agreement is the financing tool that
we use to finance a lot of our capital equipment purchases. This amendment would extend the
current agreement through the end of this year. Our last amendment expired as of the end of

2016.
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I did include in the packet a list of all the equipment that the Commission has approved in
the past for lease-finance equipment. Those would be the items that we intend to purchase this

year.

Action: Commissioner Murguia made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Walters,
to approve as submitted. Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Alvey,

Walters, Murguia, Townsend, McKiernan.

(Commissioner Bynum returned to the meeting at 7:32 p.m.)

Item No. 5 — 171049...ORDINANCE AND RESOLUTION: FLEX-TECH BUSINESS
PARK PROPOSAL FOR THE FORMER INDIAN SPRINGS MALL SITE

Synopsis: A redevelopment proposal for a 26-acre flex-tech business park on the southern
portion of the former Indian Springs Mall site by Axis Point Developers, LLC, submitted by
Marlon Goff, Interim Economic Development Director.

Requested action:

* Pass ordinance terminating the Midtown Redevelopment District

» Adopt master resolution of intent to issue industrial revenue bonds, approve Development

Agreement and Purchase Agreement

Chairman McKiernan said Item No. 5 was the blue-sheeted item, or the Blue Sheet rather,
contained additional information for this item. It’s a two-part item, both revolving around the
Indian Springs site. One, an ordinance terminating the Midtown Redevelopment District, the

second, a master resolution of intent to issue industrial revenue bonds.
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Doug Bach, County Administrator, said Marlon is going to take us through the presentation on
this.

This is the follow-up after our last Commission setting where we talked to the
Commission about direction on Indian Springs and how we could move forward. Received
direction that a flex-type park would be something we would see as good for that area,
particularly on the southern portion of it. With that, we were able to move forward.

Lane4 was ready to move on this. We did talk through this with a few developments to
see what opportunities were out there. Marlon’s here tonight with Hunter Harris from Lane4 to

discuss a potential project for that site.

Marlon Goff, Interim Director of Economic Development, said also joining me tonight is

Hunter Harris representing the development group for this proposal.
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Recap: Jan. 30" ED&F - Indian Springs Discussion
»  Sfrategy to engage flex-tech business park developers
& Phased commercial project on southern portion of former mall site
s Currentzoning and marketfeasibility support proposedlanduse

H/
i, E |

As Doug pointed out, thought it would be good to recap when we were last in front of this

committee on January 30. At that time, we talked about the history of the site and our
relationship with Lane4 representing us on the site, specifically the response that we’ve gotten
from the retail sector of the community regarding the attractiveness of this site.

We also talked about a strategy, as Mr. Bach pointed out, of how we might approach the
southern portion of the site, in particular, the demand and the existing zoning for a flex-tech

business park.

Qutline of Agenda Action ltems

. 327017 ED&F Presentation & Discussion

427017 1. Ordinance Terminating the Midtown Redewelopment (TIF) District
® Termination of thedistrictiz 3 procedural reguirement for usz of IRB & tax sbatement
® |R-81-16) was sdopted 12/1/16 - long-termfinancing actionfor gutstanding debt.
2. Master Resolution of Intent (IRB) = Axis Point Project at former Indian Springs site

. 4/27/17 - 1. Conduct Pubic Hearing to consider use of IRB's and tax abatement
2. Master Resolution of Intent to issue IRB’s
& Summary of Cost-Benefit Analysis for alltaxing entities
= Resolution to indudeformal purchase and development agreement
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Tonight this is a snapshot of the action items we’re proposing to track, obviously starting with
the presentation here shortly from the development group.

The first action we propose would be to terminate the existing Midtown Redevelopment
District TIF. This is on the heels of an action the Commission took in December that would
address the long-term financial action for outstanding debt on this site. Second, a master
resolution of intent to make use of our Tax Abatement Policy to issue the industrial revenue
bonds and negotiate a fixed PILOT.

We’re proposing that the public hearing as part of that process would take place on April
27. In addition to the resolution of intent for the revenue bonds, we can also explain and go
through a detailed summary of the cost-benefit analysis for all of the taxing entities. Then we’ll

take action on the actual purchase and redevelopment agreement.

Summary of Key Terms - Development Agreement

» Purchase price of $750,000 for the (26 acre portion) of project area proposedforthe Flex Tech Park.
« Construction onfirst phase (160,000 sg-ft) must commence within 12 months.

+ Project qualifies fora 10-yr 75% tax abatement per building.

+ Developer mustconstruct a minimum of 100,000 sg-ftin (phase [) to qualify for incentives for phasell

+ Tax abatement appliesfor buildings started withinthe first (5) years of project only.
« LMAW participation goals to be included in development performance agreement.

Here is a quick summary of some of the key terms that are included in the preliminary deal sheet
and the exhibit in your packet. It includes acquisition of 26 acres. That’s roughly $1.55/foot at
$750,000. The developer would be required to begin construction within the first 12 months as
soon as financing is available. I think the developer will point out an aggressive timeline that
they’re prepared to pursue, which would call them actually having starting site work in May.

The project qualifies under our policy for a 10-year, 75% abatement. One of the key
terms we worked at length is this formula would only apply to those buildings started within the

next five years.
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Preliminary Cost/ Benefits Profile

SUMPMARY OF BENEFITS TO ULG.

Benefit Deicription

Based on induitry metrics, the Project will create approximately 150 temporary construction jobs

lobs
and 250 full time equivalent jobs throughout its useful life.

The Project will clean wp a blighted area and leverage the UG's public safety and transportation
investment, Further, the Project will substantially contribute to the economic viability of the UG
through the creation of increased employment opportunities, This increased employment for
redsidents and cut-of-county employees will create day-time population and income to suppart
surrounding and supportive retail development, including on the northern portion of the former
Indian Springs Mall site.

Economic Viability

The UG will rgalize revenues in the amount of 5750,000 from the purchase price 1o b paid by
Developer for acquisition of the Propeny.

The Preject anticipates that, over a period of ten (10) years, the taxing jurisdictions will realize
Property Thxes additional revenues from the Developes's payments in lieu of taxes (egual 1o 25%) in the amount of

Japproximately =i.lii 241

The Project anticipates that, over a period of ten [10) years, the UG will realize additional sales tax
Sales Tax revenucs in the amount of approsimately $1,006,006 witin the fick-tech arca alone, and substantial
addithonal taxes in and around the arca from employes shoppling.,

Purchase Price

The Preject will alse generate additional utility revenues for the UG/BPU in the amount of

Utility Rewenues
¥ approximately 5205000 annually based on industry metrics.

This is essentially the exhibit that’s included in the deal sheet. It gives us a preliminary snapshot
of the cost benefit summary. As noted earlier, we’ve actually retained the services of a third-
party municipal consulting firm. They actually do the independent analysis of the return on
investment, for example, for each of the taxing entities. We’ll talk about that in greater detail
during the public hearing.

Essentially, even with the 75% tax abatement, we’re looking at a little over $1M
generated over the life of the term as well as another $1M in sales tax. This project is anticipated
to create in the ballpark of 350 full-time jobs and 150 during the construction phase.

This will be the transition point where I turn this over to Hunter to kind of spell out what

they’re proposing to do with the AxisPoint project.
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Hunter Harris, Partner, Lane4 Property Group, said I’d like to thank Mr. Bach and Mr. Goff
for working extensively with us on the entirety of this project, but particularly over the past
several months.

We took the direction from the last ED&F meeting that I was in attendance at. We have
moved very, very quickly to bring this project before you this evening. I have spearheaded the
efforts on this project.

AxisPoint

LANE4  [FG s

development legal

Newmark Grubb
...................... E — zimme'
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Other partners involved are Davidson Architecture/Engineering. Polsinelli is our legal counsel,
Newmark Grubb Zimmer is helping us with all of the leasing and asset level decisions on the

flex-tech business park.

AxisPoint
s

The project area is the approximate 26 acres on the southern half of the former Indian Springs
mall site. You can see that the southern line of the Police and Transit facility acts as the
east/west boundary across the site.

The project is divided into two areas on this exhibit. It’ll actually be three with the
eventual 350,000 square feet or more of uses on the southern portion of this site. As I mentioned
at our last meeting, the impetus and the thesis here is that we have users in place now that we can
get going on to create the jobs and the activity at the site. We don’t want it to sit there stale for
years and years. We believe, and it’s our thesis in discussing with retailers and the rest of the
market, that this helps put the pressure on the front half of the site to get an additional mix of
uses that could include housing, retail or others on to be determined future phases for the
eventual buildout of the rest of the site.

You can see the outline of some of that up on the front half of this site. Interestingly, you
can also see the site of the sanitary sewer as it ran through the mall bisecting the site there in kind

of light gray. That’s more information as you can see it.
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AxisPoint

flex/tech park | e

Switching directions on the exhibits here, here you can see an abstract of one of our planning

documents that has been filed on the site with the two buildings that we currently have proposed.

AxisPoint

lot 3 | vanes |

A quick concept elevation for the 160,000 square foot building, we see this containing a mix of

what I’m describing as industrial/retail uses that we see proliferating to this area. I’ve often
talked before about the stone and granite showroom that may have showroom space on the front
piece of the site that might sell product, and also have some need for warehousing and office

space as a potential type of user for this building.
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AxisPoint

example architecture | waes |

Then again, some potential architectural examples as we contemplate this use. These are

abstracted from in and around the country. The flat line elevation that you saw before is difficult

to really articulate the architectural relief within the building and the other materials.

AxisPoint

Public Incentives & Development Agreement
. 3/27/17 — ED&F Standing Committes
. 4(27/17 — Public Hearing - FullCommission

Planning/Zoning

3/24/17 - Submission Deadline

4117/17 - Commentsto Applicant and Comment Review Meeting Date
4{18/17 — Post Notice onProperty

4/24(17 — Final Revisons Due by Noon

5/08/17 — Planning Commission Meeting

5/17/17 — Last Day to Comply with Stipulations

5/25/17 — Board of Commisioners Public Hearing

timeline | wanes |

We have a very aggressive schedule. We have done our part in keeping the first piece of this.
We would like to be scheduling a groundbreaking for this time next month.

In order to meet that goal, we quickly put together and met all the requirements to submit
our preliminary and final plans simultaneously, which were put on file Friday. We also

submitted our preliminary and final plats, which were put on file Friday. Hopefully by this time
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next month, with your continued support for this project, we’re acquiring the site and we are
turning dirt shortly thereafter on our land disturbance permit. While we’re at risk on our design
for building and vertical permits that would follow a little later in May, with the thought that
we’d like to be delivering buildings by the early part of September of this year and people put
into employment on the site.

I’d stand for any questions about the overall schedule here. Really our, I'd say the
approvals from the Commission on the purchase and redevelopment agreement and the IRBs,
again, are in late April. Our planning filings last Friday take us out to May for full approval.
Henceforth, we couldn’t pull a full building permit until after that point.

I can tell you that we are very excited about this project and the future of Indian Springs

and would greatly appreciate your support of the same.

Commissioner Murguia said, Hunter, I just want to say first of all, I think you are an incredible
developer. You’ve been an outstanding partner to the Unified Government, you, your legal staff,
Polsinelli. T have personally worked with Newmark Grubb Zimmer as well as Davidson. I think
you all do a fantastic job. Clearly, we can all testify that we don’t have quality developers like
you lined outside the door of Wyandotte County. You’re always here. You’re always willing to
take on a tough project, and you’re always willing to pioneer that. I want you to hear that before
I say the rest of what I have to say.

Nothing personal, okay; be clear about that. This is what I care about. I care that when
commissioners or staff work deals that benefit our entire community, that the playing field is
level.

When I look at this deal, I wasn’t briefed on this because I missed the meeting. That was
my fault so I haven’t been brought up to speed on this. I just saw you today at lunch, and I know
that you’ve scheduled a meeting with me to get me up to speed. I’ll just start off by saying I
need more time on this deal before I will vote on it. I’m not going to support it. I’'m not going to
say I’m not going to support it. I’m just saying I need more time.

What frustrates me is a bigger issue. The bigger issue is can you tell me when you
started working on this project with our staff? Mr. Harris asked the flex-tech park.
Commissioner Murguia said yeah. This specific project, when did you start working on this

with our staff? Mr. Harris said I think when we changed the — Commissioner Murguia said
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just roughly. Mr. Harris said that’s okay. I’m trying to be methodical about the answer to
make sure that it’s a right one, is when we came in and did the briefings on the On 3s, which was
late last fall. Kind of early fall, late summer, is when we gave some data about the retail market
and what the users were saying specifically about this site, and how the demographics and some
of the other facts were lining up. When we stated that we do have this use, which appears to be
here and now, that we could move forward on.

Commissioner Murguia said okay. You’ve been working on this project for about eight
months, right, with staff? That’s me being generous. Mr. Harris said yeah. Commissioner
Murguia asked and how much of an investment is this project. Mr. Harris asked overall.
Commissioner Murguia said overall. Mr. Harris said over $25M. Commissioner Murguia
said it’s a $25M project.

I’ll go over this with our Administrator and you when we meet in person, but just
glancing at the financials and glancing at what little bit I know and talking to some of my fellow
commissioners to sort of get briefed a little bit on this, this is what I’m frustrated with. For over
a year and one-half, my district has tried to get three fast food restaurants on the agenda of
Economic Development. There’s not one other piece of grant money that this project is bringing
to the table, but that project’s bring $1.2M.

Over a year and one-half, it still has not been placed on the agenda. The deal has been
not worked, not come to an agreement, whatever the issues have been. There’s not been a
development agreement pulled together. We can’t pull together a $3.5M fast food deal in an
urban neighborhood in over a year and one-half, but we can pull together a $25M deal in eight
months.

By the way, your deal brings no other grant money to the table. The $3.5M deal brings a
$1.2M federal grant. Yet, I can’t seem to get it on the agenda. I find that absolutely disgusting,
appalling, and it clearly is not a level playing field. I’ve said it before, and I’'m going to say it
again. I’m sorry you’re the victim in this and that I’'m using you as an example. I really would
rather not do that because you’ve been very helpful and done many things in my district.

You also talk about 350 jobs. When you look at the percentage of investment they are
asking for this project, which I’'m not saying that necessarily is not fair. I don’t know enough
details. I think you’re a fair guy, but when you look at the overall investment for the 350 jobs

and you look at the level of investment that was made on the Walmart that you also did in
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Argentine and the Save-a-Lot that was done in Argentine, and the 71 jobs that the new fast food
chain will create, that alone is going to create — that has already created almost 300 jobs for a
fraction of the investment that’s being made in the Indian Springs location, a fraction. I find that
absolutely, positively pathetic and discriminatory.

That is a bad case of rotten, flat out rotten politics, people not liking people, personalities,
and nothing else. As long as this county continues to focus on $25M, $70M deals, $100M deals,
and pays all the attention to billionaires and continues to ignore the urban core, our county isn’t
going to get any better. It may look a little better in a little tiny area out in Village West, but the
rest of our county is going to continue to deteriorate.

I’'m angry about that. It’s been over a year and one-half. It’s still not on the agenda. It’s
not a priority. I’m sick of it. I hate to admit that I’'m almost at the point where I’m not going to
be able to rise above the fray. I’ve said this before, I’ve threatened it before, and I’ve never
followed through. This project continues to get ignored in my district and gets pushed aside and
gets made out to be an unethical deal when the Ethics Administrator has already ruled that it’s
completely ethical, I’'m going to start voting no on everybody else’s projects.

I want to be a team player. [ want this Commission to be a team player also.
Commissioner Bynum wants stuff in her district and the whole county, so do I. I am tired of my
stuff getting pushed on the back burner. I’m sick and tired of it. This has gone on way too long.
It may not be a bigwig deal. It might be just some fast food restaurants, but that’s what the
people in my district can afford. They’re just as important as the people in midtown. They’re
just as important as the people out west.

We got a deal on the table. There’s money on the table. This is getting dragged out for
no reason. Right now, wrong or right, I’'m not voting for one more project in any other district.
I’m not voting to fill a pot hole until I either get a reason why that development deal is not on the
agenda, or it is placed on the agenda. Any commissioner up here that votes against that project,
I’'m going to make it very public how that deal, that offer, is a better deal than 90% of the other
deals that get unanimous votes in wealthier areas with people that have means and political pull.
For a government that proclaims to all care about diversity and care about the poor, when push
comes to shove, the vote doesn’t come out that way. It is what it is.

I appreciate your work. That’s not directed towards you. You have been a pioneer in this

county for development. I greatly appreciate that. I support you. I trust your developments.
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You have a long track record of very hard-challenging urban development projects. I want to be
a champion for you, but I want you to hear it directly from me. I’m not voting for any project
any longer where I continue to get bumped from the agenda, called unethical when there’s no
evidence of that and the Administrator writes reports that I am not unethical, and the
development deal is not unethical.

If 'm doing something wrong and have been doing something wrong for ten years, then
the CIA, the FBI, the whomever else, call them. Stop running your mouth, call law enforcement,
have me arrested.

I don’t have anything else to hear about this project, Hunter. I’ll hear about it from you.
Whatever the rest of these people decide will be up to them. I’ll hear about the project from you.
If it’s great, great. If my project gets on the agenda, I’ll vote on it. If it doesn’t, you know where

I stand. There’s no reason for me to even continue to be here tonight.

(Commissioner Murguia left the meeting at 7:52 p.m.)

Commissioner Townsend said, Mr. Harris, could you go back to, I don’t know, maybe it’s your
third slide in where it showed the depiction of Indian Springs. I just want to make sure I
understand — I think it’s after that, after that, that one.

Which is the area that will be purchased and developed? You see the project line, the
project area, is it that area? Mr. Harris said we have a pointer here, it’s this piece.

Commissioner Townsend said that entire piece. That’s all [ needed to know.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I just want to go back. I would have actually to have been able
to access the minutes from when this was first presented. As I recall, one of the points I felt was
important was that I was supportive of this idea for the flex park because there was a need to
start paying off the investments that the UG had already made on this site.

As a quick recap, it was an $8M, I think, purchase price for this property. Then I believe
there was some renovations that the UG did to accommodate the Neighborhood Resource Center
and the Police, and other things to happen to the building to make it workable. Then there was a
$2M cost for demolition. Ultimately, we have $16M invested in this site. For ten years, the

Unified Government has owned the site so I don’t believe that there’s been any payment to the
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Kansas City Kansas Public Schools in lieu of the tax revenue that they forfeited because it was in
Unified Government hands rather than private hands.

If we’re now looking at selling — for a $16M investment, plus the money forfeited or
foregone by the Kansas City Kansas School District, for $750,000 for 26 acres. We’re talking
about a $0.66 per square foot purchase price, plus a 75% tax abatement for ten years, plus a
commitment to limit the utility cost from the BPU to $205,000 a year. I can’t tell if that’s
$205,000 a year for 160,000 square feet or 350,000 square feet. Either way the numbers simply
don’t work for the BPU.

Finally, if this was meant to be the stimulus for the development of the north side of the
lot, there still is no plan in place, there’s no bridge there to say that we have that piece in place.
We’re going to make this move without any guarantee that it’s actually going to happen.

Normally, as the BPU representative on this standing committee, I simply vote — if the
sense of the UG Commissioners on this committee is to move this forward, I vote with so that it
can go forward to the whole Commission. In this case, I simply can’t do that because I want to
represent the BPU interest, but I also felt a need to express my concerns about this deal.

Honestly, I believe that this, I can understand why you want to move this very quickly
because frankly, I don’t think it smells that good. For that reason, I really am opposed to this.
Maybe there’s information I don’t have that would change my mind, but I don’t see it.

Mr. Harris said quickly if I could, I think that the utility revenues were the additional
revenues listed at the bottom of the slide of the $205,000. There’s nothing that we’re calling to
limit the revenues created to the BPU. BPU Board Member Alvey said there is an agreement
that the Wyandotte EDC and the Unified Government staff would, to be clear.... Mr. Harris
said I think the point of that was, and we have some experience in some former mall sites.
Typically, there are a lot of taps, water, other taps that were associated with those. For example,
on Rainbow Village with the hotel we’re doing on Rainbow, there was a water tap there that we
took off. We brought in a new larger, and we get credit for those taps.

The thought was so that we could keep the money in the deal and the building
architecture, if we could receive those credits, that is what our goal was. We would work with
staff on that.

BPU Board Member Alvey said what it says here under the Development Summary and
Deal Sheet, under Item 4, “The UG and Wyandotte EDC will work with the Board of Public
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Utilities to charge the most favorable tap fees and/or provide infrastructure assistance which is
substantial, grants or rate concessions or accommodation of the foregoing. This will remain
ongoing while the parties evaluate former taps and credits for same on this site.” My point is
that I simply don’t see how this part of the project, especially since there’s no clear bridge to the
next phase, is a good deal for the county.

Mr. Harris said I understand you weren’t a part of some of those briefings that I
mentioned to Commissioner Murguia when we walked through the demographics and the data
and the reaction from the retailers on the site in early December. As I mentioned in my
introduction, it’s our strong thesis in talking to those folks by getting going on this portion of the
project now, enables us to have better conversations to go make better deals on the front half of
the site as we move forward. We’re talking to lots of local and national retailers about same.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I’m not going to quibble over numbers. $750,000 for a
site that we’ve already invested $16M in, plus the foregone, is almost handing it over for free.

Mr. Goff said, Commissioner, I’'m sorry to interrupt. I’ll make a point of clarification.
The $750,000 acquisition price is essentially for, is only for the 26 acres representing Phase 1.
That represents an even smaller portion of the footprint of the existing TIF District. It actually
extends north of State Avenue. It extends a little bit west of 47t Street. We can see the portion
here south of Orville. I just wanted to make that point of clarification.

This $750,000 acquisition price is viewed largely as an opportunity for us to now have a
small pool of, let’s just say gap funding for example, that we can dedicate from the proceeds of
this transaction toward future development yet to be flushed out, lateral mixed-use on this site. I
did want to make certain that we were clear that that acquisition is only specific to the 26 acres
represented in the project phase. BPU Board Member Alvey said I know and I see that. I
understand it. That’s all we’re talking about is this 26-acre site.

Mr. Goff said the entire site is just under 60 acres. BPU Board Member Alvey said
sure, but for this 26 acres — so I understand the $16M included the whole piece. I get that.
That’s a good point. I still don’t see it.

Commissioner Bynum said I appreciate that you’ve gone out and put something together that
we asked you to do. Those of us that were present on January 30 pretty much unanimously said

to you, go and look for light industrial, flex use. I wanted to see the minutes of that also. I asked
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for them today and got them in draft form so that I could go back and look at what was our
conversation.

Those are, I think, some of the concerns that Mr. Alvey’s bringing forward are legitimate.
We all had a piece of the conversation around what to do with the site. Most of us were familiar
with you coming to us to explain the difficulty you were encountering in our ultimate goals for
the location. The flex use was put forward as an alternative and something that would maybe
kick-start. You’ve done that and I just want you to know I appreciate that.

I think some of the discussion around this project is more internal. For example,
everything that you heard Commissioner Murguia say, obviously, had nothing to do with you.
Things like our Economic Development Policy that, frankly I don’t normally sit on this
committee, but I’d like to see what is the component of the EcoDevo Policy we hold that allows
for a ten-year, 75% abatement. There are priorities or conditions that are met by projects that
allow us to access these types of incentives. I need to be more familiar with them.

I’'m a little concerned about the cost of land, the purchase price on the land. I want to
make sure I understand when we say $750,000, we mean that we will sell to AxisPoint 26 acres
for that. That will be the selling price. That does concern me, again, considering the money that
we have in it. I know that we can say we have money in it that we’re paying right now and no
money coming in. I do fully understand it.

I also appreciate the job creation. I don’t think 350 full-time jobs is anything to turn
away from. I’m appreciative of that. I guess I’d like to know, could we eventually work on
some piece of this agreement that says if the 350 full-time jobs aren’t fully created, could we
then take back a piece of some of these incentives that are being offered. Again, that might be
more of an internal policy question, but I would have it for this project.

I would have questions about once the ten years is up, what kind of projections could we
be looking at then in terms of income generated off of the project. Could we be working with
you on a development agreement that helps us feel a little more comfortable, like some of the
things we’ve done with the Speedway and Schlitterbahn Vacation Village, things that return
charitable investments into this community.

Last, I have two quick points to make. The first one being that I will agree to move this
forward to the full commission because I think in good faith you did what we asked you to do.

Pretty much everybody that was present on the 30™ asked you to do it, and you did.
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Secondarily, to Administrator Bach with regard to the comments that Commissioner
Murguia has made tonight, many of which have nothing to do with this project, I would like to
ask for this project and any other coming forward, and possibly even retroactively, that this
committee, and then the full commission, be provided with a document that is frankly nothing
more than transparency in economic development. When we bring an economic development
project forward that we identify every single dollar and whose dollar it is, private or public. We
can start with this one if you like. I think it’s only fair to the public to show them, no matter
whether it’s Commissioner Murguia’ s project that she’s working on in Argentine or this one, or
any other in this community.

I’d like us to be crystal clear on transparency pieces of economic development. I would
like the people in this community to be able to see and know where the pots of money are that

are being pulled together, incentive or otherwise, to bring these kinds of projects forward.

Chairman McKiernan said I’m going to hand it back to Mr. Alvey and then to Commissioner
Walters, but I’'m just going to echo some of the things that [ have heard here tonight.

I recall from our meeting of the 30" a great reluctance on the part of many
commissioners. Commissioner Walters, in particular and Mr. Alvey, had a great reluctance to
say you know, let’s go ahead and move forward on this flex because we desire something better
to be at this site. I think at the end of that discussion we said, you know what, let’s go ahead and
see what we can get in terms of a flex deal. We’ll evaluate whether or not that meets our needs
and our vision and we’ll make our decision on that. I recall a great reluctance, but finally, we
said, you know what, let’s see what we can do.

There are two things I didn’t expect, and I’'m kind of dealing with those now. The first
one is I kind of expected the dollars, no I didn’t expect, I hoped the dollars would be better for
us. I understand that we are not going to recover all of the money that we have currently
invested in this site in terms of acquisition and demolition and upkeep. I honestly had hoped that
the numbers would look a little better in our favor in terms of acquisition and development and
ongoing revenue streams.

Something that always, and if Greg Kindle is still here, he’s heard me say this many
times, we announce the value of our development, $25M. My question is, how much of that

goes to the General Fund. I’'m always trying to filter down how much of that we’re going to
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actually capture to help provide government services that would support this development. 1’d
hope that that would be better.

The other thing that I had hoped was, and again this is partly on me. This was blue-
sheeted. For people that don’t know, a blue sheet is generally information that has come out
after the initial date of publication of an agenda. This agenda originally came out and the
supporting details were not with it. Commissioner Walters and I had pushed when we first got to
the commission that we accelerate, kind of move up in time, the distribution of agenda items to
the various committees and commission so that we had enough time to thoughtfully look them
over and to think about pros and cons for any particular deal that might come before us.

This blue sheet with all of this information came to us Thursday afternoon about 5:00. I
was pretty much out of time the entire weekend. I really have not had time to thoughtfully sit
down and think about all the pros and cons that I see in this particular deal.

I’m going to echo what everyone has said. Thank you for going out and doing what we
requested you to do, but it’s coming with an urgency that I didn’t expect when we made that

request.

Commissioner Walters said I saw your slide where you talked about your partners. Are those
equity partners in AxisPoint Developers, LLC? Mr. Harris said no. The equity partners are at
Lane4 Property Group, my typical business partners. These are just partners in helping us
facilitate the project. Commissioner Walters asked Lane4 is the developer under another name.
Mr. Harris said we develop everything in a single-purpose LLC or S-corp.

Commissioner Walters said I guess my question is we entered into an agreement with
Lane4 to act as our agent to find a developer for this parcel some time ago. Now, after all this
time, you’ve come back and said we want to develop it ourselves. I guess my question is, how
do we make sure we’re protecting the public interest by having a flat, level playing field. If
everybody who wanted to develop this parcel had to go through Lane4 as our agent, and now
Lane4 is saying you know, it’s like Dick Cheney heading the vice-presidential selection
committee and found himself.

That’s a question I have and it’s just been concerning to me. I tried to bring that up a
couple of months ago; maybe I didn’t word it quite correctly. I’m a little nervous about the fact

that we’re only negotiating with one entity. We’ve pretty much closed off opportunities to all
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competing developers. I’m certainly not a development expert, but that doesn’t sound quite right

to me.

BPU Board Member Alvey said I think that’s an excellent point, but I want to go back to a
remark I made. I want to apologize for the remark that this doesn’t smell good. I want to be
clear that I am not implying that there was anything shady being done by the developers or by
UG staff. That was not my intention.

What I meant to say was I don’t see how this deal adds up. I certainly don’t want to
impugn the character of any of the people who have been involved in negotiating this. I

apologize.

Commissioner Townsend said I was not here at the January meeting, but what’s being
discussed here sounds very much like previous briefings that I’ve had with regard to this general
plan. My recollection, and I had to chuckle when Commissioner Walters used the metaphor he
did with the vice presidential selection some time ago.

I thought the difference was there may have been other people that wanted to be vice
president, but here, I didn’t think we had anybody else knocking on the door to develop Indian
Springs when Lane4 was acting as an agent role. Correct me if ’'m wrong, but that was my
understanding. 1 do remember Lane4 coming to us and giving us updates and interim status on
that. You acted as that agent for a couple of years, I think. I think it was a two-year contract.
My current understanding is there was no one else who came forward.

The other thing I wanted to find out, if we’re selling only 26 acres, what is the total
acreage footprint? What percentage of Indian Springs does this deal take into account? Mr.
Goff said, Commissioner, I guess it depends on what we consider Indian Springs.

If we just look at the physical mall site, that’s just under let’s say 60 acres, in between
Orville and State Avenue, 1-635 and then North 47% Street. Twenty-six acres of the, let’s just
say 60 plus acres that encompasses the former mall site, and then those out parcels where you
had the Montgomery Ward auto center, the bank branch, etc. The entire footprint of the TIF
Disrict, again which crosses over State Avenue, and has the Orville undermine property to the
south overlooking the interstate. In total, it approaches 100 acres, 26 acres, that percentage of

100 acres. Commissioner Townsend said, okay, just about one-fourth then.
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Mr. Harris said | just want to say thank you. I appreciate all of your comments. I’ve had a
couple of face-to-face meetings with Commissioner Bynum, Commissioner Philbrook, and I
appreciate your comments, Mr. Alvey.

What’s help provide some of the impetus to move this quickly is a specific user for the
site. They’re part of that job creation component here. Unfortunately, we’re under a very strict
nondisclosure agreement. It’s difficult for me to share a lot of those details.

As you know, we’ve been working on this very hard on your behalf for the past several
years. | wish I had a time machine and facts had been different and we were producing a
Menards or a Walmart Super Center, something that was some of the original intent of the major
box retail. Unfortunately, the market didn’t point in that direction for this project, but it does for
this here and now.

I wish that there was more than the $750,000 that the numbers could support for the first
acquisition of this project. We’ve shared our pro forma for the project with your staff. There’s
nothing sinister about the type of number. Mr. Bach asked us for our best deal in moving that
forward. That’s what I feel like I'm giving you on a timeline that helps get the activity to the
site.

I appreciate all your comments. I think there are clearly some areas where we can
continue to work together with your staff over the next month on this project as there are lots of
details to be ironed out. We want to do them together with you in a spirit of cooperation. As
I’ve said before, and I’ll say it here again on the record, we’re presented with a lot of
opportunities to work on different projects. When I have an opportunity in the Unified
Government of Wyandotte County, that’s where I want to spend my time.

I appreciate your staff and how hard they work to make things happen, and the
leadership, and the relationships with you as the elected officials. It’s not lost on us how
important Indian Springs is to this community. We want to make it a special development for

ourselves and everyone involved.
Doug Bach, County Administrator, said I'll try to respond, maybe, to some of the comments

that we talked about. Maybe I'll start later, probably the opportunities for others to participate.

Commissioner Walters brought that up.
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That was pretty limited, probably, from our last commission meeting where we got the
direction. Hunter and his team went to work on this pretty quick. They had been part of the
project for a couple of years so they had some insight on the site. They had been actively
working the site to see what they could come up with. I did take the opportunity after getting
direction to say flex space would be there to talk to a couple of different developers and get some
input on it. I’m just seeing what in the world was out there. The feedback that that kind of
development won’t work, won’t pencil on the site.

If that’s what you’re going to have, you need to either change your direction and go with
bigger boxes or just wait, though I did have comments from other development firms that said
don’t have a project now, but would be interested in doing something like that. I think there is a
competitive market that’s out there. 1 don’t know what the numbers would be, don’t have any
kind of development in hand from that standpoint, just that this kind of product would work on
the site. There’s interest about it. Hunter had this project ready to go and that’s why we brought
it forward after given the direction from where it’s at.

Questions about the exact dollars, the investment, and some of the comparison that was
brought by Commissioner Murguia, there’s a lot of differences in what’s being proposed on
these kinds of sites. As you know, and the direction we generally have, projects pay for
themselves. That’s where we go to it. There will be the comment that there’s public dollars in it,
but there’s no public dollars in projects that are already being generated. There will be dollars
that are generated in the future and then allows for the developer to keep those.

In the case of Indian Springs, we all know as Mr. Alvey’s pointed out, we’ve invested a
lot of money on that site. We kind of got to take that bucket of money and its sitting over there.
It’s nothing that Lane4 has brought to us and said hey, if you go acquire that site, demo it, clear
it, then we’ll bring this project forward. That’s a decision we made over a decade ago as a
government to say we’re going to acquire that site, put it under our control, and that’s what we’re
going to do with it.

We have an investment in that site. We have dollars that are there. Trying to recoup
those dollars back and make this a viable portion part of our government is what we’re trying to
do. I’ll do it from the perspective of whatever way you want me to go on it.

As we had the discussion last time in January, it was a pretty lively discussion about it.

We can sit on it and wait, try to figure for retail. I think that’s a market that’s not here for a
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while, but it could come back and it could be there, but it’s going to be down the road before it’s
before us and ready to move forward.

The flex space is a very interesting type of project to bring forth on the site. It
puts bodies on the site in terms of jobs. It’s a strong proposal. Lane4 is a very good retail
developer in the urban climate. When they brought this project forward, my thought was in
comparison to other types of industrial developers, they’re the only ones we’ve seen being
successful in our urban core and in many other areas with retail development. The potential that
they could pair something with them is greater than it probably is with others that would have to
go find a different retail partner to come forward.

Can we get more dollars and cents out of Lane4? I would say it would be a pretty tight
margin that there would be any change from the negotiations that we’ve already had with this
team from where we’re at now. Maybe in the future we can change the structure of that deal and
it could turn out better. Right now, this is probably where it ends up to make this go forward.

The dollars and cents that are in this deal, this project turns back about $3M to the local
community over the ten years. After that time period, it’s going — after these 350,000 square
feet are built out, they’re going to be paying about $450,000 to $500,000 a year in property tax.
That’s seeing what all comes out of — there’s a proposal there. There could be some sales tax
dollars that come into the equation and how that works. That’s kind of not totally known, but
there are some projections that Marlon’s team put together with the developer as to how that
would work.

By comparison to the fast food project that Commissioner Murguia is referencing, that
takes an investment of dollars from our bank to put into that project. That’s where we’ve had
trouble. I know this committee told me to bring that project back. Until I have a deal that I can
put out here and say we’ve worked out the details, we know how this works, haven’t brought it
back. That’s why it’s not in front of you tonight. We’ve been advancing it and trying to work on
it, but until everyone can say okay, this dollars and cents works and we can make that project
come, that’s why it’s not sitting in front of you for that to happen. That’s kind of the difference

between those kinds of deals.

Commissioner Bynum said thank you, Commissioner McKiernan and Mr. Bach, for helping to

explain. I have, at the end of the meeting on the 30" when you brought forward this concept, we,
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as a body — I wasn’t actually a voting member on that particular meeting, I was just a
participant. This body said that yes, we wanted Lane4 to continue to work on this. I just wanted
to clarify that. You continued to work on it because we specifically asked you to.

Tonight’s business says two items, apparently, which would be two votes: the first one
being an ordinance terminating the Midtown Redevelopment District, the second one being a
Master Resolution of Intent to issue industrial revenue bonds. We are being asked to vote on
those two items and if we vote to move those things, I think I saw a schedule. Those two things
would come forward in April. Mr. Goff said April 27.

Chairman McKiernan said good, you’re going right where I was going to go. What our
timing was going to be in terms, we’re not being asked to fast-track this. Commissioner Bynum
said we’re being asked to do these two technical steps. Chairman McKiernan said the public
hearing would be on the same night that the full commission would first hear this presentation.
Mr. Goff said correct.

Chairman McKiernan said go back to the calendar because what they have is they have
on April 27, I think, there was a public hearing scheduled. Yeah, April 27 public hearing to full
commission. [ thought usually we considered these items at a full commission meeting as a
method to set the public hearing. I didn’t think the public hearing, generally, was the first time it
came before full commission, or am I misguided on that.

Patrick Waters, Senior Legal Attorney, said I think for the actual issuance of the IRBs,
we’ll have a separate public hearing and that process will play forth. For tonight, simply
advancing the Master Resolution is sufficient to move it to April 27. Chairman McKiernan
said that moves it forward to the full commission. For the full commission, then, to hear,
discuss, and ultimately vote on, we are not compelling action beyond or to the full commission
from anything we decide tonight. We’re just voting whether or not to take it to the full
commission. Mr. Waters said take it to the full commission.

Mr. Bach said, Commissioner, if you want, we could advance to the full commission, the
item, and have a similar discussion from the full body before then. If you want to work it as a
group and then come back in later in the month when we’re doing the 27" around the public
hearing notice. There are notice provisions that have to happen before that can happen regarding

the IRB and dismissal of the TIF, that would be more than just general discussion.
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Chairman McKiernan said one of the things that is on my mind is the two
commissioners whose district it either exists in or abuts to are not present with us at this meeting
here tonight. I really would want to give them a little bit greater voice in this process. I just
want to make sure when it goes to full commission that they have that opportunity to have that

voice.

Doug Spangler, Kansas City, Kansas, Wyandotte County, said my question concerning the
land, the 26 acres, being very familiar with that project from the Midtown Redevelopment
process, which I think is the ordinance that you’re rescinding.

This template provides 26 acres of development for $750,000. Is that essentially right,
someone, Mr. Bach? Mr. Bach said yes that’s the selling price of that land. Mr. Spangler said
okay for the 26 acres.

On the other acreage, which nearly is over 100 acres, what is the selling price for that
ground? Mr. Bach said we’re still retaining that property. Mr. Spangler said you retain
ownership of the other ground. Mr. Bach said yes. Mr. Spangler said the developer will pay
for the survey and the lot split on the 26 acres and that will be specified in a development
agreement? Mr. Bach said yes.

Mr. Spangler said he’s building 350,000 square feet for $25M. Right? Mr. Bach said
yes. Mr. Spangler said so the IRB, that’s less than, what is that a square foot, Mr. Harris. Mr.
Harris said [ don’t understand the question. Mr. Spangler said if your total development cost is
$25M and the IRB, and that includes the purchase of $750,000, your total square footage of
development cost is what per square foot. 355,000, $25M divided by 350,000 square feet.
Right? Mr. Harris said it’s $71 per square foot.

Mr. Spangler said you’re going to build the flex-tech building for $71 a square foot. Is
that in your experience as a developer, the $71 per square foot is that Class A? Is that big box
distribution? Those numbers to me seem they don’t pay for concrete and coverage. Mr. Harris
said yes, those numbers would be indicative of a Class A flex-tech park. It is neither big box nor
bulk distribution industrial.

Mr. Spangler said you’re going to build it for $71 per square foot. You won’t come
back to the Unified Government and say we had cost overruns. You’ll pay all the normal sewer

connections. This development agreement does not contain any Board of Public Utility
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incentives on utilities. Is that what ’'m hearing? Mr. Harris said no. We’ve asked to explore if
there were tap fees associated with the former Mall that we could retain for our project. Other
than that, no, I don’t get to come back to the Unified Government for any cost overruns on the
project. All of that risk is borne by me as the developer of the project, nor have I ever on any
other project developed in the Unified Government in a public/private partnership.

Mr. Spangler said in other projects that we’ve seen where the Board of Public Utilities
was notified of an extension of an electric fee, or an extension of a sewer fee, and this really is a
question for Mr. Bach. This development won’t have any of those costs at all. The developer
will pay 100% of those costs? Mr. Bach said any negotiations the developer would have with
the BPU would be between the BPU and them regarding how they would service the site going
forward. It’s not structured into our deal.

Mr. Spangler said it’s not in the development agreement so it’s an unknown. We may
have an additional public assistance because the staff mentioned the usage of a cost benefit
development. I think this is very important. The point that the gentleman made in his
presentation from the commission, Mr. Alvey, was that this has paid zero tax since you acquired
the property in 2005. Right? Mr. Bach said that’s not entirely accurate. We had to pay taxes on
the property for a little bit of time, which is part of it, and then we moved for tax-exempt status
once we moved the tenants out.

Mr. Spangler said I looked at that on your financial record. So you understand, the
Unified Government, and I understand the need you’re acting as a joint developer with this
development group. They’ve come forward. Did you check with NorthPoint Development?
NorthPoint has no interest in developing this site? Mr. Bach said I’ve had conversations with
developers about this site. Mr. Spangler said what about Block, Block Development.

Mr. Bach said I would probably say if you have a statement, why don’t you go ahead
and make it instead of doing a Q&A unless the commission that’s how you want him to do this.
Mr. Spangler said ’'m not trying to be combative, Mr. Bach. What I’m trying to say is I hate to
see repetitively where development agreements are advanced toward the Commission on a
timeline that’s not fast tracked, that’s supersonic. Then, in your presentation you made a
statement that they would pay a physical amount of property tax dollars which is incalculable

under your own tax policy.

March 27, 2017



51

This is commercial development. It’s not entitled to a 50% tax abatement. It is by your
existing policy, 75% no. At what point do we go down and look at 7t & Quindaro for economic
development. We own most of the ground there that pays zero taxes. We would love to have
NorthPoint come down and develop that area. I’m sure the commission members of that area,
Commissioner Bynum represents that area. That area is a war zone. Indian Springs has been so
badly mishandled by the administration, not the politicians. It is terrible.

We have over $16M of public money. Under this proposal, your calculation only
recovers $259,000 a year. That’s totally unacceptable. I would take it back to the drawing
board. I don’t think this process complies with law as it relates to the disposable of property. I
don’t think you can go negotiate a disposal of property that you own. It’s a public property. I
think you need to receive permission from the Building Commission, an ordinary ordinance to
undergo that transaction. [ think this is why typically people distrust and don’t respond and

don’t show up.

Commissioner Townsend said well, I appreciate Mr. Spangler’s passion, but as commissioner
for District 1 who lives not too far from 7" and Quindaro, I can assure you there’s no war going
on over there. Would we like to see more economic development? Sure. To that, for the last
several years I’ve advocated a plan that would encompass not only that area, but several areas to
the south and west, which I’'m happy to say that my fellow commissioners and the Mayor
supported. That is out now. We are looking. We invite Lane4, anyone else who wants to come.
We don’t know. I appreciate your passion but I just couldn’t let that pass as it was.

One other question since I have the mic, Mr. Harris. Do we have, I know you’re under
restrictions about identifying whoever is going to come to occupy that property. Is there one
entity, multiple entities and what is the risk? Are they under some timeline that if they don’t
meet this we lose them?

Mr. Harris said yeah, I think there’s a great potential for that. What we find with these
types of projects when these types of users identify a need, they needed to be there yesterday as
opposed to a long, drawn-out site selection process, not to say that doesn’t happen as well. More
often than not, that’s why you see a great deal of these flex buildings which bleed into the larger

format industrial buildings get built speculatively, sometimes up to a 1M square feet throughout
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the Metro in order to have that space available so that when the next tenant and job creator
comes along, they can land that opportunity.

Commissioner Townsend asked what percentage of this square footage that you’re
proposing to build will that entity occupy. All of it? Mr. Harris said no. Commissioner
Townsend asked 50%. Mr. Harris said no. I’'m sorry, I can’t say. It’s a high percentage of the
site. We’re very excited about the user and what they’re going to bring to this central part of
Kansas City, Kansas.

Commissioner Townsend said I agree with Commissioner McKiernan. 1 would like to
hear from, or have the other commissioners who are responsible for the geographic area which
Indian Springs lies, to have more direct input. I’'m just not sure how we get to that without
botching the opportunity to lose someone who’s interested in actually occupying that space.
How do we do that? Mr. Harris said, Commissioner Townsend, to that point I know that wasn’t
a question of me and I appreciate your comments as well, Commissioner McKiernan.

I am having active dialogues with the in-district commissioner about this project.
Unfortunately, Commissioner Philbrook could not be here tonight. I have not met with
Commissioner Johnson since our last meeting, but [ want you to know that I take a lot of interest
in the opinions and trying to achieve the objectives of those commissioners who are either in-
district or the project abuts the district as well. I’'m making sure that they have the opportunity to

give input.

Chairman McKiernan said I guess what I would ask is, looking at this timeline, we do have
actually a commission meeting of April 6. If this committee were so inclined to forward these to
the full commission for consideration, I think I would ask if it would be possible if we could
schedule that discussion for the meeting of April 6, which would then keep this timeline if the
full commission should say yes, move ahead with this, but not put everything on the same night
as a public hearing. Mr. Bach said we could come back next week on the 6% have some
discussion around it to allow the Commission to give direction to us to go forward and either
formulate and finalize a development agreement for this project or to wait and do a different

way.
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This would allow us to stay on this schedule. Part of this part is undoing the old TIF
District. It just changes the nature of where we’re going and then moves it forward for the IRB
policy. We could certainly set that up.

Chairman McKiernan said let me ask, Mr. Waters, is there anything wrong with doing
it that way. Mr. Waters said I just want to make sure I understand. You would still be
forwarding these action items to the 27" but holding a discussion on the 6, or were you talking
about sending these items to the 6? Mr. Bach said no, I believe that’s what they’re saying is
that we would schedule these items for the 27% as is listed here. Then we would just have a
discussion of the whole body regarding this project and how it’s coming together. Is that what
I’'m hearing?

Chairman McKiernan said well, originally my thought was to take it forward to the 6%
for vote by the full Commission. If the vote by the full Commission is to move forward, then we
can still accomplish the public hearing on the 27", T don’t know. This is where I get a little lost
in the procedural details of these particular projects. Mr. Bach said I think we could receive
direction couldn’t we, Patrick, on it to move forward and advance the deal for a final
development agreement, but we couldn’t approve that development agreement until we take the
other steps. Mr. Waters said right. Mr. Bach said I think that’s what’s causing him caution.

We could present it and say.....Chairman McKiernan said the final vote would still be
on April 27, even if we did have a discussion at the meeting of the 6®. Mr. Waters said correct.

Commissioner Townsend asked are we talking about having the vote to pass this
ordinance, adopt the master resolution, on the 6™ or the 27"? Chairman McKiernan said no,
what I’m hearing them say is that the vote would still occur on the 27" along with the public
hearing, but this would provide an opportunity for the Commission, the full Commission, to
discuss and give further direction and possibly inform that vote when it would occur two weeks
later, three weeks later. Commissioner Townsend said okay, so no vote on the 6", Chairman
McKiernan said that is my understanding of how that would work. Mr. Waters said correct.

Commissioner Walters asked when would we receive the development agreement that
is going to be voted on on the 27®. Mr. Goff said the deadline for the agenda item for the 27%
may be the week of, I don’t have my calendar in front of me, but we still have some time. In
fact, I just received the cost benefit analysis in my inbox on Friday. That’s one of the procedural

requirements as part of the resolution under our Tax Abatement Policy.
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The development agreement, the term sheet that’s submitted in the packet, is essentially
representative of the purchase and redevelopment agreement we have close to final form. Those
two documents would be included in the agenda packets for the April 27 public hearing. Mr.
Bach said we’d probably try to get it to you as soon as we could the week before. It would be a
matter of polishing it up and trying to get everything done. I always like to think, oh boy we can
get that to you in two weeks, but that’s never the case with these types of documents.

Chairman McKiernan said that kind of goes back to just my ongoing concern about
having enough time to thoughtfully review before we come back to a meeting. I would hope we
could get it as early and enough lead time so that there is time for review.

Well, at this point I would look to the committee for direction. We have a decision to
make here in terms of how we proceed with this item. Commissioner Bynum asked are we still
looking for a vote this evening. Chairman McKiernan said my understanding is it would take a
vote this evening to move it forward for consideration by the full Commission. Commissioner
Bynum said right after I write Commissioner Walker a personal thank-you note for having me

sit in for him tonight, right after ’'m done with that....

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Chairman McKiernan, to
approve the ordinance terminating the Midtown Redevelopment District and
forwarding to full Commission. (Chairman McKiernan seconded the motion to
bring forward to the full Commission for further consideration first on the 6" and
then with the full development agreement on the 27", Mr. Waters asked the TIF.

Chairman McKiernan said correct.)

Chairman McKiernan asked do those have to be two separate. Mr. Waters said two separate.
Commissioner Bynum said I’ve made a motion on the first item in order to bring it forward to
the full Commission. If procedurally these have to be voted on and agreed to in order to get it to
that point, then I’ll make that motion.

Commissioner Townsend asked again, point of clarification Mr. Chairman, the vote, if
we move this on to the full body on the 6™ is for discussion, but there’s no vote until the 27 on
these action items. Is that correct? Chairman McKiernan said that’s my understanding. Are

we correct on that? Mr. Waters said yes. Chairman McKiernan said so it’s an opportunity for
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discussion, clarification, direction, informing the vote that will happen three weeks later. Mr.

Waters said yes.

Roll call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Walters, Townsend, Bynum, McKiernan; and

one “No,” BPU Board Member Alvey.

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Chairman McKiernan, to
approve a Master Resolution of Intent to issue IRBs with the understanding
that the matter is moved forward to the full Commission for discussion and

then a later public hearing and vote in April.

Roll call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Walters, Townsend, Bynum, McKiernan; and

one “No,” BPU Board Member Alvey.

Mr. Bach said just for clarification, so we would look to come back on April 6. TI’ll discuss
with the Mayor whether or not that’s something either we could do it in a special session time
period or at the commission meeting seeing as how we’re not looking to take action from that
time period. There are some other things we’re having discussion on about the 6%, but we may
be able to work through that and allow for that. That may be a better timeframe to be in this
room and have that discussion on it than it would be where we’re at.

Mr. Harris, you can be here at that time? We’d appreciate it. Mr. Harris said I’ll be
there.

Commissioner Walters said just a comment. Sometimes those special sessions, I don’t
know how many other items you have on that night, but sometimes we kind of run out of time. I
would really hope we have plenty of time to hear what the other commissioners have to say,
Philbrook and Johnson, and really be able to air this out. Chairman McKiernan said I would
agree with that. We want to make sure, I mean given how robust this discussion has been
tonight, we certainly don’t want to short circuit that as we try to thoughtfully move forward on

this.

March 27, 2017



56

BPU Board Member Alvey said I am 45 minutes late to relieve the babysitter. We have one
more agenda item, correct? Chairman McKiernan said, Mr. Bach, can you tell us about that

agenda item.

(BPU Board Member Alvey left the meeting at 8:46 p.m.)

Chairman McKiernan said let’s resolve this. We appreciate the presentation. We will have

further discussion on the 6t and then take it from there.

Item No. 6 — 171050...DISCUSSION: THE SUMMIT AT SILVER CITY PARK
Synopsis: A 34-unit single-family residential development is proposed at the site of the former
Silver City Park, 2701 Ruby Avenue, by Heartland Housing Partners, LLC, submitted by Marlon

Goft, Interim Director of Economic Development.

Doug Bach, County Administrator, said the last item on the agenda is regarding Silver City
Park. If you recall, sometime ago the Commission took action recommended by Economic
Development to move Silver City Park from park status so it could be looked at for development.
We have been entertaining a proposed single-family residential development on that site.

We thought we had that keyed up to bring tonight. However, the developer on the site
still needs to work a little bit more. He’s trying to get some non-profit partners in with him.
He’s a for-profit development company. In seeing how that could come together, he asked if we
could hold this off for a month and come back. Hopefully he’ll be able to have it in place at that
point and we’ll be able to work it.

We are excited to see it moving forward. We think it’ll be a great project. He’s looking
at some really nice homes he can build in that area. It’s really the structure of the deal and what
we’re trying to have them do where they invest all the money to build it up front. Then where
we could come back in and probably offset some of the public infrastructure as we take that back
over in the future. We still have to work through that.

Chairman McKiernan said so since this was an item that was for information only
anyway, we don’t need to take any action. We’ll just ask Mr. Bach to reschedule it whenever it’s

appropriate to bring it back.
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Action: Hold for one month.

Adjourn

Chairman McKiernan adjourned the meeting at 8:47 p.m.

mls
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UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF
WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS

Quarterly Financial Report

First Quarter of 2017

The Unified Government has completed the first quarter of the 2017 fiscal year which began in January 2017. This
report summarizes the activities of the General Funds, and is not meant to be inclusive of all finance and accounting
transactions. We hope this report provides the community with an overview of the Unified Government’s financial
performance.

The General Funds consist of the City General Fund, the County General Fund, and the Consolidated Parks Fund.
They are the primary operating funds of the Unified Government and are used to account for a majority of operating
activities. Other large funds, such as the Emergency Medical Services Fund, Dedicated Sales Tax Fund, Sewer
Enterprise Fund and the Street & Highway Fund, account for a good portion of the remaining financial activities.

The total 2017 Original Budget is $336.2M which consists of $209M for the General Funds, $43.5M for Other Tax
Levy Supported Funds and $86.5M for Non-Tax Levy Supported Funds. The General Fund Budget does not include
the annual appropriation for debt service contingency of $9.6M

This report focuses on the General Funds. Financial performance of all other funds may be found on the last page.

CONSOLIDATED GENERAL FUND BALANCE

In measuring financial performance it is recommended to review the collection and spending of resources through the
current period and compare this information with the prior fiscal year for the same period. The following table is the
financial overview of the Consolidated General Fund for the period of January through March of 2016 side by side
with the period of January through March of 2017. This data includes all three general funds.

CONSOLIDATED GENERAL FUND FY 2016 FY 2017
1st Qtr YID % of 1st Qtrt YID % of

numbers in 000's Actual budget Actual budget
Revenues $ 201,411 $ 61,628 30.6% | $ 204,597 $ 62,639 30.6%
Expenditures $ 208,775 $ 51,831 24.8% | $ 209,001 $ 48,429 23.2%
Net Alloc & Transfers $ 2,256 $ - 0.0% | $ - $ - 0.0%
Net Change $ (5,108 § 9,797 $ (4,464) $ 14,209
Balance, Start of Year $ 21,129  § 21,129 $ 31,725 $ 31,725
Balance Year-to -Date $ 16,021 $ 30,926 $ 27,261 $ 45,935

e Collected revenues are on target with the 1st quarter 25% target in the current fiscal years with the majority
of revenue categories for 2017 coming in at or above 25% of the budgeted amount.

e Expenditures are approximately 1.8% below the 15t quarter 25% target in the current fiscal year compared to
0.2% below in the 1st quarter of the prior fiscal year.

e The beginning fund balances are on a cash basis. Year-To-Date fund balance is higher than budgeted fund
balance because total revenues for 2017 are 5.6% above the YTD target while the expenditures for 2017 are
1.8% below the targeted amount for the current period.
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CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUES T

The City General Fund is the principal operating account of Kansas City, KS. Revenue is received from taxes, fees,
intergovernmental revenue, charges for services, and other sources. The General Fund is used to support general
operations, including Police, Fire, Municipal Court, Public Works, general services functions and administrative
programs. General Fund revenues are also used to finance the purchase of equipment and capital project not financed

with debt.

City General Fund Revenues

2017 Original 2017 1st Qtr

% Rev Collected

with prior year collections in Q1 2016.

% of City General Fund Revenue Collected
1st Qtr 2016 YTD vs. 1st Qur 2017 YT'D

TO.R
6007

0.

Other
Tax

Property Sales Permits/  Intergov Charges

Licenses

= Prior Period  weem Current Pedod 13t Qur Tarpet

Twenty five percent (25.5%) of actual City
General Fund revenue has been collected
through March 31, 2017 and is close to the

D Budget B target 25% revenue target expected for the
Pmax 3 25052 $ 14062 s61% 1% quarter. Tag)]e 2 shows the actual
Sales Tax 3 42381 3 5,008 18.9% collections by major revenue source category
Other Tax § 30637 § 9.954 197,  and the percent collected compared to the
Permite/Li ; 862§ 17 S0, budget. Table 3shows that the revenues are

ermi CEenses . .
Intergovernmental Revenues £ 678 ¢ 414 61.0% trending $10,3K,1ower than the Same period
Charges for Service 3 10302 $ 1,045 1590, lastyear. This difference can k?e attributed to
Fines, Forfeits, Fees 3 4755 § 1019 31.4% lower than _expected collections from. the
Mise. & Transfers-In 3 5723 § 153" IR prior year in Property Taxes and Fines,
Total 5 140,300 § 35,732 2550  FPorfeits, and Fees.

Table 1 City General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget
Tax Revenue collections are at 27.1% of the City General Fund Revenues 2016 1st Qir 2017 1st Qir Increase/ Decrease
original budget. The first half property tax YTID Actual  YID Actual
installment has been received. This amounts w s
to $14.06M, or 56.1% of projected property tax P“’Pe"t}’ Tax § 1463 § 14062 § (90)
revenues. Sales & use tax revenues are at gif\:’f;:x : ;i;{; : i’ggi : 4?;
$8M, or 18.9% of projections for the full year. Permite/Licenses 3 ' 3 ') 3 -

. . X . Intergovernmental Revenues § 398 ¢ 414 8 16
Licenses & Permits collections include Charges for Service s 1753 § 1945 § 192
Landlord Rental Licenses and Right-of-Way  [Finec Forfeits, Fees 3 1279 § 1019 § 260)
Permits. Collections are at 20% of the original Misc. & Transfers-In S 156" § 158 § 1
budget and are in line with where we were Total $ 35835 § 35732 § {103)

Table 2 City General Fund Revenues Year to Year Comparison

200%
. ' ' '
0.0% s

Misc/
Transf

Figure 1° City General Fund Prior Year vs. Current Year

¢ Charges for Service include residential trash
fees and building inspection fees and are at
18.9% compared to 17.2% of budgeted amounts
for Q1 2016.

¢ Fines, Forfeits, Fees include Municipal Court
revenue and are below the 25% revenue target
for the 1st quarter. This is due to Municipal
Court receipts being only 19.7% of projected
collections for the first quarter.

e Misc. & Transfers-In include reimbursements,
sale of land, indirect charges. The first quarter
posting is at 2.8% of the budgeted 2017 amount.
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CITY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

City General Fund Expenditures 2017 Original 2017 1st Qtr % of Estimate

Budget YTD Actual

srrbery i 000

Personnel g 105,647 § 23,979 24.6%
Services § 20213 % 5,527 27.3%
Supplies ;] 4644 % 926 19.9%
Grants, Claims g 3346 % 239 4.7%
Mise. & Transfers-Out g l)??D‘ g - 0.0%
Capital Outlay g 3377 & 79z 14.7%
Total $ 143,197 § 33,483 23.4%

Table 3: City General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget

o Personnel expenditure spend rate is
24.6% of the original budget. This is
including overtime pay of personnel
which has expended 25.5% of its portion
of the original budget.

e Services expenditures are at 27.3% of
their original budget target. Major
expenses paid in this category are Transit
Contract Fees, Software Maintenance,
City Jail Expenses, and Trash Contract.
Many high dollar contracts are fully
encumbered at the beginning of the year.

e Supplies are below budget City General Fund Expenditures 2016 1st Qtr 2017 1st Qir Increase,/ Decrease
target by 5.1%, or $235,000. VID Actual YTD Actual

Fuel ended the year 9%
below budget and natural

s 26143 § 25979 § (164)

gas ended the 1 Quarter g 7 - g 4352 § 5527 § 1175
13% above budget, both due g I - . .

to lower energy costs and Uppies 3 '4'_ 3 9%6 3 150

seasonality variance. Grants, Claims $ 133‘ $ 239 § 3

Mise. & Transfers-Out g 3308 § - g (3,308

e Grants, Claims ended the Capital Outlav g 395 § 792§ 308

first quarter at 4.7% of |Total 8 35120 § 33,483 3§ (1,646)

budget. Most of these
transactions do not take
place until the end of year.

Table 4. City General Fund Expenditures Year to Year Comparison

Misc. & Transfers-Out normally take

City General Fund place towards the end of the year and are

Sum of 1st Qtr Budget Used
110.0%

currently at 0% of budget.

Capital Outlay ended the 1t Quarter at

90.0% 14.7% of the Original Budget. Capital
Equipment makes up 49% of the capital
outlay budget. A portion of this budget is

TR

made up of new capital lease payments that

do not start until the future year.

50004

Departments are in line with spending targets
for the year. Most departments ended the first

0.0

24.5% 25.4%
21.6%
. ﬁ l

quarter below the targeted budget of 25% due
to reduced commodity costs for fuel and
natural gas as well as seasonal expenses for
some departments being higher in summer

Fiee Police months. Departments are also in line with
100% Admin Community Judicial Mayer/ Public Safety Pubhc budget in personnel. The department

Comm Works

Figure 2 City General Fund Dept. Expenditures as a % of Budget

exceeding their 2017 targets was Fire due to
higher Personnel amounts than budgeted and

some early in the year encumbrances.
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COUNTY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

The County General Fund is the principal operation account of Wyandotte County. Revenue is received from taxes,
fees, intergovernmental revenue, charges for services, and other sources. The County General Fund is used to support
general operations including Emergency Management, Sheriff, Emergency Dispatch, Court programs, Public Works,
general services functions, and administrative programs. General Fund revenues are also used to finance the purchase
of capital equipment and capital projects which are not debt financed.

Forty four percent (44.2%) of
budgeted County General Fund

County General Fund Revenues 2017 Original 2017 1st Qtr % Rev Collected

YTD Actual revenue has been collected
through March  31st 2017
Property Tax $ 34474 § 19,415 36.3%|  compared to the 25% revenue
Sales Tax g 6,442 % 1,262 19.6%| target expected for 1st quarter
Other Tax g 9972 § 3,340 33.3%| reporting. 7able 6 shows the
Permits/Licenzes g 045 § 220 2338, actual collections by major
Intergovernmental Revenues § 66 % 029,  revenue source category and the
Charges for Service g 1897 § 217 115% percent collected compared to the
Fines, Forfeits, Fees 3 1570 § 662 s21%| Pudeet. Table 7 shows that the
- - — revenues are trending along the
Misc. & Transfers-In $ 2,586 § 353 21.4% same level as the same period last
Total $ 57,051 $ 25,670 443%|  yeay.

Table 5: County General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget

County General Fund Revenues 2016 1st Qir 2017 1st Qir  Increase,/ Decrease

e Tax Revenue collections ended at 47.2% of YID Actual  YTID Actual
the original budget. The first property tax

installments has been received. This Property Tax : 18’&0: : 19415 § 619
19.4M, or 56.3% of projected Sales Tax : 1247 § 1262 § o

amounts to $19.4M, -07/0 OL proj Other Tax 3 3012 % 3340 % 328
property tax revenues. Sales & use tax Pormits/Licenses 3 259 8 0 % 39
revenues are at $1.26M, or 23% of Intergovernmental Revenues § 29 § § 29
projections for the 1st quarter. Other Taxes Charges for Service § 314 3 217 § (97)
are at 11.7% higher than the targeted Fines, Forfeits, Fees § 539 § 662 § 123
amount of 25% for the 1st quarter. Other Financing Sources g 401 § 333 § 152
Total $ 24,606 $ 25670 § 1,064

Table 6: County General Fund Revenues Year to Year Comparison

% of County General Fund Revenue Collected
1st Qtr 2016 YTD vs. 1st Qur 2017 YTD e Permits & Licenses include auto licenses and
are at 23.3% of the revenue target for the 1st
quarter compared to 24% for 2016.

30.0F%

e Charges for Service has collected 11.5% of

i anticipated revenues. Jail fees which compose of
S over 25% of this category are at 7.8% of the
target.
20004
e Fines, Forfeits, Fees includes officer fees,
i treasurer fees, and development agreement
penalties and is above the 25% revenue target
v for the 1st quarter at 42.1%.

Property Sales Orher Permits/ Tnrergov Charges Misc/
Tax Licenses Transf . . o
T e Tt ¢ Miscellaneous Revenue is currently at 21.4% to

t
Figure 3° County General Fund Prior Year vs. Current Year end the 1=t Quarter of 2017.
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COUNTY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

County General Fund

2017 Original 2017 1st Qtr

% of Estimate

. Personnel expenditure ended

Expenditures Budget YTD Actual the 1st Quarter at 24.4% of the
weew bevy fn 000 original budget This includes
Personnel g 40335 § 9 860 24 4%, overtime pay of personnel which has
Services g 13988 3 2,787 19.9% expended 39.3% of its portion of the
Supplies $ 1,392 § 420 30.2% amended budget.

Grants, Claims 1 1,328 § 400 30.1%

Misc. & Transfers-Out 3 326" 8 N 0.0% e Services expenditures ended
Capital Outlay $ 1691 § 296 13 4% the quarte? 5% lower than .bu.o'lgete.d
Total 3 50,280 $ 13,693 23.1% levels. Major expenses paid in this

Table 8 County General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget

category are Attorney and Lawyers,
External Prisoner Housing,
Prisoner Medical Contracts.

and

Supplies ended the 1st Quarter over County General Fund 2016 1=t Qir 2017 1=zt Qix  Increase/ Decrease
budget by 5.2%. Major expenses Expenditures YID Actual | ¥ID Actual
paid in this category are Natural Personnel 5 10308 $ 9860 % (448)
Gas, currently at 35.4% of budget, Services g 7623 8§ 2787 3 (4,836)
Fuel, and Auto Parts. Supplies g 279§ 420§ 141
Grants, Claims g 286 § 400 § 114
Grants, Claims ended the 1st Misc. & Transfers-Out § 250" § § (230
Quarter 5.1% above budget at | Capital Outlay $ 240 § 226 3 (14
30.1%. Total 5 18,986 % 13,693 § (5,293)
Table 7: County General Fund Expenditures Year to Year Comparison
County General Fund e Misc. & Transfers-Out Misc. &
Soewof 1zt Qe Budget Used Transfers-Out currently have no

45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%

25.0%

23 4%
200%
201%
15.0%
10.0%
50%
0.0%

Admin

Figure 4 County General Fund Dept. Expenditures as a % of Budget

Community

27.3%

22.3%

Sheriff

Fire Police

Public
Works

Judicial Mayor/

Comm

Public Safety

expenditures for the 1st Quarter of 2017 and
mostly occur closer to year end.

e  (Capital Outlay ended the 1st Quarter
below the original budget by 11.6%. Capital
equipment makes up 64.2% of the capital
outlay budget.

Most Departments are in line with spending
targets for the year. Items putting
departments over budgets include early
encumbrances of annual contracts, overtime
spending, and higher than anticipated legal
costs. Mayor and Commission appears
overspent on the county side but is under-
spent on the city side and this will be
addressed in the 2017 Amended Budget.
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CONSOLIDATED PARKS GENERAL FUND REVENUES

The Consolidated Parks General Fund combines the former City and County Park’s Department budget into one
operating fund. This fund is used for the operation of parks, parkways, recreational areas and facilities under the
supervision of the Director of Parks and Recreation. The three divisions of this fund include: Administration, Parks,
and Recreation.

All park and recreation user fees, rentals, contracts and lease revenues will be allocated to this fund. In addition, this
fund receives an annual
appropriation from the city general

Parks General Fund Revenues 2017 Omnginal 2017 1st Qir % Rev Collected

Budget YTD Actual fund shown under
= 2 Intergovernmental Revenues.
Property Tax g 1,338 § 867 36.4%

Other Tax g 306 § 119 38.8% Close to twenty percent (19.8%) of
Permits/Licenses g -8 - 0.0% budgeted  Consolidated  Parks
Intergovernmental Revenues § 3700 § - 0.0% General Fund revenue has been
Charges for Service g 612 § 151 24 T, collected through March 31, 2017
Fines Forfeits & Fees 3 ~ g N 0.0% compared to the 25% revenue target

— - y expected for 1st quarter reporting.
ghs::l & Transfers Tn $ 101§ 100 99'{]:'; Table 10 shows the actual

ot J 6,257 § 1,237 19.8% collections for the major revenue
Table 9 Consolidated Parks General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget sources and the percent collected

compared to the budget. Table 11 Parks General Fund Revenues 2016 1st Qir 2017 1st Qir Increase/ Decrease
shows that the revenues are YTID Actual  YTD Actual

trending along the same level as the

aremnbers i 000

same period last year. P opeax g B40 & B67 8 27
Other Tax g 94 § 119 § 23
. Permits/Licenses g - 8 - 8 -
e Tax Revenue collections are at - -
s Intergovernmental Revenues § - 1 - i1 -
53.4% of the original budget. The - = — —
. Charges for Service g 134 § 151 3 (3
first half property tax - -
. . Fines, Forfeits & Fees g - g - g -
installments have been received. Other T3 — 00 100 % -
This amounts to $867K, or 56.4% T s :ir RANCINE DOUrces $ $ = y
of projected property tax ot $ 1,187 $ 1,27 8 30
revenues. Other tax revenues 7able 10: Consolidated Parks Revenues Year to Year Comparison
% of Cons. Parks General Fund Revenue Collected are 13.8% above the target of 25% for the 1st
1st Qtr 2016 YI'D vs. 1st Qtr 2017 YTD Quarter and are above prior year collection
1200% amounts for this time period.
. . Charges for Service include Park

Shelter and Field Rentals and ended the 1st

o Quarter at the 25% target amount.

soore . Miscellaneous Revenue has received

the entire anticipated amount of Contributions
and Donations, and is currently at 99% of

budgeted collections.
20.0% .
0.0%

Property  Other  Permits/ Intergov Charges FFF Misc/
Tax Licenses Transf

40.0%

B Prior Period  mm® Current Period 1st Qtr Target

Figure 5° Consolidated Parks General Fund Prior vs. Current Year
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CONS. PARKS GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

Parks General Fund 2017 Original 2017 1st Qtr % of Estimate . Personnel expenditures for 1st

Expenditures YTD Actual Quarter 2017 ended at 23.5% of the

s bevr iw 0007 Original budget'

Personnel g 3963 § 930 23.53%

Services g 1271 § 118 9.3% o Services ended the 1st Quarter

Supp]jes g 622 % 192 30.8%, 15.7% under budget at  9.3%.

Grants, Claims 3 55 6 118.5% Expenditures run higher in the

Mise. & Transfers-Out 3 51 § i} 0.0% summer months then Parks and

Capital Outlay 3 672 3 - 1% Regreatlon operations are more

Total 5 6,585 & 1,253 0% active.

Table 11 Consolidated Parks General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget . Supplies are above budget by
5.2%, or $36,000. Fuel ended the first

quarter 16.6% below budget.

Natural Gas ended the 1st Quarter
2.3% above budget but trends higher
in the 1st and 4th Quarter.

e Misc. & Transfers-Out ended the 1st
Quarter with no expenditures.

e (Capital Outlay is below the 1st
Quarter target with only 1.1%
expended. Capital equipment makes
up 47.9%, or $322,000 of the capital

Parks General Fund
Sum of 1st Qur Budget Used

15.5%

00%
Adrmmistration

ks General Fund

2016 1st Otr 2017 1st Otr Increase/ Decrease

Personnel g g g

Services i1 103 § 118 § 13
Supplies i 149 % 192 § 43
Grants, Claims g - g 5 8 &
Mise. & Transfers-Out g - g - g -
Capital Outlay 1 26 % 7 8 19
Total $ 1,128 § 1,253 § 125

Table 12: Consolidated Parks Expenditures Year to Year Comparison

Figure 6 Parks General Fund Dept. Expenditures as a % of Budget

outlay budget. Capital projects make up
52.1%, or $350,000 of the capital budget. A
portion of the capital budget is made up of new
capital lease payments that do not start until
the future year.

Parks and Recreation, or Community Services,
1s a majority of the Consolidated Parks Fund.
Spending for Parks and Recreation is in line
with spending targets for the 1st Quarter.
Across all expenditure categories the
department was in line with spending targets
with the exception of early year encumbrances
of annual contractual amounts.
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Budget to Actual through March 31st 2017
First Quarter

REVENUES
numbers in 00z
Tax Levy Funds % of Budeget
City General Fund 5 140,380° 3 35,732 255% | 5 143,187 § 33.483 23.4%
City Bond & Interest 5 30,250 3 12,162 407% | 5 37,447 3 6,959 71.4%
County General Fund 5 57851 3 25,670 443% | 5 59,780 3 13.693 23.1%
Cons. Parks General Fund 5 6257 3 1,737 19.8% | 5 6585 S 1,753 19.0%
County Bond & Interest 5 3.386 5 1540 455% | 5 3447 5 327 9.5%
CIFI g - g 1 g - g
Aging 5 1587 5 736 464% | 5 1650 5 418 25.4%
Developmental Disahilities g 448 245 546% | E 611 & 95 15.6%
Elections 5 1148 3 519 53.8% | 5 1406 5 235 16.7%
Health 5 3096 5 1,371 427%| | 5 3407 5 725 71.3%
Mental Health 5 553 3 301 545% | 5 556 5 135 24 3%
Total UG Tax Levy Funds | 3 245067 3 79,563 | 32.5% 3§ 252579 3 57,324 | 22.7%
2017 Original 2017 2017 Original 2017
Other Funds Budget YTD Actual % of Budget Budget YTID Actual % of Budeet
Wyandotte County 11 5 735 3 201 27.7%| | § ED5 5 476 5970
Aleohol 5 584 5 125 714% | 5 842 116 18.1%
Court Trustee 5 00 3 105 263% | 5 583 5 97 16.6%
Dedicated Sales Tax 5 8375 2,025 716% | 5 9677 5 1,572 16.2%
Emergency Medical Services $ 10,811 § 2,415 223% | § 10800 § 2,25'.?‘ 20.9%
Environmental Trust 5 1047 5 188" 180% | 5 1130 5 93 .25
Jail Commissary 5 30 3 10 344% |5 B0 3 3 4.7%
Parks & Recreation 5 584 5 124 713% | 5 831 % 239 37.8%
Public Levee 5 376 3 100 30.7% | 5 451 3 16 3.6%
Register of Deeds Technology $ 145 § 32 Z18%| | § 170 0.0%
Clerk Technology 5 32 3 14 448% | 5 25 0.0%
Treasury Technology 5 32 % 14 448% | 5 15 0.0%
Sewer System 5 35821 3 6,381 17.8% | 5 40,368 5 6,844 17.0%
Stormwater 5 3415 5 553 16.2% | 5 4185 5 395 5.4%
Street & Highway 5 6857 3 1,720 251% | 5 7263 5 1,910 26.3%
Sunflower Hills Golf Course 5 B0 5 81 TT% |5 9T 5 244 30.6%
Travel & Tourism 5 3372 5 777 23.0% | 5 1873 5 1,023 56.20%
Stadium 5 55 3 10 19.1% | 5 451 % 20 45%
Special Assets 3 5 3 - 0.0% | 5 3,750 0.0%
Total Other Funds 3 74432 3 14,857 | 20.0% | 3 83634 3 15,306 | 15.3%
| Total Other Funds | s 319499 § 094 470 | 296% | 5 236213 S 72.630 | 21 6%
County Library 3 2850 3 1,499 58.6% | 5 20834 § 1.498 51.1%
Total ALL Funds 5 322149 § 95918 | 298% § 339.147 $ 74129 | 21 9%

Table 13: All Funds Revenues and Expenditures Budget vs. Actual
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Staff Request for

Tracking No. 171150

Commission Action

r i
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Full Commission Meeting Date: NA
Committee: Economic Development & Finance

Date of Standing Committee Action: 6/5/17
(If none, please explain):

Publication Required: No

Date: Contact Name: Contact Phone: Contact Email: Department/Division:
05/24/2017 Reginald Lindsey, x5292, x5186 rlindsey@wycokck.org, Budget
Kathleen VonAchen kvonachen@wycokck.org

Item Description:
Budget revisions, submitted by Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager. No action is required.

Action Requested:
[For information only.

Budget Impact: (if applicable)

Amount:

Source:
Included In Budget:
Other (explain):

Attachments List:
Budget Revisions-Special Report Commission, First Quarter 2017 Summary of Budget Revisions




BUDGET REVISIONS $50,000 OR GREATER (For information only)

ENTRY FUND DEPARTMENT CMIP/OPERATING DESCRIPTION FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT DATE APPROVED
1 County General Legal Operating Legal Cost & Settlement Outside Department $508,000 April 27, 2017

GRAND TOTAL $508,000




BUDGET REVISIONS $10,000 OR GREATER - FIRST QUARTER 2017(For information only)

ENTRY FUND DEPARTMENT CMIP/OPERATING DESCRIPTION FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT DATE APPROVED
1 City General Transit CMIP Transit Bus Camera Grant Match With In Department $32,000 February 16, 2017
Justice Center Transformer
2 County General Public Works CMIP Replacement With In Department $13,000 March 1, 2017
County General Sheriff CMIP Courthouse Panic Alarm Upgrade With In Department $41,400 March 1, 2017
4 City General Transit CMIP Lease Additional Transit Vans With In Department $18,000 March 2, 2017

Reallocate funds within Elections
budget to provide upcoming election

5 Elections Levy Elections Operating services With In Department $88,613 March 10, 2017
Shift CMIP equipment budget to reflect
6 City General Police CMIP priorities With In Department $94,000 March 16, 2017
7 City General Community Grants Operating Senior Citizen Tax Rebate Contingency $29,000 March 16, 2017
Double Bunking Equipment &
8 County General Sheriff CMIP/Operating Supplies With In Department $64,955 March 20, 2017

GRAND TOTAL $380,968
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