
UPDATE (2nd Revision)
Economic Development and Finance 

Committee
Standing Committee Meeting Agenda

Monday, February 5, 2018
5:15 PM

Location:
Municipal Office Building
701 N 7th Street
Kansas City, Kansas 66101
5th Floor Conference Room (Suite 515)

Name Absent

Commissioner Tom Burroughs, Chair

Commissioner Brian McKiernan

Commissioner Gayle E. Townsend

Commissioner Ann Brandau-Murguia

Commissioner James Walters

Jeff Bryant, BPU Member

I. Call to Order/Roll Call
II. Revisions to February 5, 2018 Agenda

Blue Sheet - Additional information for:
Item No. 2 – Proposed revisions to financial planning policies
Item No. 3 – Gap Fund Policy PowerPoint

Pink Sheet – Remove item
Item No. 4 – Update on Schlitterbahn Vacation Village STAR Bond Project

III. Approval of standing committee minutes from December 4, 2017.
IV. Committee Agenda

  

Item No. 1 - REPORT:  4TH QUARTER 2017 CASH AND INVESTMENT
Synopsis:  The 4th Quarter Cash and Investment Report for the period of October through 
December 2017, submitted by Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.  

For information only.
Tracking #: 1869
 

  Item No. 2 - PRESENTATION:  PROPOSED REVISIONS TO FINANCIAL 
PLANNING POLICIES



Synopsis:  Presentation of proposed revisions to the UG's financial planning policies, 
submitted by Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.

Information forthcoming.

For information only.
Tracking #: 1867
 

  

Item No. 3 - UPDATE:  URBAN DEVELOPMENT GAP FUND POLICY
Synopsis:  Update on the Urban Development Gap Fund Policy, submitted by Jon Stephens, 
Interim Economic Development Director.  

On December 4, 2017, the Economic Development and Finance Standing Committee, 
chaired by Commissioner McKiernan, voted 5 to 1 to refer the matter back to staff to consider 
modifications that would allow the Gap Fund to be used for either residential or commercial.  

Information forthcoming.

For information only.
Tracking #: 1870
 

  

Item No. 4 - UPDATE:  SCHLITTERBAHN VACATION VILLAGE STAR BOND 
PROJECT
Synopsis:  Update from the developer on the Schlitterbahn Vacation Village (SVV) STAR 
Bond District, primarily to Project Area 3 retail development, submitted by Jon Stephens, 
Interim Director of Economic Development.

For information only.
Tracking #: 1871
 

V. Public Agenda
VI. Adjourn



AGENDA UPDATE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE

STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2018

IV.  COMMITTEE AGENDA 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ITEM NO. 2 – 1867…PRESENTATION:  PROPOSED REVISIONS TO 
FINANCIAL PLANNING POLICIES

Synopsis: Submission of red line versions of the:  Operating and Capital Budget Policy, 
General Fund Operating and Economic Uncertainty/Emergency Reserve 
Policy, Special Revenue Operating Funds Reserve Policy, Enterprise 
Operating and Internal Service Funds Reserve Policy, Capital Asset and 
Equipment Investment and Management Policy, and the Long-Term Financial 
Planning Policy.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

ITEM NO. 3 – 1870…UPDATE:  URBAN DEVELOPMENT GAP FUND POLICY

Synopsis: Submission of a PowerPoint to be presented on the Urban Development Gap 
Fund Policy Update. 



























































































URBAN DEVELOPMENT
GAP FUND POLICY

UPDATE 
ED&F Standing Committee

February 5th, 2018



What We Are Here For Tonight
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§ Review the Revised Urban Development Gap Fund Policy Framework

§ Review key program component options
§ Loan versus Grant
§ Source of Program Funding
§ Total Program Cap Amount

§ Provide feedback on structure

§ Approve policy to guide staff



Overview
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The Unified Government Urban Development Gap Fund was established by the 
UG Commission to assist with the financing and facilitation of renovations, 
revitalization and attraction of new business ventures in the City of KCK. 

This funding is intended as supporting revenue to leverage more investment into 
the community.  

By utilizing the Gap Fund program, the UG seeks to bring needed projects to the 
community that meet citizen needs, improve quality of life, and make 
Wyandotte County more desirable place to live and work. 



Program Item 1: Grant versus Loan
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The Urban Development Gap Fund Program was originally presented as a 
loan based program. 

The cause return on the loan could be designated as direct or indirect.
§ Direct cause return would be actual payments to the UG to return the loan. (Terms 

structured as necessary to make program viable for development)
§ Indirect cause return would be a formula that takes into account all new revenue from 

development to the UG. This would primarily be increased property tax due to valuation 
increases. 

There would be no cause return on the program as a grant based program.
The value and viability of projects would be based on gap need and general benefit to the 
community.  

Grant based program would be more flexible for developers. 
Loan based program, if given option of direct and indirect cause return could be more restrictive, but provide 
more accounting controls. 



Program Item 1: Grant versus Loan
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Financial Implications to UG:
A grant program would generally require ongoing annual debt service of the principal and interest.
Would likely be set at a 20 year term.

A loan program would be assumed to have some variable cause return based upon projects. 
Therefore, the outstanding debt service would be assumed to be less than a grant program.  



Program Item 2: Source of Funding
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Option 1:
Gap Fund is bonded through GO Bond issuance:

§ Allows for immediate implementation of program
§ Allows for flexibility by Commission on program cap amount
§ All Gap Fund outlay must be debt serviced (interest only or corpus and interest)

Gap Fund is allocated by Commission in budget process:
§ Program would have to wait until budget allocation occurs
§ Limited flexibility on allocation. Once cap is set it is fixed. 
§ Gap Fund outlay is allocated and therefore would incur no debt costs

Gap Fund is a hybrid of GO Bond & budget allocation:
§ Program could be implemented immediately
§ Budget allocation could lessen debt service or retire bonds as designated
§ Indeterminate blend of allocated and bonded amounts  



Program Item 3: Program Cap Amount
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Current program framework allows Gap Program grants/loans to a development in variable 
amounts ranging from $100,000 to $1,000,000. 
That means the total development project cost must be from $1,000,000 to $10,000,000+.
Based on current program parameters project private investment (non-UG contribution) must 
range from $500,000 to $5,000,000+

The current proposed program cap amount is set at $3,000,000 without Commission action. 
Depending upon how cause return or debt service is structured, this could limit total program 
reach to just a few projects.     



Fund Requirements
§ Gap Funding is a cash loan program.* 

§ Core capital outlay is provided to the project where private financing or normal public 
incentives will not leverage the funds required to advance the project.

§ Future project revenues should still demonstrate the ability of the project to pay the 
UG back for the project loan at a minimum of a 1-to-1 ratio for the term of the project 
and such will be demonstrated in an approved Development Agreement Schedule.*

§ Proposed project must meet all UG standards for a development project.

§ It must be determined that the project is not viable without Gap Funding.

§ Traditional economic development tools are not enough to cover the financing gap

§ Financing must be majority private (non-UG) equity

* With exception of residential noted on page 8
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Fund Requirements
§ Qualifying Loan Amounts:
§ $100,000 - $1,000,000
§ Must not exceed 10% of total project cost
§ Total public incentive not to exceed 50% of total project cost

§ Unless otherwise noted, payback to UG:
§ Cause return in 5, 10, 15 or 20-year term
§ Payback is at a 0% interest rate

§ Analysis shows that gap between current market rate interest and UG bond interest was not great 
enough to provide a viable Gap Fund.

§ Total Gap Fund Issuances are to be capped at $3,000,000 

(unless Commission waives cap)

§ As payback is made, new issuances may be made.

§ This caps total annual interest at approx. $96,000.     
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Fund Requirements
§ Gap Funding Projects must adhere to the following requirements:
§ Soft costs must not exceed 30% of total project cost.
§ Changes of more than 10% to any cost line estimate must be approved by the 
County Administrator. 

§ L/M/W requirements must meet or exceed agreed upon UG standards.
§ Gap Funds may not be used for operating expenses, equipment purchases or 
marketing purposes.

§ Must meet a need/service in the community not currently satisfied by existing 
business in the area, or helps to significantly improve quality of life for residents.
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Comparable Programs
§ Gap Funds are not a common tool – Offer variable formats

§ Detroit
§ Offers a Gap Tool of up to $750,000. 
§ Capped at 40% of project cost. 
§ Zero interest.

§  North Dakota 
§ State gap fund offered to any private business (non-ag)
§ Variable terms
§ Must be located in a community with less than 8,000 residents

§ Denver
§ Offers Gap Tool of up to $350,000.
§ Capped at 25% of project cost (30% for minority businesses)
§ Rate of return from 0% to market rate

§ Texas Chapter 380 Legislation
§ New Braunfels/Ft. Worth & Others: Can loan any amount as long as net tax back exceeds amount. Total 
payback also forgivable 
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Fund Requirements: Project Areas
§ The target areas for Gap 
Funding use correspond 
with the Neighborhood 
Revitalization Areas.

§ Qualifying areas include:
§ NRA Area 1
§ NRA Area 2 East
§ NRA Area 2 East - Turner 
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Fund Requirements: Types of Projects
Residential Projects

§ Single-Family 
§ Must be a minimum of 5 homes
§ Gap Funding cash advancement issued on a per home basis
§ Single family, “for sale” homes may be issued as grants with zero 
repayment to the UG

§ Preference given to non-profit, existing, local housing 
organizations.  (However, private developers not excluded if project meets the 
guidelines and exhibits need.) 

§ Must be new construction  

§ Multi-Family
§ Must have a qualifying size minimum of 12 units
§ May be new or rehabilitation 
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Fund Requirements: Types of Projects

Commercial Projects

§ Must have a minimum total investment of $2,000,000

§ May be a rehabilitation or new construction

Industrial Projects

§ Does not qualify
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Questions

Thank You
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AGENDA UPDATE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE

STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2018

IV.  COMMITTEE AGENDA 

REMOVE ITEM

ITEM NO. 4 – 1871…UPDATE:  SCHLITTERBAHN VACATION VILLAGE 
STAR BOND PROJECT

Synopsis: The Schlitterbahn Vacation Village STAR Bond project update is removed 
from the agenda.



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Monday, December 4, 2017 

The meeting of the Economic Development and Finance Standing Committee was held on 

Monday, December 4, 2017, at 6:15 p.m., in the 5th Floor Conference Room of the Municipal 

Office Building.  The following members were present:  Commissioner McKiernan, Chairman; 

Commissioners Walker, Townsend, Murguia, Bynum for Walters, and BPU Board Member 

Groneman.  Commissioner Walters was absent.  The following officials were also in attendance:  

Gordon Criswell, Assistant County Administrator; Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer; 

Patrick Waters, Senior Attorney; Reginald Lindsey, Budget Director; and Jon Stephens, Interim 

Economic Development Director. 

Chairman McKiernan called the meeting to order.  

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

Approval of standing committee minutes from October 2, 2017.  On motion of Commissioner 

Walker, seconded by Commissioner Townsend, the minutes were approved.  Motion carried 

unanimously.

Committee Agenda: 

Item No. 1 – 171349…REPORT:  THIRD QUARTER BUDGET REVISIONS

Synopsis:  Third Quarter Budget Revision Report, submitted by Reginald Lindsey, Budget 

Manager.

Reginald Lindsey, Budget Director, said we had one item on our Third Quarter Budget  

Revision Report that was over $10,000.  It was a $30,000 transaction in the County General Fund 

in District Court and it was related to sexual assaults.  There was a new statute that was passed 

and it allows victims to go to the hospital to get tested and be examined.  It required $30,000. 
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December 4, 2017

Commissioner McKiernan said this is an item that is for information only.  There’s no action.  

Just to reiterate that this was budget neutral.  It was just a transfer.  Mr. Lindsey said yes.

Item No. 2 – 171347…REPORT:  THIRD QUARTER BUDGET TO ACTUAL

Synopsis:  Third Quarter of Fiscal Year 2017 Budget to Actuals Report, submitted by Kathleen 

VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer; and Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager.

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said we are going to report tonight on the 

revenue and expenditure performance for our General Fund as well as all the other funds.  
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December 4, 2017

We’ll start out with the Consolidated General Fund which include the city and county and the 

Consolidated Parks and Recreation Fund in total.  That total budget there is excluding an annual 

appropriation for debt with $205M for fiscal 17.  As of the end of September 30 we have 

expended $141M and that was balanced by $163M in revenue collected.  Because our fiscal year 

is on a calendar year through September represents 75% of the fiscal year.  You can see that at 

the end of the year or at the end of September we collected almost 80% of our other revenues 

which is greater than the 75%.   Correspondly, our expenditures came in at 68% which is less 

than the 75%.  Our collections are greater than we expected and our expenditures are less than 

we expected so we are coming out pretty good.  

     The columns over here by the way are comparison with the prior year and just so you can see 

that the current activity in this current fiscal year is pretty consistent with what occurred at the 

same period last year.



4

December 4, 2017

We’re going to walk you through a few of the largest funds, which are the City General Fund 

and then the County General Fund.  I’m going to talk about the revenues and then Reginald is 

going to talk about the expenditures.  

      The City General Fund Revenues, this chart shows what we’ve budgeted by category and 

then what we’ve spent through the end of September by these same categories and what 

revenues collected and what percentage of the total budgeted estimate was and this is a 

comparison by all those categories with the prior year during the same period.  You can see from 

the City General Fund a good portion of the total taxes or the total revenue collected for the 

General Fund is $25M, of the $141M are property tax collections.  So far through the end of 

September, those were 98% collected and that’s because our property taxes are collected earlier 

in the year and they’re all due pretty much in April and May.  There are some collections that 

take place later on in the year, but for the most part we collect all the revenues at the beginning 

of the year for property tax.  The sales tax that happens throughout the year, but we do get a big 

bump during Christmas as you would expect. 

     Sales Tax revenue is coming in at 77% through the end of September which is higher than we 

expected so it’s looking pretty good and given the fact that we are expecting better sales tax 

revenues during the higher Christmas months of October, November, and December.

     Other revenues, other tax is below the expected 75% and that’s mainly because in that 

number there’s an annual appropriation that we appropriate for debt reserve just in case there 

isn’t enough funds to make our debt service payments.  Typically, we don’t actually ever spend 
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December 4, 2017

that because we are always have—so far we’ve always had the revenues to spend it.

     Other key items here which are a little larger, charges for services are down from what we 

expected.  They’re at 66%.   We need to kind of take a look at that, but those are items that are a 

little bit out of our control.  Most of the costs are related to the collection of trash collection fees 

and also the other area is Municipal Court fines and fees and court costs.  Some of this 

difference may be a result of a delay in payment, especially the residential trash collection 

charges.  Overall, we’re doing pretty good, 75%.

 

On the County General Fund Revenue side, also we’re doing really well.  We’re at 98% and 

that’s because this fund it collects property tax and it represents a greater portion of it’s total.  

Total total is $58M budgeted for revenue in the County General Fund of which $35M is property 

tax and that, as I mentioned before, property tax is collected earlier in the year so we’re at 98% 

of that.  Sales Tax also at 77% just like the City Fund.  This revenue collection is consistent with 

what’s been shown as what we collected the prior year for the same period.
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Reginald Lindsey, Budget Director, said we have $140M City General Fund Budget.  This 

doesn’t include the appropriations, with appropriation it’s $151M.  

     The Personnel category is our largest category at $102M of this Public Safety and Public 

Works are $100M of this budget.  A good rule of thumb is that we should have around 75% of 

the budget left here.  Moving to the bottom line we have 69% of the budget left in all the 

categories and all the categories were below 75% so with Personnel we’re 72%.  Services were 

69% and supplies 66%.  In grants and claims we are 15%.  This is what where we pay legal 

claims from and also where we give a grant to Parks and Recreation General Fund.  That hasn’t 

been done yet, and our legal expenses are not as much as they have been in the past years so we 

will have some savings there.  Capital Outlay is at 47%.  We have a lot of spending going on 

right now with Capital so that number will get closer to the 100% towards the end of the year.

     In the County General Fund we have a $59M budget with Personnel being our largest 

category of $40M.  Public Safety is our largest spending category as far as departments.  It’s a 

$32M budget.  You can kind of see how mostly all these categories are below the 75% spending 

that we’re looking for so we see all of the categories together for 69% with Personnel coming in 

at 74% right on the edge.  You can kind of see grants and claims are up at 80%.  Here is where 

we grant some of our outside agencies funding.  We paid a lot of those out this year already.  

You can kind of see here again with Capital Outlay at 50%.  The departments are working hard 

on their Capital budgets right now so we will see that number more closely to 100% towards the 

end of the year.
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This chart right here kind of illustrates and shows us all the other funds we have within the 

Unified Government on the revenue side and the expenditure side.  Rule of thumb, we want the 

revenues to come in at 75%.  You can see that most of them have come in over 75%.  

     On the Expenditure side we want the revenues to be below 75%.  You can see the bottom line 

here is at 64%.

Chairman McKiernan said so once again an information only.  Not an action item.  Bottom 

line is, we are even or a little ahead on revenue and a little behind on expenses which is always a 

great place to be at this time of year.

Ms. VonAchen said that’s right.  By the way, this report is on the Finance Department website 

and you can also get much more detail if you refer to the OpenGov website in the Budget 

Division part of the Finance Department website.  Chairman McKiernan said there is a 

complete report with narrative that we all got.  That’s going be part of our minutes packet 

anyway.  Everybody could theoretically have access to the report with the narrative as well as 

the graphs in the minutes.  Ms. VonAchen said that’s also on our website.
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Action:       No action taken.

Item No. 3 – 171400…RESOLUTION:  CASH MANAGEMENT AND INVESTMENT 

POLICY

Synopsis:  Resolution adopting the Unified Government Cash Management & Investment 

Policy as previously adopted with no recommended revisions, submitted by Kathleen 

VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.

Commissioner Walker said if I’m not mistaken, this just asks us to approve the current policy.  

Chairman McKiernan said that is correct.  There has been no change to this policy since the 

last time this committee and the Commission voted on it.  Commissioner Walker said I know 

it’s an exciting topic, but I’d like to make a motion to approve it.

Action:     Commissioner Walker made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Townsend                                        

                      to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were six “Ayes,” Groneman, Bynum,

                    Murguia, Townsend, Walker, McKiernan.

Item No. 4 – 171416…UPDATE/RESOLUTION:  GAP FUND POLICY

Synopsis:  Update on the Unified Government Urban Development Gap Fund Policy, and 

request adoption of a resolution approving said policy, submitted by Jon Stephens, Interim 

Economic Development Director.



9

December 4, 2017

Jon Stephens, Interim Economic Development Director, said if you remember a couple 

months ago we brought this initial Gap Fund Policy before this committee.  I think there was a 

great discussion on it.  There were many questions, a couple of key questions that came out 

related to clarifying a little bit more related to some of the issues.  Staff went back and looked 

at that and during that time I would say that Commission members have expressed some other 

ways to refine and offer some suggestions to make this a more robust policy.  I’m going to 

walk through, most of this you have seen before.  This has not substantially changed except for 

a couple of key issues that I’ll highlight that were brought forward by some folks in the 

community.   
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I will just walk you through that.  We are here tonight to review the revised Gap Fund Policy 

framework, provide feedback on any of the structure and then to advance the policy to guide 

staff.

To refresh you again, the overview, this was established by the Commission to assist with the 

financing and facilitation of renovations, revitalizations, and attraction of new business into the 

city of KCK, so a pretty broad framework.  It is intended as a matching revenue program to 

leverage more investment into our community and by utilizing the Gap Fund we seek to bring 
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needed projects to the community to meet citizens needs.  Improve the quality of life and make 

Wyandotte County a more desirable place to live and work.  

The Gap Fund Policy as outlined before you, this is a Cash Loan Program; however, at this 

point I will note the bottom of the proposed revision to this is outlined with the exception of a 

residential caveat that has been added into this as a proposed change.  I wanted to note that 

because the rest of this has not changed from the previous presentation.  

     When it is used as a Cash Loan Program is a cause return related to the project on a 

minimum of 1 to 1 ratio.  All UG standards for economic development must be met to utilize 

this program.  It must also be determined by staff as being not viable without this tool.  

     Additionally, it must meet the need, the traditional economic development tools.  All of the 

other things in our toolbox are just not enough to cover this gap.  

     The financing must be majority private.  The explanation there is non-UG equity.  Even 

utilizing other incentive tools that are UG equity.
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The qualifying loan amounts, again this has not changed from your previous presentation, we 

believe that the qualifying loan amount should be in the amount of $100,000 to $1,000,000.  It 

must not exceed 10% of the total project cost.  Total public incentives related to the project 

must not exceed 50% of the total project cost.  This is a Gap Fund so this would be layered 

onto potentially other incentive tools.  

     Unless otherwise noted, the payback would be cause return in 5 years, 10, 15, or 20 years as 

need determines related to the type of project, the type of financing tools, etc.  The payback 

would be set at a 0% interest rate.  The analysis shows that the gap between current market rate 

interest and UG bond interest was not great enough to provide a viable Gap Fund.  This was 

brought up in the discussion with this committee last time related to if we bond this Gap Fund 

dollars as discussed, couldn’t we charge the developer in these projects a percentage of that 

between the 3.5% and 0%, somewhere in there.  It really was determined in discussions with a 

lot of people that going to a partial percentage just was not enough to support development 

when the Gap Fund is utilized.  

     The total Gap Fund issuance would be capped at $3M.  So that’s the total loan granted and 

approved by the Commission of all projects that would be utilizing this.  Once it reaches a cap 

of $3M, we would have to stop issuing Gap Funds or look at the Commission to expand the 

program to grow the program past the $3M cap.  

     As payback is made, so as these cause return payments come back on this that cap, 

obviously the outstanding debt on that would lower so; therefore, we would make new 



13

December 4, 2017

issuances for new projects, Gap Fund Projects before.  

     Based on a $3M maximum it was asked before what would the bonding look like.  It’s 

annual interest would approximately equal $96,000 a year if we were capped out on Gap.  At 

this point another question was asked, if I could editorialize a little bit, is how many projects 

are currently in the pipeline seeking Gap Funds.  There have been a couple that have expressed 

a lot of interest in this after hearing the ED&F presentation, but there is currently one that, one 

project, that I believe seeking specific ask with specific type project related to Gap Funding.

The fund requirements related to this would also be the soft cost related to the total project 

must not exceed 30% of the total project costs.  Changes of 10% or more to any cost line must 

be approved by the County Administrator.  That’s just good financial diligence on a 

development project where we have a cash outlay risk like this.  All L/M/W requirements must 

be meet or exceeded according to UG standards.  The Gap Fund may not be used for operating 

expenses, equipment purchases or marketing purposes for a project.   It must meet a need or 

service in the community that is not currently satisfied by the existing businesses in the area or 

to help to significantly improve quality of life for residents.  
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It was also asked by this committee last time to bring back some comparisons to some other 

programs.  I will say there are not a lot of apples to apples comparisons of a Gap Fund 

Program like this.  There are many Gap Fund programs out there, some administered by banks, 

some administered by different things.  However; I wanted to bring you at least a few variable 

options to look at that staff found had some interesting comparison points.

     Detroit, given all of their Urban Renewal needs and Urban Renewal efforts they offer a 

very generalized tool Gap Fund tool of up to $750,000 per project.  It’s capped at 40% of 

project costs so this can cover a pretty significant gap within it.  It is offered at a zero interest 

with variable payback terms.

     North Dakota has a state Gap Fund program.  A state authorized Gap Fund program that is 

offered to any private business that is non-agriculture.  It cannot being offered to a farm-based 

business.  It has a variable terms as well.  Very open to negotiable terms on that, but they’re 

caveat is it must be located in a community with less than 8,000 residents.  This one, they 

identified a very specific need related to underserved small towns.  It’s in areas that were really 

underserved with traditional financing vehicles or proof of development investment.

         Denver offers a Gap Fund tool.  Denver is generally is very thriving economically.  They 

offer a Gap Fund tool of up to $350,000.  Theirs is capped at 25% of project cost, but that 

increases to 30% if it is a minority owned business.  The rate of return there is set at a variable 

rate and that is based on many factors from what we were able to find.  If it’s an underserved 

area, it may be given 0% cause return rate interest rate.  If it’s in an area such as LoDo or some 
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of the areas of Denver that are very thriving, but still these projects are deemed in need of a 

Gap it may be offered a market rate interest rate.  So that one is unique.

       Texas has that one.   I hesitated to throw this in here because it’s a very broad, pretty 

excessive one, but I thought it was worth sharing.  Their Chapter 380 legislation statewide is a 

very broad Gap Fund Program that can offer a loan in any amount as long as the net tax back 

exceeds the amount.  Therefore, they base their cause return on the return of taxes back into 

that community or into the state over a period of time.  If that’s a 10, 15, 20 year, they look at 

the net increase of value and they assess a payback based on what the incremental tax increase 

would be and that’s how they set that Gap Fund.  

 

 

The project areas as proposed previously have not changed.  We recommend utilizing the 

NRA 1, NRA 2 East, and the NRA 2 East – Turner so your traditional areas there that 

correspond with the Neighborhood Revitalziation Act areas.  
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The types of projects that we propose as being used are residential.  Single-Family we still 

recommend that it must be a minimum of five homes.  The Gap Fund Cash Advancement is 

issued on a per home basis.  Single-family “for sale” homes may be issued as grants with zero 

repayment to the UG.  This is the new one that was brought by interested parties, I think was 

discussed with one or more commissioners related to this being an additional tool wtihin this 

Gap Fund Policy that would be beneficial.  We felt that we wanted to bring this revision before 

this body for discussion and then we would say the pereference be given to non-profit exisiting 

local housing organizations; however, we would not limit it to non-profit or local housing 

organizations if a private developer were to come with a Gap Project that meets or exceeds the 

guidelines, meets or exceeds all the other need and expressed a clear Gap need within their 

financing, we would not necessarily exclude them from participating in this program.  The 

residential single-family must be new construction.

     Multi-family utilization of this tool would be a minimum qualifying size of 12 units and it 

may be new or rehabilitaiton.
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Commerical must have a nimimum total investment of $2M.  It may be a rehabilitation or new 

construction as well.  

      Finally, we still maintain that Industrial Projects, there are just many other tools within 

the Industrial Project array and we just don’t feel that this is a tool that really in anyway would 

be necessary for Industrial Projects.

 With that that is the revised Gap Fund Policy brought back before this committee and 

entertain any and all quesitons.  

Commissioner Murguia said I have a bunch of questions.  It was a great presentation and I even 

do development as you know, but I have some questions, this is kind of hard to understand.  The 

language used in the overview, and I’m not sure it’s really important, but just so there’s not any 

misunderstanding it says the funding is intended as matching revenue, but yet you’re only 

funding up to 10%.  When I think of the word matching, I think of your matching me 1-to-1.  I 

just caution you about that language so that there’s no misunderstanding.  Without looking at 

this, just so I kind of have an idea, are you saying that the Gap Fund is a loan for both residential 

and commercial or is it a loan for commercial and a grant for residential.  Mr. Stephens said I 

think what we have looked at as the best course of action for this program from our 

recommendation and our analysis would be that this would be a loan program at a zero 

percentage return, zero percent interest; however, with the exception of qualified residential 
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single-family projects that it could be there could be a no repayment so then, therefore, for clarity 

sake; I would qualify that as a grant Gap Fund component of the Gap Fund Policy.  

Commissioner Murguia asked why would you separate out single-family residential as grant 

funding, but you wouldn’t do that for commerical.  Mr. Stephens said I think as we looked at it 

we felt like commercial and multi-family that many of their gaps, many of the deltas that exist in 

any of those projects, I’m not going to speak to all of them, but in many of those the zero percent 

interest tool was enough so repaying the corpus back to the Unified Government was something 

that could still be done within their performa’s, whereas the singe-family residential projects in 

many instances and in a couple specific instances those numbers were just very, very difficult to 

coalesce even with any amount of repayment.    

Commissioner Murguia asked what commercial retail projects have we done east of I-635 

that’s new construction that you’ve been able to compare them to.   Mr. Stephens said I 

wouldn’t say we necessarily compared because obviously if they’ve been completed, they 

somehow found their financing, their capital stack, but within rehabilitation and construction 

there have been several that I have been told from various previous staff and current staff in 

looking at it, that the but for analysis they’ve just been unable to gain traction, unable to happen 

on the east side of our community because they are unable to close that last piece of financing.  I 

think we looked at it as these are the projects that have been unable to move forward or were 

envisioned that never came about.  We believe this tool is an additional piece that could help 

those projects come about.  Commissioner Murguia said I’m not sure I understand.   I’m still 

not clear.  I have not seen—the whole point of this I was around because I was one of the people 

that thought this Gap Fund was a good idea before there was a Gap Fund.  The whole point of 

this was to spur economic development east of I-635 in the way of housing and in the way of 

commercial development.  Industrial was never a conversation because we seem to do a pretty 

good job at attracting industrial development.  I’m just speaking of retail and housing 

development. I guess what I’m saying is that since we want more of that development and it’s 

not happening on our own, with our current incentives, then why would commerical be restricted 

from it being a grant fund versus a no-interest loan.  I guess, in my mind, your either in or your 

not.  This is the problem.  Maybe some commissioners have said that housing is a bigger priority 

and so they want more houses built.  As someone that dabbles in the economic development for 
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the last decade, I will tell you people will not locate where there are not resources and amenities 

like grocery stores.  We’ve seen that when we tract the population trends within our community 

and how people have moved out of the urban core, even people not for any bad reasons just 

moved out because there weren’t any amenities any longer in that area.  Why are we treating 

those two issues different?  Specifically retail, commerical development, and single-family 

housing.  Mr. Stephens said I can tell you we were looking at initially in crafting this, myself 

and the staff was looking at how can we be beneficial to the developers while being as 

conservative as possible on behalf of the Unified Government’s bottomline.  That’s where we 

landed at a cause return and a repayment at a zero percent.  That being said, I certainly would 

agree with you that if we very much want to spur revitalization within commercial, mulit-family 

and single-family moving many of the same qualifications, but then removing any cause return 

or repayment to the Unified Government and making this a true grant would certainly be a tool 

that I think would be highly valuable to developers of all types.

Commissioner McKiernan said if I could just jump in real quick here.  When I originally talked 

to Mr. Bach about this idea, probably five years ago now, there was one specific project you can 

probably see from City Hall that was a gap short of coming to fruition, a mixed-use project.  My 

original thought on this was that we would have a pool of cash that would effectively go as 

grants to fill gaps for projects that our team had said were worthy of having the gap filled and 

would spur development and that we would have a pool of cash and we would simply spend it 

until it was gone and then the next year we would have another pool of cash and we’d spend it 

until it was gone and we’ve kind of worked this into borrowing this, and I’m on record as saying, 

“I would prefer to still have a pool of cash and if we happen not to spend it then it just goes to 

our bottom line”.  I think that would be the ideal for me is that a pool of cash is a grant rather for 

residential or commerical and that we have a fine item amount of money and projects that are 

eligible and met all the criteria and move forward up to the point where the fund is gone for that 

particular year.  

Commissioner Murguia said I would think that the effect that would have in the development 

world is knowing that there’s x amount of dollars for that year is that the projects would be— the 

quality of the project would become more competitive whether it be commerical or residential 
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and that the reason we have people like you and other econcomic development staff is to 

determine what the quality of the project is.  You have the ability to say we don’t believe that 

this project meets our quality standards when we’re making this level of investment.  I go back to 

what I said; I guess I don’t understand any development and honestly I haven’t been over this 

with you, no one has briefed me on this.  I’ve  just seen this presentation so it’s always hard to 

have to really think it out.  I guess I don’t even know—I’m not a huge fan of multi-family, but I 

don’t know why we would exclude anything.  What it’s really based on is it depends on the 

neighborhood, the block it sits on, the location, what the need in that particular area of our city is.  

It’s so specialized, that’s why I would just think that having something less restrictive with so 

many rules, as Commissioner McKiernan said, where you had a pot of money and staff would 

review the projects.  I guess the worse thing that can happen in that is you can have all of a 

sudden a flood of projects come to the Unfiied Government wanting to take advantage of this 

Gap Fund.  I’m not sure any of us would be heartbroken about that.  Now staff might be a little 

overwhelmed, but I think that in my opinion—Mr. Stephens said you’d have no complaint from 

me.

Commissioner Murguia said that’s a good being overwhelmed, then we’d need to 

reevaluate hey, we’re just on the cusp, we’re really close.  We all know that what we do right 

now in the urban core is we do what I call onesies and twosies.  We do small projects because 

they are high risk.  We all know that.  I live in that urban core.  I can say that.  They’re high risk.  

Nobody wants to take that level of risk so we do little projects that don’t create the momentum 

that you need to do larger scale developments.  I think, not to bring up a bad subject, but just last 

Thursday we authorized $2M in my mind, in grant money to move forward with a Downtown 

Healthy Campus.  We did just Gap Fund with a grant, $2M on a project, where we don’t have 

any tenants.  I’ve said that over and over again.  This policy, if it’s written, they have to come 

forward with tenants ready to go, ready to sign a lease, ready to move forward.  You have to 

come forward with developers who are ready to build a house who have financing.  Why would 

we do one thing for this Downtown Healthy Campus and not offer that same privilege all across 

east of I-635 and including midtown.  I’m saying east of I-635, I probably shouldn’t say that, I 

should use Area 1 and Area 2, whatever you call them.  We did this once before, and I don’t 

want to get you sidetracked, but this government threw millions of dollars at Indian Springs to 

buy it and tear it down.  That was a decade ago with the hopes of something happening there.  



21

December 4, 2017

Nothing has ever happened.  Now we’re making it hard for people that are bringing forward real 

projects, they have a real deal in hand and we’re putting all of this criteria on them.  I guess 

we’re very inconsistent and we’re sending really the wrong message to the public.  

Commissioner Walker said first of all I don’t think we’ll ever have east of I-635 a project that 

doesn’t have a Gap, to be perfectly honest, and if you have a Gap Fund that’s applicable 

anywhere in this city, developers who see that with two exceptions, casino maybe the industrial, 

you’re going to have a Gap.  I had envisioned, much like Brian, that we just had a pool of money 

and we maybe had a few rules on an annual basis because we don’t have the money—you know 

fund it to the extent of $10M a year.  Maybe what you have here—it’s hard for me to get clear in 

my mind,  maybe we have two kinds of Gap Funds.  We have this $3M which is a payback and 

basically follows all these rules and that’s available and on then on an annualized basis we have 

a pool of money and I’m going to say a $1M, I don’t know what the number is.  It’s a budget 

item every year and maybe some years you have more and maybe you got less and the rules be 

less restrictive, more in keeping with what Commissioner Murguia has outlined.  I think the 

problem is we’re not going to move anything forward here tonight to the full commission in my 

opinion because there’s just across the board, I don’t want to say dissatisfaction, it’s a great 

attempt, a great job.

Commissioner Murguia said I’ll be very direct as always.  I’ll move this forward and I’ll tell 

you my disitricts not going to suffer at all because what I’m going to do is I’m going to go raise 

private money and I’m going to fill  my gap.  Unless we’re going to hold long drawn out special 

sessions to throw $2M at a Downtown Healthy Campus and then do stuff like that and every 

project has to be a special pet project, nobody else is going to get any money.  Nobody else’s job 

up here is to fund raise money.  I’m really hurting myself.  I’d be better off to just sit here and 

say okay, Aye, go head, knock yourself out; but nobody is coming to those areas and the 

difference is, Commissioner Walker, I hear what you’re saying, everybody has a Gap Fund, but 

the reality is that everybody does have a Gap Fund, but we’re not even getting any takers in the 

city.  You’re right, all those people are getting incentives that are out west, nobody is even 

looking—we’ve just thrown tons of money at the northeast and we still don’t have a signed deal 

on a grocery store, how ridiculous—Commissioner Walker said I know.  We’ve gone over that 
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a dozen times already since last week and tonight and the decision was made and it’s water under 

the bridge.  The bottom line here is we either need to move this forward or we need to send it 

back and then next month you guys rewrite, argue over it again.  I don’t care, but I want to do 

something.  We’re not going to decide it all here tonight.  Commissioner Murguia said I’m not 

arguing. Like I said, if I’m just looking at my district, it doesn’t hurt me at all.  Commissioner 

Walker said then good.  

Action: Commissioner Walker made  a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

McKiernan, to move this forward to the full commission. 

Chairman McKiernan siad what I’m hearing here is there is some thought about asking staff to 

consider a total grant program as opposed to loan/commercial grant/residental.  To be clear, 

although, I may have envisioned a pot of money, we don’t have one.  We still have the issue of—

Commissioner Murguia said no one is suggesting the amount of money increases.  

Commissioner McKiernan said exactly.  Commissioner Murguia said so whereever you’re 

getting the pot of money to give grant money to housing, it’s just grant money—Chairman 

McKiernan said we don’t currently have that cash so it’s still going to be the original intent to 

borrow that money.  

Action: Chairman McKiernan made a motion that we ask staff to consider revisions that 

would make this a Gap filled grant program for both residential and commercial.  

Commissioner Walker seconded.  

Commissioner Townsend said here would be my objection to that.  I know we have another 

econconic development tool with  a pot of money that’s only $50,000 to help smaller businesses 

in these same areas.  We’re taking those individuals, that was supposed to be initally a true grant 

program and now it’s not.  I can’t remember the name of the smaller program.  Commissioner 

Murguia said I thought we were giving a grant.  Chairman McKiernan said it is a grant. It’s a 

payback.  We have  a small Business Development Grant Program.  It is a maximum of $5,000 or 

$10,000 per grant.  
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Ms. VonAchen said I think that’s funded with the IRB abatement.  Chairman McKiernan said it 

would be from IRB sales.  Commissioner Murguia said that’s right.  Chairman McKiernan 

said and this was a grant program.  It’s a payback.  It’s not a upfront delivery of money, it’s a 

payback.  Commissioner Murguia said that’s right.  Ms. VonAchen said it’s not for a Capital 

kind of intensive—Commissioner Townsend said here’s my questions, are those people under 

that program required to pay the money back or not?  Let’s check because that was  my initial 

thought and understanding and then later, and I won’t talk about the individual situation, it was 

presented to them later that no, they had to repay it.  We talked about here and said what was the 

point if they had that type of ability to raise cash.  They could have done it on credit card or 

gotten a loan.  Let’s check and see if that’s true because it would make no sense whatsoever to 

have such a small pot of money that supposed to be a grant and was not.  It seems like that would 

be where rules were changed in the  middle of the stream.  

With regard to this situation, we talked about it before, everybody is going to have a gap 

if we make this a true grant.  I thought the distinction that was made with the housing and why 

there was no payback requirement there were certain areas in the city where people wouldn’t be, 

wouldn’t come, would not build, some of these non-profits, and so the profit potential was so 

much less than from commerical; that was my understanding of the rational for it.  I don’t know 

that I would be in favor of these amounts of money just being given away.  Yes, we want to spur 

development, but I certianly want that $50,000 hot check first because that was changed and then 

that was my understanding as to the difference for the treatment in the single-family here on the 

fund requirement page.  

One last question, Mr. Stephens, on the fund requirement page where they start with 

qualifying loan amount as written cause/return, explain to me what we’re saying here.  Some 

paybacks would be at intervals of 5, 10, 15, 20 year terms.  How would that be decided?   Mr. 

Stephens said I can speak to both of those issues with your second question first.  The 

cause/return here, and I will say obviously there are larger policies discussions out here and we 

were tasked with doing our best to create a program that was usuable, workable, but really policy 

decisions or policy decisions that are obviously left to the commissioners.  I appreciate all the 

comments and we’re certainly not trying to make an onerous program or an onerouss outline.  

We’re trying to make it something that is beneficial and we’re happy to look at revisions.  With 

that, we did want to work in flexibility Commissioner, related to certain projects may need very 
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little—they may have a higher ramp up on their revenues.  For instance, a small commercial 

building that has potential tenants and leaseholds that are going to pay fair market rate once they 

come in or near fair market rate of the rental if they’re coming in.  Therefore, we would look at 

that and work with them to say, does this work within your performa, would you be able to repay, 

if we we’re looking at this as a loan program, would you be able to repay your Gap Fund at a 

five-year return.  If you complete your project and you start generating revenue on that project on 

day one of the completion, would five years work within your development calendar and your 

financing and capital stack to make that work.  If that’s unable to work, then we would go to a 

ten-year, if that’s unable to work, we’d go to a 15 year, and really we felt like 20 years was about 

the maximum that we could really fairly—beause that also conforms with most other tools that we 

would use related to TIF or other things, to try to cap it at that 20 year because that is pretty much 

the max on most tools that are available for development.  Does that answer your questions?  

Commissioner Townsend said yes.  It would be on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Stephens said 

absolutely on a case-by-case basis.  As Commissioner Murguia had mentioned, this is all about 

staff looking and dertermining the most viable, the most beneficial projects and then working as 

closely and as fairly and as open as we can with the developer to say how can we make your 

project work, how can we make your project happen. 

Commissioner Murguia said maybe I’m missing something on this, but in a variety of  meetings 

people have talked about this and developers coming forward and having a gap and how every 

developer is going to have a gap.  If you’ve never been through a development deal with the 

Unified Government, you have no idea the rigger they put you through every single line item of a 

performa.  Those of you on the Commission don’t realize that when a developer comes forward 

and shows Jon a deal, and you can correct me Jon if I’m wrong, he looks at every single line item 

for what they’re charging.  He wants to know specifically what that money is going to pay for and 

where it’s going to go.  Everything from lawyer fees to developer fees to whoever is going to 

make money.  It isn’t just a random gap and it isn’t just well, you know sometimes it might come 

down to how badly do we want this business.  I’m just saying this Commission is committed to 

econcomic development in the  midtown area and in the city we should be looking at all of the 

projects that are out there that can come to these harder to develop areas and then let the 

Commission decide whether or not it’s a priority or not.  I just think that putting a lot of rules on it 
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is only going to make it more difficult.  One, when developers can go out west and not have to 

consider all of the details of these rules, they’re going to go where it’s easier to develop.  Even 

though there is an incentive, weeding though the incentive sometimes will cost you more in 

lawyer fees and developer fees for wading through it then if it was more straightforward.  I’m not 

suggesting we just give away anything to anyone, but you have to decide and I’m not belaboring, 

Commissioner Walker, anything about Thursday’s vote with the Healthy Campus.  What’ I’m 

saying is, I’m using it as an example.  Are grocery stores a priority in the urban core?  Well if 

they are, which they are because we just threw $2M at a maybe, then we need to look at all these 

deals.  Maybe another development wouldn’t be as big of a priority.  It just depends and there’s 

no way to know that unless they come in front of us.  Right now, no one is coming in front of us.  

I’m getting things in my district, but I don’t know the last retail development project that came to 

me from Commissioner McKiernan’s district or from Commissioner Townsend’s district.  If you 

want to keep marching in that direction, I’m fine, that’s up to you guys, but I’d kind of like to see 

development all over.  

Mr. Stephens said, Commissioner Townsend, your other question specifically related to the 

single-family homes and why that was brought.  That was your question, correct?  Commissioner 

Townsend said not so much that I had a question about it, that was my understanding of why the 

distinction was made.   Mr. Stephens said yes, if I could clarify that.   The distinction was made 

specifically there and it was brought to staff’s attention and so we made a proposed revision to 

this body based on that.  Commissioner Townsend said I’m okay with that.  Mr. Stephens said 

the reason, if I could get two seconds to explain that, the reason that single-family homes, 

especially for sale homes are difficult; they’re already property tax abated in most instances in a 

lot of these areas.  When they’re property tax abated already, the cause return even if it’s 

leveraged against property tax repayment isn’t there for a period of time.  Therefore, a developer 

builds a single-family home, they need a gap to keep that home at a price that is market rate 

without exceeding matket rate and pricing the buyers out of the market.  Therefore, they brought a 

compelling case that you need a gap there, but then when they sell that home they recoup the 

dollars for that home, but if they have to repay the gap they have no—there is no other income 

related to their project.  That’s why we do feel the single-family homes specifically because there 

is no recurring income when they are a home sale.  There is just no other income that comes in 
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from that so we did have to look at that a little separate versus tenancy, multi-family, commercial; 

those have recurring income performance that we can look at and evaluate.  Commissioner 

Townsend said I agree with that.  I have spoken to some people about that, but let me just say this 

about the $2M dollars, because someone or two or three somebody’s may call me and say you put 

$2M for a grocery store. That was not my understanding of what we did the other day just so 

everybody out there in TV land does not think that this Commission has put $2M toward a 

grocery store.  That was to do some moving forward with some other costs for the Healthy 

Campus.  In fact, the questions I asked at the special session got to a small percentage of that  

money and the project may have been attributed to the grocery store, but so it’s clear we’re not 

throwing $2M at a grocery store because I will get calls about that.

Chairman McKiernan said related to the Gap Fund, there has been some discussion about 

potential revisions, but Commissioner Walker did have a motion that he made several minutes 

ago to move this forward to full commission as it has been submitted to us.  Is there a second to 

that motion.  Commissioner Townsend seconded the motion.

BPU Board Member Groneman said Hal had a second to his, but you made a motion that Hal 

seconded.  Commissioner Murguia said yes, that’s why I ‘m confused.  I agree.   

Chairman McKiernan said you seconded mine.  Commissioner Walker said yes.  I didn’t hear 

you withdraw your original one.  If you withdraw your original—Commissioner Walker said I 

withdraw my original one.   

Action: Chairman McKiernan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Walker, 

that we ask staff to take this policy back to consider modifications that would 

make it a grant Gap Fund for either residential or commercial, bring it back 

to this committee for further review and potential approval to move forward 

to full commission.   Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Gronemen, 

Bynum, Murguia, Walker, McKiernan, and one “no” Townsend.  
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Chairman McKiernan said that has enough votes to move it back to staff for some further 

consideration to return to this committee.  Commissioner Townsend said with that, I would just 

like to request that staff look into the status of that other fund for the small ones to see currently 

what the status is with that with regard to a loan program or not.  That was my caveat.

Adjourn

Chairman McKiernan adjourned the meeting at 7:15 p.m.  

tk
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Investment Summary - Aggregate Portfolio By Type of Investment

Security Type Original Cost Market Value1 Amortized Cost2 % of 
Portfolio

% Permitted 
by Policy

In 
Compliance

# of Days to 
Maturity3

Average 
Yield3

  Property Tax Held for Entities4 $59,446,112 $59,446,112 $59,446,112 na see note 4  3                       1.01%

Cash Equivalents $79,848,888 $79,848,888 $79,848,888 38.5% 100%  3                       1.01%
Total Liquidity $79,848,888 $79,848,888 $79,848,888 38.5% 3                       1.01%

Certificates of Deposit $118,470,000 $118,470,000 $118,470,000 57.1% 100%  498                   1.42%
Federal Agency Securities $9,083,974 $8,994,106 $9,012,855 4.3% 50%  336                   0.86%

Total Securities $127,553,974 $127,464,106 $127,482,855 61.5% 299                   1.38%

Total Portfolio $207,402,862 $207,312,994 $207,331,743 100% 300                   1.24%

1. Market values provided by UMB Bank, Third-Party Safekeeping Custodial Agent.

2. Amortized cost is the original cost of the principal of the security adjusted for the amount of the periodic reduction of any discount or premium from the purchase date until the date of the report. 

3. Averages shown are weighted averages calculated based on original cost. Average maturity is shown as days.

Maturity Distribution Sector Distribution
\ 12/31/2015 9/30/2015

Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas
Investment Portfolio Compliance Report

December 31, 2017

4.  Property Tax collections temporarily held by the County on behalf of other governmental entities is not a part of the Unified Government's cash and investment value.  The cash being held in trust is presented here for informational purposes.
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Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas
Investment Portfolio Compliance Report

December 31, 2017

Compliance Historic Portfolio Size  Aggregate Yield vs. 90-Day T-Bill Rate

Yes No

Liquidity

Permitted types of investments

Limits within investment categories

Limits within single agency/institution

Limits relating to maturity

The investment report herein shown along 
with ongoing income provides sufficient 

liquidity to meet estimated 
expenditures for next 6 months

December 31, 2017

Kathleen VonAchen Date
Chief Financial Officer

CFO Note:  The 30% limit within a single banking institution per the investment policy compliance parameters was exceeded.  Capital Federal Bank 
holdings totaled 30.87% of the total aggregate portfolio.  In the upcoming quarters, the CFO will adjust investment strategies to come into compliance 
with the policy. 
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Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas
Investment Portfolio Compliance Report

December 31, 2017
#DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Issuer Detail - Aggregate Portfolio by Issuer #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Issuer  Original Cost Market Value1 % of 
Portfolio3

% Permitted by 
Issuer

In 
Compliance3

Weighted 
Maturity2

Weighted 
Yield2

  Property Tax Held for Entities3               59,446,112 59,446,112 na See note 3  3 1.01%

UMB, Wyandotte Operating 78,986,888          78,986,888             38% 30%  3 1.01%
UMB, Wyandotte Health 862,000               862,000                  0% 30%  3 1.01%

Cash Equivalents 79,848,888             79,848,888             39%  3 1.01%
  Capital Federal Bank 64,000,000             64,000,000             31% 30%  675 1.63%
  Commerce Bank 46,000,000             46,000,000             22% 30%  221 0.92%
  Security Bank 5,235,000               5,235,000               3% 30%  513 1.50%
  Liberty Bank 3,000,000               3,000,000               1% 30%  609 1.44%
  Bank Midwest 235,000                  235,000                  0% 30%  577 1.36%
Certificates of Deposit 118,470,000           118,470,000           57%  498 1.42%

FHLB 8,085,008            8,004,700            4% 30%  200 1.60%
FREDDIE MAC 998,966               989,406               0% 30%  1325 0.95%

Federal Agency Securities 9,083,974               8,994,106               4%  336 0.86%

Grand Total 207,402,862           207,312,994           100% 300 1.24%
1. Market values provided by UMB Bank, Third-Party Safekeeping Custodial Agent.
2. Averages shown are weighted averages calculated based on original cost. Average maturity is shown as days.
3.  Property Tax collections temporarily held by the County on behalf of other governmental entities is not a part of the Unified Government's cash and investment value for financial reporting purposes.  The cash being held in trust is presented 
here for informational purposes.
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Quarterly Transactions Detail - Aggregate Portfolio
Settlement Date CUSIP  Issuer  Coupon  Maturity Date Par Original Cost

Thru Q4 NA UMB, Wyandotte Operating 1.134% 1/2/2018 48,755,888             48,755,888        
Thru Q4 NA UMB, Wyandotte Health Reserve 1.134% 1/2/2018 (732,000)                 (732,000)            

Cash Equivalents 48,023,888             48,023,888        

Purchases -                          -                      

12/11/2014 70122998 Capitol Federal 0.990% 10/23/2017 (3,000,000) (3,000,000)
5/9/2014 343007030 Commerce 1.100% 11/1/2017 (4,000,000) (4,000,000)

Calls/Maturities (7,000,000)              (7,000,000)         
Total 41,023,888             41,023,888

Unified Government of Wyandotte County and Kansas City, Kansas
Investment Portfolio Compliance Report

4th Quarter 2017 - Oct. 1, 2017 - Dec. 31, 2017



Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1867

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

Date of Standing Committee Action: 2/5/18
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: No     
Date:

01/24/2018 
Contact Name:

Kathleen VonAchen
Contact Phone:

x5186 
Contact Email:

kvonachen@wycokck.org 
Department/Division:

Finance 
Item Description:
A summary presentation of proposed revisions to the Unified Government's financial planning policies for Committee member 
comment and discussion. Policies to be reviewed include:  a) Budget Policy, b) Long Term Financial Planning (LTFP) Policy, c) 
LTFP Policy Regarding Pensions and OPEB, d) Capital Asset Inventory / CMIP Policy, and e) Reserves (Fund Balance) Policy. 
Action Requested:
Discussion purposes only. No action at this meeting.  Committee approval of proposed financial planning policy revisions requested 
at the March Committee meeting. 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:



Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1870

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

Date of Standing Committee Action: 2/5/18
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: No     
Date:

01/24/2018 
Contact Name:
Jon Stephens

Contact Phone:
x5749 

Contact Email:
jstephens@wycokck.org 

Department/Division:
Economic Development 

Item Description: 

Update of the Urban Development Gap Fund Policy.
Review of core elements, to include:

 Loan program versus grant program (and financial impact)
 Source of funding (budget allocation or bonds)
 Total allocation cap amount

Action Requested:
For information only 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:



Staff Request for 
Commission Action

 Tracking No. 1871

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

Date of Standing Committee Action: 2/5/18
   (If none, please explain): 
 

Publication Required: No     
Date:

01/24/2018 
Contact Name:
Jon Stephens

Contact Phone:
x5749 

Contact Email:
jstephens@wycokck.org 

Department/Division:
Economic Development 

Item Description: 

Update from the developer on the Schlitterbahn Vacation Village (SVV) STAR Bond District.
Developer to present an update on the SVV project status related primarily to Project Area 3 retail development. 
SVV Project Area Map Attached for reference.  
Action Requested:
For information only 
Budget Impact: (if applicable)
Amount: 
Source:
     Included In Budget: 
     Other (explain): 
Attachments List:
STAR Bond Project Areas
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