
Economic Development and Finance 
Standing Committee Meeting Agenda

Monday, August 19, 2019
Immediately upon adjournment of earlier committee

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 August 19, 2019 Agenda
III. Approval of standing committee minutes from June 3, 2019.
IV. Committee Agenda

  

Item No. 1 - REPORT:  SECOND QUARTER 2019 INVESTMENT
Synopsis:  Summary of investments for the 2nd Quarter, 2019, submitted by Kathleen 
VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, and Andrea Parra, Deputy Treasurer Motor Vehicle 
Department.

For information only.
Tracking #: 19890

  

Item No. 2 - REPORT:  SECOND QUARTER BUDGET TO ACTUALS
Synopsis:  Second Quarter of Fiscal Year 2019 Budget to Actuals Report, submitted by 
Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer; and Reginald Lindsey, Budget Manager.

For information only.
Tracking #: 19891

V. Public Agenda
VI. Adjourn



ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FINANCE
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES

Monday, June 3, 2019

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

Monday, June 3, 2019, at 5:32 p.m., in the 5th Floor Conference Room of the Municipal Office 

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

Commissioners McKiernan (via phone), Townsend, Murguia; and Jeff Bryant, BPU Board 

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

Gordon Criswell and Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrators; Patrick Waters, Senior 

Attorney; Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer; Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic 

Development; and Jay Doleshal, Sergeant-At-Arms.

Chairman Burroughs called the meeting to order.  Roll call was taken and members were present 

as shown above.  

Chairman Burroughs said we do have a revision to tonight’s agenda.  You should have received 

your revision notification and that will be Item No. 3.  I hope everyone has received a copy.   

Approval of standing committee minutes from April 1, 2019.  On motion of Commissioner BPU 

Board Member Bryant, seconded by Commissioner Murguia, the minutes were approved.  

Motion carried unanimously.

Committee Agenda:

Item No. 1 – 19751…REPORT:  IRB REAL PROPERTY TAX PROJECTION

Synopsis:  Industrial Revenue Bond (IRB) real property tax projection report, submitted by 

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer.
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Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said tonight we’re presenting some information 

put together by my Research Manager, Mike Grimm, who has been with the UG for many years 

and has a lot of information that’s helpful.  We put this together in response to Doug Bach’s 

request.  He gave us some specific details of what he wanted to provide.  The purpose of which 

is to show you the benefits and the advantages of our IRB program as a tax incentive for 

development and how it looks after many years of it.  Generally speaking we’re going to kind of 

walk you through a little bit what an Industrial Revenue Bond is, which we often refer to as IRB.  

By definition, it is a development incentive tool, one of many, which allows a new project or 

redevelopment to utilize the value of newly created property tax to help offset some of the new 

investment costs.  The Finance Department is somewhat involved in this, but in reality, the IRB 

program is entirely managed by the Economic Development Department and Katherine is here 

next to me.  Often times when we issue IRB’s you’ll see Katherine involved in that effort, but for 

purposes of the data Mike Grimm and I put the data together.

The goal of an IRB is to improve the economic development and economic employment 

condition of the region by creating new jobs.  It’s intended to help attract new companies to our 

community by providing them some diminished level of property tax payment over a certain term, 

which we’ll talk about later on.  

Finally, it’s a tool to allow property tax abatement and it’s also related—it’s not only 

property tax abatement, but it also allows for the exemption of sales tax on building materials.  

Tonight’s presentation we’ll only talk about IRB’s in the context of the property tax abatement.
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Generally, the provisions of an Industrial Revenue Bond is that it is limited to 10 years.  A cost 

benefit analysis is required, and we must give notice to the school districts.  We do have an IRB 

Policy which is in the Economic Development Policy that’s also on the website, on our Fiscal 

Accountability website and it talks about many of these provisions.  Typically, we require that 

$2M be the minimum investment for a project in order to do an IRB.  Both a public hearing and 

the Kansas Board of Tax Appeals approval is required.  There is no property tax abatement 

provided for retail projects.  How it works is the annual bond payments are met by the UG by 

receiving lease payments from the company.  Often times when we talk about IRB’s we talk about 

them in terms of it being a conduit financing where we’re just passing through the lease payment 

and the dollars to the debt holders.  It is not a legal liability—we’re not liable for the debt in 

anyway as the Unified Government and we don’t show it on our financial statements though there 

is a note talking about their existence.  
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I am not going to go over this complicated chart, but I do remember the last time we issued IRB’s 

there was some questions about how it works.  We have provided hard copies of this presentation.  

If you have any questions on this, of course, you can contact us, but also, we happen to very 

fortunately have our bond counsel with us here, Gina Riekhof, who is here for the next item and 

if you do have any questions, she can be happy to answer them.

Generally speaking, to give you an example of how the abatement works, here’s an example 

where we’ve given 75% abatement on a project area.  Currently, the project has a base value of 

$100,000.  That’s the property tax revenue they pay annually.  Any kind of improvement would 

create an additional $400,000 so this is just an example, right, for a total value of $500,000 at the 

end of the project once the project is completed.  



5

June 3, 2019

The IRB payment, the actual payment is 25% or $100,000.  The project has a 75% 

abatement of the new taxes, that’s $300,000 and then they continue to pay the existing value or 

the $100,000.  

Over the 10-year annual payments will be $200,000 which are $100,000 plus the  

$100,000 that we currently receive.  At the end of the 10-year IRB, the project will then pay the 

full $500,000 annually plus any kind of AV growth.  That’s just assumes the assessed value 

remains at $500,000 or the relative tax amount of $500,000.

Mike Grimm went through and looked up all the existing IRB’s we have on the books and based 

on a number of assumptions we determined that these are the amounts that will be expiring over 

the future roughly 10 or 11 years.  We’re going to show you actually three graphs now.  This first 

graph is the net amount between the amount that they are currently paying us, not the base value, 

but they’re paying a certain percentage, let’s say 25%.  It’s the difference between the amount the 

full 100 and the 25 they’re paying us.  This is the net amount.   BPU Board Member Bryant 

said accumulative amount.  Ms. VonAchen said yes, it is, accumulative amount.  We have a list 

of roughly 10 or 25, about 25 different companies and you know it’s just based on the year in 

which it ages out.  Each IRB is about 10 years and they age out at different years.  
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This graph is the amount.   You see it’s now instead of $6M were up to $10M.  This is the amount 

in which—this is how the graph looks for the full abatement, 100% abatement, assuming they 

aren’t paying any now.  

This is a combination of the two.  Basically, that blue area is the additional amount.  
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Just to give you a little idea, we picked out the largest ones that are expiring or coming up.  

Amazon is expiring in 2020.  The last scheduled IRB payment for Amazon is 2027 and the amount 

of abated taxes added to the tax roll would be—by the way these graphs, I meant to mention that 

these are amounts for the entire—all the taxing units, not just the UG.  The UG usually collects 

roughly 46% of the total between the city and the county mills with the remaining 54% going to 

the school districts and the community college and all those other taxing entities.  These are some 

of the larger ones that are coming off the rolls—or coming back on the rolls in the future.  That 

concludes my presentation.  If you have any questions, I’m happy to answer them.

Commissioner Townsend said could you go back to the last slide please where you identified 

some of the largest projects and show the year that the IRB ends.  At what point will the values 

that you’ve shown be added to the tax rolls?  Ms. VonAchen said they would be added in the 

subsequent that you have here, the 2028 for example.  In our assumption with the graphs, we’ve 

assumed that they remain at the value in which the abatement is being given at the moment.  We’re 

not assuming any kind of additional value at the end of the term.  It’s a very conservative 

approach.  Commissioner Townsend said for General Motors, that value is contingent upon the 

way and the value of General Motors, right now?   Ms. VonAchen said yes.   Commissioner 

Townsend asked, is that amount or those amounts one years’ worth of value to be added.  Ms. 

VonAchen said yes, that’s the subsequent year in which it will be added.  These are dollar 

amounts that we add to our long-term financial plan.  We’re planning on those dollars coming in.  
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My long-term financial plan is actually 25 years.  You only see four.  You only see the first five 

or ten years, but we added in all these amounts.  Commissioner Townsend said thank you.

Action: Information only.

Item No. 2 – 19756…ORDINANCE/RESOLUTION/DOWNTOWN:  DOWNTOWN 

GROCERY GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

Synopsis:  An ordinance and resolution authorizing the issuance of $1,420,000 principal amount 

of Taxable General Obligation Improvement Bonds, Series 2019-C, for the purpose of providing 

funds for the Downtown Grocery project, with such bonds to be purchased by the Local Initiatives 

Support Corporation (LISC), submitted by Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic 

Development.

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development, said I always promise that you won’t 

see me too much more about the grocery store, but really, I promise after this you won’t see me 

too much more.  Just to give you a little update on where we are.  Things are moving along 

miraculously, really, we’re quite according to schedule, so we’re really excided about that.  

Looking forward to the construction drawings to be completed next week and then we’ll move 

into construction bids and getting our guaranteed maximum price, which then will set us up for 

our New Markets Tax Credit closing the second week of July.  Then, finally, a groundbreaking at 

the end of July.  We’re really excited that everything is moving according to plan.
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Tonight, we’ve got a couple of items that really focus on the process of financing for this project 

as well as New Market Tax Credits kind of rolled into that.  I have Gina Riekhof from Gilmore 

& Bell and Chris Vukas from Sunflower Development and, of course, Kathleen VonAchen from 

the UG who will all kind of assist in explaining how this is all working and they’re all assisting 

the UG through particularly the New Market Tax Credit Project.  The two items here, one is 

General Obligation Bonds that has to do with a loan that we are receiving from LISC and another 

is a grant as part of the New Market Tax Credit structure.

Kathleen VonAchen, Chief Financial Officer, said as you know there’s a variety of financing 

sources coming in to pay for this $6M project.  It’s often referred to as a capital stack.  One of the 

pieces of the stack is basically what we have often referred to as a loan from LISC.  LISC is the 

Local Initiative Support Corporation and rather then entering into a loan in order for tax reasons, 

we actually need for them to give LISC more assurance of our commitment to repay back the 

loan.  We’ve decided to issue GO bonds that are a private placement.  Gina may touch on the 

purpose or the reason they are GO backed, but for the most part it’s because they’re looking for 

some assurance from the UG that the loan repayment will be made.  

The loan actually is only for a very small amount.  It’s $1.4M.  The interest rate that LISC 

has agreed to charge us, or that they’ve agreed to accept, is 3%, which is a very low rate for a 

loan.  We’re doing the maturity for just 10-years.  Generally speaking, the loan payment which is 

coming from the Unified Government general resources I think it works out for around $200,000 

a year.  That’s probably on the high side, but it’s not very much money.   Over the course of the 
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time, we will be making that loan payment and the optional repayment provisions include a 

prepayment without a penalty, so we can pay it early on or after August 1 of 2022 and the 

mandatory repayment is on—the UG is required to prepay the bonds without penalty if the New 

Market Tax Credits are not closing by roughly September 30, that’s just an in case.  We can issue 

the bonds or effectively take out the loan with LISC, but then if the financing falls apart, we just 

turn around and give the money back.  

Requirements to comply with certain provisions also that are related to the federal Health 

Food Financing Initiative, that’s an initiative that LISC is involved in, so we agreed to comply 

with those federal financing requirements.   

The next slide is going to be covered by Chris Vukas who is our consultant related to the New 

Market Tax Credit.  Very knowledgeable on this very complicated financing technique.  Here’s 

a graph or chart we put together to explain it.  

Chris Vukas, Sunflower Development, said all New Market Tax Credit deals have this 

complicated flowchart and some are more complicated than others.   I will walk through this and 

please feel free to stop me at any stretch and ask whatever questions because it is a complicated 

flow chart.  

If we look at the upper left-hand corner, that is essentially what the Unified Government 

without New Market Tax Credits was going to do.  They were going to enter in a management 

agreement with the MERC and the MERC was going to manage the facility and they want to own 
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the property in hopes that either a long-term lease or the MERC will come in and purchase the 

property in the future.  That is how it was envisioned from the beginning.  The upper-left hand 

was exactly how it was supposed to work originally.  Then you add in the New Market Tax Credits 

which is going to add a tremendous benefit, over $1.5M upfront to help with the cost of 

construction, but in order to get those dollars through the structure we’d have to go this convoluted 

diagram.   I should say all New Market Tax Credit deals are like this.  This is not unique other 

than the boxes get moved around, they get added and taken away; but this is how every New 

Market Tax Credit project essentially works.

We were required to create what’s called the affiliated leverage lender.  The leverage 

lender is just the loan, “the loan” that is going to go through the New Market Tax Credit structure 

in order to leverage or secure the New Market Tax Credits so that is the bond proceeds that we’ve 

been talking about and then dollars from the Special Asset Fund.   We’ll all get, well essentially 

granted to the “lender” of the transaction.  They will turn around and make a very low interest 

loan, it’s required to be a loan per New Market Tax Credit regulations at 1% over a 40-year 

amortization period into the Investment Fund.  The New Market Tax Credit investor will turn 

around, purchase those tax credits and then they will fund their portion of the overall transaction 

into that Investment Fund.  All those funds get commingled.  Let’s just use for round numbers, 

let’s say $6M.  All those dollars that commingled in the Investment Fund and then the Investment 

Fund turns around and makes what’s called a qualified investment into a community development 

entity or an awardee that have the New Market Tax Credits.  

In this scenario the allocatee is Central Bank of Kansas City and they have committed to 

providing allocation to this particular project.  They will sell the tax credits to the investor, receive 

the dollars at that CD lender level and then they will turn around and make two loans into the 

project.  One, which mimics the rates and terms of the affiliated leverage lender, so that 40-year 

term at 1%, that literally is a loan to yourself.  You are using the bond proceeds to make this loan 

to yourself. 

 In the B Loan, which is the New Market Tax Credit Equity, that’s the important piece.  

That’s the soft loan that is assumable and forgivable at the end of that seven-year period.  That B 

Loan is really the investor dollars and, in this case, Capital One is the investor on the project.  

They will be purchasing the tax credits and they will be involved over the seven-year period as 

the investor.  All those funds get commingled.  Closing fees get taken out and then all those funds 
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can be used at permitting to begin construction.  There’s no certification process like Historic Tax 

Credits where you have to certify certain costs.  It can be used for anything related to the grocery 

store.  It keeps it a little simple even though it looks like a convoluted structure.  

We have at the bottom what is the called the QALICB, the Qualified Action Low-Income 

Community Business, which is again a non-profit organization that has been set up by the UG to 

lease the building from the Unified Government.  They enter into a 99-year lease and they will 

lease that from the government and then sublease it back to the Unified Government, which then 

to run a grocery store essentially.    You’ll see the Operating Lease on the bottom side and then 

the 99-year ground lease.  You’re essentially leasing the facility to yourself and then releasing it 

back to yourself to operate a grocery store.  That seems convoluted enough, but it is how the 

majority of these types of transactions occur.  

Chairman Burroughs said it does look a lot more complicated then what it really is.  Mr. Vukas 

said right.  Chairman Burroughs said I appreciate the explanation.   

Commissioner Murguia said so we did receive the New Market Tax Credits.  Mr. Vukas said 

correct.  

Commissioner Townsend said I’m glad you referenced that remark with yes, this is pretty 

convoluted and prior references to the New Market Tax Credits.  So yeah, it’s convoluted, so I 

believe it is.  Just for clarity sake, this really doesn’t change the structure that was originally 

anticipated that the UG is really the owner and lessor of the building that is going to be 

constructed.  That the MERC is going to lease it and at some point, you know if it goes well, 

there’s the option for them to possibly buy it, right?  Mr. Vukas said that is correct.  So, yes, that 

is correct.  Commissioner Townsend said alright.  I just wanted to make sure that I didn’t get 

lost in all of this because the use of these New Market Tax Credits I thought had been 

contemplated all along.  Mr. Vukas said right.  Commissioner Townsend said okay. 

Commissioner McKiernan said, Mr. Chairman, I’m a little bit late on this.  I apologize.  I just 

wanted to echo from my position here that I am really appreciative of all the work that has gone 

into securing these New Market Tax Credits and all the work that people have gone through to 
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create the entire financing for this.  I think it’s a great project.  I just want to say I appreciate the 

work.  

Action: Commissioner McKiernan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Townsend, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Murguia, Townsend, McKiernan, Burroughs.

Chairman Burroughs said I’m pleased to see this item moving forward.  We’ve had much 

discussion.  Thank you, Katherine, for your commitment to ensure that this thing is moving 

forward.  I think the community is really looking forward to see the groundbreaking on the new 

store.  

Item No. 3 – 19760…ORDINANCE:  KCK 501 MINNESOTA ALL, INC. HOME RULE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANT

Synopsis:  An ordinance authorizing a home rule economic development grant to 501 Minnesota 

ALL, Inc., authorizing the issuance of general obligation bonds to fund the grant; authorizing a 

ground lease and lease agreement with KCK 501 Minnesota, Inc., for the purpose of obtaining 

New Market Tax Credits in connection with the Downtown Grocery project, submitted by 

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development.

 

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development, said this is yet another item that— 

actually, if you pull that same chart up again, it all has to do with the new market structure and 

we apologize for blue sheeting those attachments.  We’re wanting to make sure we brought you 

the most up-to-date and it was bit and there was a bit of a moving target until earlier last week.  

I’m going to ask Gina from Gilmore & Bell to explain.
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Gina Riekhof, Gilmore & Bell, said the ordinance and resolution that you just approved for the 

General Obligation Bonds is the funding through the Capital Stack and that grant that you see 

from the Unified Government box, the funding for that.  This Item No. 3 is actually approving 

the making of that grant under the UG’s Home Rule powers.  It also approves the ground lease 

and the operating lease that you see over there on the far bottom left.  It also authorizes a 

Community Benefits Agreement, which is something that is also required with respect to the new 

market structure as well.  This action is another part of essentially approving all of the agreements 

that the UG, itself, will have to enter into in order to facilitate the new market structure.  

Chairman Burroughs asked, it’s imperative that, we, as a Commission, need to see this item 

pass this evening in unison with Item No. 2 to be able to move forward.  Ms. Reikhof said that’s 

correct.  

Action: Commissioner McKiernan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Townsend, to approve. 

Chairman Burroughs said I do want to make comment that there’s an opportunity for the public 

to address this issue if anyone from the public would like to come forward.  No one appeared

Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Bryant, Murguia, Townsend, McKiernan, 

Burroughs.
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Chairman Burroughs said congratulations, Katherine, on the grocery store and all your hard 

work.

Item No. 4 – 19752…RESOLUTION:  SALE AND LEASE OF 834 ARMSTRONG 

AVENUE

Synopsis:  A resolution authorizing the sale and lease of surplus property at 834 Armstrong 

Avenue (known as the YMCA of Greater Kansas City) to Y Lofts, LP, submitted by Katherine 

Carttar, Director of Economic Development.

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development, said this is a project that you all will 

get much more in-depth presentation at next month’s ED&F.  We wanted to make sure that we 

had the lot sale and lease as submitted here, kind of go through ahead of time.  I will give just a 

brief overview of the project.  

This is a project done by Prairie Fire Development.  Jared Nook is here from Prairie Fire if anyone 

has any questions.  What this will entail is a senior living development in the old YMCA building 

at 8th & Armstrong.  The investment is nearly $9M.  The building clearly needed a lot of work.  

We’re looking at approximately 40 units of affordable senior that’s 55+ living at the end of this 

which would be towards the end of 2020 when it is completed.  

I mentioned, you’ll have a much before in-depth presentation on this specific project, but 

for the moment we wanted to go through a number of different parcels and how the sale and lease 

of these—there’s some interesting things that were in the deed with the Y and items that have 
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referred it back to us and all sorts of those things.  I’m going to hand this over to Patrick Waters 

to explain.  

Patrick Waters, Senior Counsel, said so currently the YMCA of Greater Kansas City owns 

parcel B2 & B1 which is all one lot currently.  The proposal is that the—there is a reversionary 

clause in the deed that when we gave that parcel to the YMCA back in ‘96 that it would refer 

back to the Unified Government when they no longer used it for their purposes.  The proposal is 

that the YMCA will deed the parcel back to the Unified Government.  The lot will be split into 

Parcel B2 & B1.  Parcel B1 will be sold to the new Y Lofts Group for parking for their residents 

and owners.  There will be a revisionary clause where if they do not develop the project within 

three years, we would get that back, just an extra incentive that they develop the project.

Parcel B2 would be leased to Y Lofts.  They said that they do not technically need all that 

parking though they could use it for overflow parking at this point.

The proposal is we would lease it to them; however, it will remain open to the public.  

Basically, the Y Lofts could use that for overflow parking, the public can continue to use that for 

parking, and then there will be a clause in that lease that the Unified Government can terminate 

the lease at any time if we see the need to use that parcel for other purposes.  That is the current 

plan for the parking lot. 

Chairman Burroughs said I do have a question.  It’s been brought to my attention that Parcel 

B2, that there has been a curb removed or damaged on the back side of the property which would 
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allow an exit off of that end.  Will that repaired, restored, or do we know if that was part of the 

structure to keep it whole?  Mr. Waters said if it was damaged that does need to be repaired.  

Currently, it is owned by the YMCA, so we could get in touch with them because that’s currently 

under their control, but then the new Y Lofts group would be responsible for maintenance going 

forward.  If that’s something that’s creating some type of code violation or issue, then that will 

need to be remedied.   

Chairman Burroughs said the other question I have, will the parking lot be available 

24/7?  Will it be open, or will there be a gate, pass key, anything like that that will limit access to 

the parking lot?  Mr. Waters said B2 will be open for the public 24/7.  I don’t know what their 

plan is for B1.  

Chairman Burroughs said do we know that through the lease to the Prairie Fire—there’s 

no way to lock off the entrance to the parking lot just for their members only?  Mr. Waters said 

no, not for B2.    

Chairman Burroughs said in the contract the resolution says it will revert back to the 

Unified Government and then can terminate that lease at any time under—for whatever reason.  

Mr. Waters said so for B1, it would revert back to the Unified Government if they don’t develop 

their project within three years.  For B2, we can terminate that at any time, at will, if we see the 

need to use that parcel for something else.  

Chairman Burroughs said the timeline I know in the presentation here it said the time 

was supposed to start in September 2019.  Do we know what the timeline is for completion?   Ms. 

Carttar said we’re looking at November of 2020.  Chairman Burroughs said November 2020 

for completion?  They’ll be interruption of businesses along that corridor that have been impacted 

by the construction of the new juvenile facility as well as the utility routing along that corridor.  

Now, we’re going to have another year to a year-and-a-half of construction affecting the 

businesses to the south.  Is there going to be a mandate that B2 be utilized by the construction 

crews of the Prairie Fire Development or is it just going to be first come, first serve.  Jared Nook, 

Prairie Fire Development, said our plan would be to utilize Parcel B1 during construction.   

We’ll have to do some work to the masonry, some work to the windows, we will replace all the 

windows.  There will be some work along the street frontage during that period of time.  I would 

anticipate we may have to close off the sidewalks as we would have some kind of a wall or lift 

around those while we’re doing that work.  Beyond that scope of work, I can’t particularly foresee 
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any reason why we would need that street frontage.  We held a neighborhood meeting last week 

or the week before and I know this was an issue that came up.  We are our own general contractor 

and so knowing that this is a concern and an issue, we can certainly take special notice to make 

sure all of our contractors are utilizing the existing parking as needed to stay out of that street.  

I do know one issue that was brought up by some of the adjacent property owners was 

that—I got my roads mixed up, Armstrong, the parking along there on the street is actually 2 

hours for the YMCA, and I don’t know if that’s something that the Unified Government can look 

at.  I know they have had some construction folks parking along that as well which has impacted 

their parking. We’re certainly willing to work with the neighborhood and surrounding property 

owners to make sure that they have parking and we’re not impacting more than what’s already 

being impacted given the construction in the area.  

Chairman Burroughs said there have been a number of calls in reference to the impact on the 

businesses due to the ongoing construction around the area.  What we’re trying to do is a find a 

remedy that will ease the concerns of those property owners that are being impacted by the 

ongoing construction.  I, for one, am pleased to see the amount of construction going on in our 

community; however, it’s really unfair to disrupt and impact other businesses because we do not 

have avenues in which to address the parking situation.  I appreciate your willingness to allow the 

contractors to park in B1 and still leave B2 available as well as the street frontage on Armstrong, 

I believe it is.  Mr. Nook said it’s a fairly sizable lot.  I mean, ideally were not running into a 

situation where were completely overflowing B1.  We’ll certainly do our best to make sure that 

construction personnel and materials and traffic is limited into that area so that parking can be 

maintained for the businesses around there with minimal disturbance.  Chairman Burroughs 

said I’m not aware of the parking conditions, the allowable times that was mentioned about the 2 

to 4 hours, but we may want to get some more information in reference to that to ensure that 

they’re not violating that time.  If there needs to be a change during construction, that we can 

possibly accommodate to ensure that we don’t create hardship on the businesses to the south.  Ms. 

Carttar said we can look into that.  If that 2-hour parking limit was put in specifically for the Y 

and is no longer needed, that’s certainly something we should look into.    
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Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrator, said we’re undergoing a review of the parking 

in the downtown area and mapping out where we’ve got 2-hour zones, where we’ve got free, no 

restriction zones, where we’ve got paid lots.  We should in the next several weeks be able to 

provide a much more sort of detailed looked at where parking is and then be able to share that for 

projects like this and mitigate impacts for businesses and other users downtown. 

Commissioner McKiernan said I just want to say that I completely and fully support this project.  

I think it’s phenomenal that we’re going to get that building inhabited once again.  I support the 

sale of Parcel A.  I support the sale of Parcel B1.  I support the lease of Parcel B2, but I have one 

question about B2 and before I ask that question, I really appreciate your questioning regarding 

the ability of B2 for public parking both during and after the construction process.  I think that’s 

very important for the downtown.   When we lease B2 to Prairie Fire will they maintain the surface 

and make any repairs that are necessary to keep it in good operating order or will that revert to 

us?  Mr. Waters said Prairie Fire would be responsible for maintenance.   

Action: Commissioner McKiernan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Townsend, to approve.  

Commissioner Murguia asked is this a Low-Income Tax Credit project?  Ms. Carttar said it’s 

a Historic Tax Credit project and—Mr. Nook said yes, by a tax as well, 4%.   Commissioner 

Murguia said so it’s a Low-Income Tax Credit project out of Topeka.  Ms. Carttar said yes.  

Commissioner Murguia said in getting the tax credit.  Ms. Carttar said yes.  Commissioner 

Murguia said the owners are going to be of this property Prairie Fire.  Ms. Carttar said yes.  

Commissioner Murguia asked where is Prairie Fire located?  Mr. Nook said in Kansas City, 

Missouri.  Commissioner Murguia asked does anybody from Prairie Fire live in Wyandotte 

County?  Mr. Nook said no.  Commissioner Murguia asked what’s your interest in Wyandotte 

County?   Mr. Nook said I think it’s an interesting and good community to be a part of.  There’s 

a lot of really great development opportunity.  In the town we see good growth and future in the 

city.  We’re doing some other projects in Wyandotte County and downtown Kansas City, Kansas 

as well.  We’ve just developed a lot of really good relationships in town and want to continue to 
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see momentum build.  Just like with the MERC earlier, we just think it’s a good opportunity and 

want to continue to help develop the town.  

Commissioner Murguia asked you can’t do this project without Low-Income Tax 

Credits and open it up to the entire fair market.  Mr. Nook said we cannot.   Commissioner 

Murguia asked do you know why that is.  Mr. Nook said well, right now we’ve been working 

on another project and we’ve had some challenges to our market study.  It’s just given the rents 

in the area.  To come in and try to do a project with rents that would be needed to do this project 

conventionally would not be supported by a market study.   

Commissioner Murguia said so all of the housing projects that have come in front of us 

for the downtown Kansas City area for as long as I can remember have all had Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credits as part of them.  What do you think, what’s your opinion on the huge 

concentration of low-income housing in downtown Kansas City and the fate it will have for 

downtown Kansas City, Kansas?  Mr. Nook said I don’t think it will have a particularly large 

impact.  I think this project is geared towards seniors and as such I think you’ll start seeing some 

upcycling of additional housing, just like the Land Bank presentation earlier today.  Ideally, we’re 

continuing to see seniors who may have challenges maintaining and keeping up housing that 

they’re living in, for sale housing, if they’re able to have a safe place in their communities to 

move to and allow the upcycling of that for sale product for the larger market.  I think that’s a 

benefit to the city.  I also think that we’re talking about 44 units which isn’t a particular large 

project.  It is also helping save a very well-known and historic building in the downtown area.  I 

think overall, on the larger side of the LIHTC in Kansas City, Kansas I think it'a pretty small 

overall impact in the larger Kansas City, Kansas area in terms of numbers, but I think it will have 

a nice impact on the downtown and allow for some of that additional upside bringing in the for 

sale area.

Commissioner Murguia said I’ll just say I have serious concerns.  This has been going 

on for years since I’ve been on the Commission.  You know if you read any academic research 

articles about the concentration of poverty in particular areas of the city, it’s not really good for 

any city.  The strategy that is proven to be most successful has been to develop mixed-income 

neighborhoods and they seem to be the most sustainable.  

The other issue I have, we have a number of absentee landlords who come to our 

community and use our state tax credits to develop this kind of housing and then when it comes 
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time to locate them for repairs or maintenance or things like that, they are very hard to find or pin 

down to keep the standard of living for those people.  When they come in and they want our 

approval they’re all about it’s going to be a clean, neat, safe place to live.  If you look at any of 

our properties that have had Low-Income Tax Credits in them, it never ends like that.  I can cite 

several.  Central Park Towers we had a group of fancy developers come in and tell us they were 

going to take out additional new tax credits, they were going to renovate the place, and we weren’t 

going to see crime or blight or anymore calls for services there.  Yet, I haven’t seen any 

improvement at Central Park Towers.  

In my district there’s Silver City Apartments, owned by a group out of Topeka. who have 

had nothing but ongoing violations and there’s at least one murder in the apartment complex a 

year, at least one, that goes on there.  It sits right across the street form a brand-new South Patrol 

Police Station.  It’s just disheartening to me because we continue to develop these kinds of 

projects in our community and they have not seemed to pan out in our community over time.  I 

don’t know your particular business, but this is a project I’m not excited about.  I have not seen 

anyone do a low-income housing project in Wyandotte County where it’s been successful.  

If there’s anyone out there that’s listening to this where they have a successful low-income 

housing project that is operated by absentee landlords that’s been successful, please educate me.  

All I get is complaints about these kinds of projects.  Typically, it’s all low-income housing where 

someone that lives there is moving in a son or a daughter that has a drug or alcohol problem which 

drags that alcohol or drug problem into the complex.  Typically, those absentee landlords aren’t 

there to see that or directly affected and so it goes on for a long period of time.  It is not a project 

I am excited about.  I don’t see it as being long-term sustainable for our downtown.  

I do think we need quality, affordable senior housing, but what it comes down to is the 

operations.  I just believe we have people right here in Wyandotte County who are capable of 

running projects like that, that are personally invested and would have more of a personal drive 

to see a complex like that thrive and be monitored well.  I definitely have significant reservations 

about the projects.

Chairman Burroughs said I believe, Commissioner, those would be an opportunity for us as the 

entire project comes before us to have those questions and concerns aired to our staff to address 

some of your concerns.
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Commissioner McKiernan said, if I’m not mistaken, wasn’t the City Hall Loft project originally 

started out as low-income and hasn’t that transitioned over time?  Can somebody educate me on 

that because I thought that project started out with some LIHTC dollars.  Chairman Burroughs 

said I can’t answer that.  I don’t know if staff would be willing—Commissioner McKiernan 

said let’s find that information for a coming meeting.  I was thinking that the Turtle Hill 

Townhomes north of Washington, or north of Nebraska rather, were similarly LIHTC dollars to 

start and I would say that both of those projects, to me, seem like they have been successful and 

well maintained.  We don’t need to discuss that tonight, but I do want to make sure that we have 

completely answered Commissioner Murguia’s concerns because I do share concerns that if we 

create entirely low-income neighborhoods, then we don’t have the right mix to attract the 

amenities that every neighborhood wants and so our ultimate goal is to attract mixed-income 

neighborhoods.  

We have the gentlemen from Prairie Fire there.  Doesn’t Prairie Fire have a development 

out west?  Mr. Nook said yes, we do.  Commissioner McKiernan said in Wyandotte County?  

Mr. Nook said yes, Pemberton Place.  Commissioner McKiernan said it’s currently completed 

and it’s inhabited, correct?  Mr. Nook said that’s been open for, I think, eight years.   

Commissioner McKiernan said I don’t believe we’ve had any issues out there that I’m aware 

of?  Mr. Nook said no.  I think we’ve had generally a high level of support from the 

commissioners in the area as well as tenants and neighbors.  Commissioner McKiernan said this 

is a project you have been managing now for the entire time that it’s been open.  Is that correct?  

Mr. Nook said we did manage it for a while.  We had a project management group for awhile 

and it has transitioned to a new property management group, but yes, it’s been under our 

ownership and control for that duration of time.  Commissioner McKiernan said okay.  

Commissioner Murguia asked who are the current owners of Turtle Hill and the Downton City 

Hall Lofts that Commissioner McKiernan is referring to.  Ms. Carttar said I don’t know off the 

top of my head who the Turtle Hill Townhomes, who owns them, but City Hall Lofts, I do know 

they are owned by some group out of Maine because I have been trying to get ahold of them 

because they own the vacant lot across the street from them.  I want to get something done on that 

lot.  Commissioner Murguia asked, have you been able to reach them?   Ms. Carttar said we’ve 
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gone back a bit, but they have a property management, they are the owners, but they have a 

property management group that is very accessible if there are issues with the property.   

Chairman Burroughs asked is there additional information the community would like to see.  I 

want to deal with this issue but is there additional information we want to request in addition to 

the development, the Prairie Fire Development, that you would like to have before the committee. 

Now would be the time to request that information for your discussion.  

Commissioner Murguia said I think to Commissioner McKiernan’s point, I’d like to know who 

owns and operates Turtle Hill.  I know that City Vision originally did the Downtown City Lofts 

here.  They were originally involved, they were local, and John Hardy lived here in Wyandotte 

County.  I also know that there is a time limit on tax credits and that since you’ve already tried to 

reach the group out of Maine, they’re low-income housing for a period of years.  It’s either a 20 

or 30-year term.  They’re all still tax credit projects if they have tax credits in them, but I would 

like to know that information.   I’d like to know who operates them.  I’m not sure about this, but 

if I remember correctly I also think Turtle Hill was started by a not-for-profit that was a local 

right here in Wyandotte County.  I want to say Reverend Sims, but I could be wrong on that, 

because I remember when that came forward.  Again, when you look at these kinds of deals or I 

look at them, I look at who is going to own and operate them.  Are they invested in our 

community?   Are they part of our community?  Do they care beyond turning a development deal 

about our community?  I just think that plays a big roll in how well or how not well that particular 

entity is run.  

As I said, the development of City Silver Apartments, which is in the neighborhood in 

which I live in, those owners are located in Topeka.  The calls for service, the drain on our police 

department, the drain on our fire department, the drain on our special investigation’s unit, our 

gang unit, our drug unit, the drain on our community, it seems like every other related crime that 

takes place in Argentine has some sort of affiliation back to Silver City Apartments.  I could go 

on and on.  I’ve done a lot of investigation on that.  I’d just tell you that I am less likely to do 

business on low-income deals that require a lot of handholding with outsiders than I am with 

people that are locally invested within our community.   
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Mr. Nook said we are also property owners in Wyandotte County.  We have other projects 

going on and when I-70 is open, it’s a five-minute drive here.  We’ve spent a lot of time in 

Wyandotte County.  We’ve spent a lot of time with neighborhood associations, CHWC, 

commissioners, local commissioners on all the projects we’ve been working on I think we 

certainly have been committed in everything we’ve done in this community.  I don’t think any of 

the commissioner’s that we’ve worked with over the past couple of years would say that we are 

hard to get ahold of.  We’re always quick to answer questions, concerns, comments, take 

meetings.  We’ve been very involved.      

Commissioner Murguia asked how many employees does Prairie Fire have?  Mr. Nook said we 

have eight.  Commissioner Murguia said you have eight employees?  Mr. Nook said six, sorry.  

Commissioner Murguia asked do any of those six employees live in Wyandotte County?  Mr. 

Nook said I don’t believe so.  Commissioner Murguia said so if Wyandotte County is such a 

great place to live, why is it great for development, why is it that none of your employees live in 

Wyandotte County?  Mr. Nook said I don’t know.  I can’t speak to our employees.  

Commissioner Murguia said okay.     

Ms. Carttar said if I may respond to a couple of the points just quickly, first of all, there is a big 

difference between public housing through HUD contracts and LIHTCs.  What we’re talking 

about here, I believe, is 70% AMI, Area Medium Income, in this location and for seniors my 

guess is that probably 90% of seniors in Wyandotte County would be eligible to live in this 

building.  

Additionally, I think Prairie Fire has been a really great partner.  Their project that they’re 

working on at now, The Boulevard Lofts, has it’s groundbreaking on Friday, that’s a mixed-

income. I 100% agree that we need a much greater mix of incomes especially in the downtown 

area.  One of the things that I really like about The Boulevard Lofts is that they’re actually going 

to be helping us prove some of those rents.  

One of the issues we’ve had trying to attract people that come in with market rate is that 

there are no comps and so then similar to our issues with purchasing homes and getting 

construction loans, if there are no comps even for rental rates, your bank won’t give you the loan 

to build or construct it.  We’re really looking forward to the fact that Boulevard Lofts should 
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prove some rents and then I have a number of different developers who are kind of waiting to see 

how that goes and, hopefully, we can get some more market rate going soon downtown.

Chairman Burroughs said I appreciate this discussion.  I think we got away from our subject 

just a little bit.  I do want to bring us back into focus in reference to the item before us, and that’s 

the 834 Armstrong.  I would just encourage us to put those questions in writings and submit them 

to staff as the information we’ll need moving forward.  Thank you for your input.  Commissioner 

Townsend you have a comment.

Commissioner Townsend said I do have a question that goes back as you say to the issue before 

us, the lease or sale.  I wanted to ask counsel if—or what is the type of revisionary interest? The 

property shall revert back to the Unified Government if the senior housing facility is not 

completed within three years.  Let’s say it is completed well within that time, are there any other 

conditions under which these properties, and I guess we’re talking about B1 or are we talking 

about B2 as well, that it would revert back to the Unified Government.  Say for instance, if it 

failed to function, which is ironic given that the comments that we’re talking about now, I hope 

not.  I hope that it is successful because we do have a need certainly in this community for 55+ 

housing.  Are there any other conditions under which this might revert back?  Mr. Waters said 

it’s the completion of construction which would be usually evidenced by us or certificate of 

occupancy or something like that.  Commissioner Townsend said that’s it.  Mr. Waters said 

correct.  

Chairman Burroughs said if I may, counsel, I see on the Quit Claim Deed, Item 1, conditions 

of creating a reverter to grantor.  Item 1 talks about the grantee covenants and agree to use, 

operate, and maintain the property for public parking purposes including, but not limited to 

parking for its employees, members, residents, visitors, and customers of merchants in the 

surrounding area.  I would assume that is what we have an agreement with Prairie Fire to continue 

to have this space available for the businesses and the public in general.  Mr. Waters said correct.  

The deed that you see is actually is the deed to the YMCA, but we will have similar language in 

our deed.  
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Chairman Burroughs asked, Commissioner McKiernan, do you have any comments.  

Commissioner McKiernan said I do not.  I’ll make my earlier motion again.

Action: Commissioner McKiernan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Townsend, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Townsend, McKiernan, Burroughs and one “no,” Murguia.

Item No. 5 – 19755…RESOLUTION:  TURNER LOGISTICS IRB’S

Synopsis:  A resolution regarding the UG’s intent to issue $155M of IRB’s for the Turner 

Logistics Center for the benefit of NorthPoint Development, LLC, submitted by Katherine 

Carttar, Director of Economic Development.

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development, said this is the Turner Logistics 

Center.  This was the development agreement that was in front of you all last month.  Brent Miles 

from NorthPoint Development was here.  We went through a very detailed and exact presentation 

about what the program looks like and what the project is, and everything involved.  I am going 

to give just a very brief overview, particularly for the folks watching at home, just so they know 

what we’re talking about.  At a high level, the two action items tonight, both No. 5 and No. 6, 

have to do with the Turner Logistics Center.  These are items that you approved in concept and 

in theory in the development agreement and then this is the actual resolutions that would come 

through.

The Turner Diagonal, I think everyone knows that is an interchange that has not worked 

for nearly 40 years.  It’s a lot of concrete.  It’s provides a lot of maintenance.  It’s really just kind 
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of a convoluted spaghetti mess of ramps.  We are really excited to have had the opportunity to 

announce a grant through the federal government, a BUILD Grant through the Federal Highway 

Administration and we are partnering—that was $13.8M and we’re parenting with KDOT and 

KTA as well as NorthPoint Development is also putting in $1.5M into getting this nice, new, very 

easy to work with interchange built.  This is something that through construction it will be a bit 

of annoyance, but we’re going to make this as fast as possible to get it open.  Once it is done, it  

not only will be better for multi-mobile transportation, so if you are trying to cross I-70 as a 

pedestrian or a bicyclist or even as a—in an automobile, this will be far more straightforward to 

do so as well as a much easier way for our truck traffic here with Amazon, there to the south as 

well as the new NorthPoint Development to the north to get on and off the highway without 

disrupting neighborhoods surrounding.    
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What you have in front of you as a resolution tonight is the intent to issue $155M in IRB Industrial 

Revenue Bonds.  This is nicely timed for Kathleen’s earlier presentation about how the Industrial 

Revenue Bonds worked.  This is not something that we are providing.  This is merely the $155M 

is a pass-through.  What we are providing them is through the IRB structure, is 100% abatement, 

but with a PILOT payment.  That ends up being—over the course of the PILOT payments, 

Payments In Lieu of Taxes changes every year.  It starts at a relatively low rate of $0.14 per square 

foot, which is about an 85% abatement for that first year.  

The goal with that is to get as many people interested and kind of front loan this so they 

can—NorthPoint can start building and we can get this moving as fast as possible so that not only 

do we see the fruits of that labor earlier, but also, we get the jobs and all that.  With each year it 

increases to year 14 where you’re at $0.48 per square foot so on average it’s about a 75% 

abatement, which is in line with the IRB policy.   

Additionally, the PILOT payments do get split between all of the taxing jurisdictions.  

During this time the Turner School District and the community college will be receiving funding 

and certainly at the end of each 10-year, so a nice bump as will the Unified Government.  

BPU Board Member Bryant said I just want clarification.  I think I’m still a little fuzzy on the 

PILOT payments, the $0.14 cents per square foot per year.  Does that start at the end of 

construction of one of the buildings and goes 14 years per building?   Ms. Carttar said so no, it 

does not, but great question.  Each building is—so an IRB can only be 10 years.  We’ll looking 

at a universal for all of the entire project the first year is 14 and then it increases, so by the time 

they build their seventh or eighth building, if they’re in year 14, then they’re starting with the first 

year of paying $0.48 per square foot.  

Joe Steineger, 121 N. 63rd St., KCK, said what we’re talking about here is my home.  It’s where 

I grew up.  It’s now owned by my daughter and son owns the land.  Really, what I’d like to find 

out is we’ve had a parade of real estate companies contact us about the item.  I really don’t want 

to sell it to some realtor who will make a lot of money off of me.  I’d like to sell either to the state 

of Kansas or the federal or whoever is going to build this thing.  We’re really not sure what the 

whole plan is.  We know—we’re talking about a diamond off I-70 and a Turner Diagonal exit off 

of I-70 that runs right along our property line.  We’d like to know more about what’s going on, 
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what we can expect, and who we’re dealing with.  I appreciate the opportunity to ask those 

questions.  

It’s good to be back at City Hall again.  I see it’s still the same kind of going on that I did 

for eight years.  I appreciate all of the work each of you are doing and I’m proud of what’s 

happened to our city and I think you all have done.  Of course, the commissioners have done a 

terrific job.  That’s really the only question I have.  

Chairman Burroughs said thank you Mr. Steineger.   I believe staff can address those 

concerns and would be willing to sit down and have that discussion with you.  If you have any 

questions, Mr. Steineger, I believe Ms. Carttar can make herself available after the meeting and 

you two can get together and discuss the project as it’s projected.  I just want to say thank you for 

your leadership over the years for our great community and it’s always a pleasure.  I respect the 

quality of individual you are in representing our community, Mr. Steineger.  Mr. Steineger said 

thank you.  I loved it, I loved the job, I enjoyed it.  I’m proud of what we’ve got out west, the 

Legends and stuff.  It was a just a dream alive when I was Mayor.  I’m truly proud of that.  Thank 

you all very much.

Commissioner Murguia said, Mr. Steineger, thank you so much for coming and asking about 

this project.  Since you called me, I have been working on this.  Katherine, I have relayed Mr. 

Steineger’s concern to our County Administrator, Doug Bach.  He has been working on this to 

try to figure out what’s going on.  If you could get with Mr. Steineger also and Administrator 

Bach, he is aware of what his concerns are.  

Chairman Burroughs said I believe we will get that information as requested and get that 

meeting scheduled.  That will be great and the respectable thing to do.   

BPU Board Member Bryant said the motion is to hold a public hearing, right?  Ms. Carttar 

said no.  This authorizes the intent of the UG to issue the bonds.  We would have to come back 

to actually issue them, but this is just saying intent.  BPU Board Member Bryant said I was just 

looking at the tracking number and it says action requested to hold a public hearing.  Chairman 

Burroughs said that’s a misprint.  I do see where you’re seeing that action requested to hold a 

public hearing.  Ms. Carttar said you don’t need a public hearing for an IRB.  BPU Board 

Member Bryant said you just need a motion to—Ms. Carttar said approve the resolution.  
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Chairman Burroughs said the resolution of intent.  Ms. Carttar said part of this resolution when 

it comes before the full Commission will be a public hearing on the 13th.  Sorry about that.   BPU 

Board Member Bryant said we have to separate the two since it’s being brought as Item No. 5 

and Item No. 6.  Ms. Carttar said Item No. 6 is a separate item.  Chairman Burroughs said 

point of clarification.  We’re going to make the motion to issue with the resolution with the intent 

to issue the IRBs of $155M.  During that resolution there will be a public hearing. 

Action: BPU Board Member Bryant made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Murguia, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Murguia, Townsend, McKiernan, Burroughs.

Item No. 6 – 19759…ORDINANCE:  CREATE TURNER LOGISTICS COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT

Synopsis:  An ordinance creating the Turner Logistics Community Improvement District (CID), 

submitted by Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development.

Katherine Carttar, Director of Economic Development, said the CID in this case, is kind of 

an interesting—I don’t know if we’ve done it quite like this before, but really, we’re using this as 

a safeguard for the Unified Government.  Part of the deal with the infrastructure is that the Unified 

Government is putting in—our portion of the contribution is $7.5M.  We’re putting in $7.5M, 

KDOT is putting in $7.5M, NorthPoint is putting in $1.5M, and the federal government is putting 

in about $14M.  One of the things that we did when structuring this is we want to ensure that we 

are paid back for all of that upfront cost.  We’re kind of fronting this cost for this infrastructure 
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and plan to be paid all of that back.  If all goes according to plan, and NorthPoint meets their bare 

minimum, their minimum building requirement, which is in the development agreement of 1 

million square feet in five years, then that will ensure that we meet that $7.5M through the 

Industrial Revenue Bond structure.  

Now, if they do not meet this or if they do not build one million square feet by January 1st 

of 2025, then that will trigger this CID.  We figure it’s best to have this in place just ahead of time 

so, hopefully, we never have to use it, but if we do, it’s already to go and in that case, there would 

be special assessments so that we would then fill in whatever gaps so that we get to that $7.5M.  

One way or another we’re getting our money back with this project.  

Action: Commissioner Murguia made a motion, seconded by Commissioner 

Townsend, to approve.  Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Bryant, 

Murguia, Townsend, McKiernan, Burroughs.

Adjourn

Chairman Burroughs adjourned the meeting at 6:45 p.m.  

tk
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Key Metrics
• Avg Yield – 2.11%
• DTM – 304 days, down from 

394 in Q1-2019 due to 
decision to re-invest 
maturities in shorter-term 
securities to match capital 
project liquidity needs 
funded with temporary 
notes (debt)

Portfolio Components
• Cash – 24%
• Invested – 76%
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Key Metrics
• Avg Yield – 2.1%, 

slightly down from 
2.2% in Q4-2018 and 
Q1-2019

• Above our target T-Bill 
benchmark  of 1.9% 
due to holding older 
investments 
purchased prior to the 
recent Fed rate 
decrease

• Portfolio size 
increased due to 
property tax 
collections.

Issuer Compliance
• Limits within single 

agency/institution 
back in compliance
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Types of securities in our investment portfolio?

Of the $269 M total, $145 M or 54% - CDs fully 
collateralized per investment policy and State Statute. 

Of the $269 M total, $58 M or 22% - US Agencies 
Securities backed by the full faith and credit of the US 
Federal Government.

Federal agencies increased from 11% of the total 
portfolio in Q1 to 22% in Q2 to improve the portfolio’s 
securities diversification. Correspondingly, CDs 
percentage of total portfolio decreased from 65% in Q1 
to 54% in Q2.

The number of regional banks in the portfolio increased 
in Q2 from 6 banks in Q1 to 9 banks in Q2, with the 
addition of Argentine Federal Savings, Bank of Labor, 
and First State Bank & Trust.



What 
transactions 
occurred in 

Q1?
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UG Fund Category 
Cash Balances

• Of the total cash balances:
• 35% is restricted by bond documents 

and/or appropriated for Capital Projects
• 26% is General Fund (combined) 

reserves to meet operating liquidity 
needs and contingencies for 
emergencies and/or budgetary and 
economic uncertainty

• 12% is for operations and capital 
projects of the Enterprise Funds

• 16% is restricted by State statute for 
their specific function of the Special 
Revenue, Grant, Tax Levy and Internal 
Service funds  

• 11% for semi-annual Debt Service 
payments

6

Capital Projects 
Funds 35%

Debt Service Funds 
11%

Enterprise Funds 
12%

General Fund 
(combined) 26%

Tax Levy Funds 
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Econ Dev  Funds 
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Internal Service 
Funds 1%

Special Revenue 
Funds 7%
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Unified Govt Cash Balances by Fund Category - Q2 
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Types of securities in our investment portfolio?

Of the $269 M total, $145 M or 54% ‐ CDs fully 
collateralized per investment policy and State Statute. 

Of the $269 M total, $58 M or 22% ‐ US Agencies 
Securities backed by the full faith and credit of the US 
Federal Government.

Federal agencies increased from 11% of the total 
portfolio in Q1 to 22% in Q2 to improve the portfolio’s 
securities diversification. Correspondingly, CDs 
percentage of total portfolio decreased from 65% in Q1 
to 54% in Q2.

The number of regional banks in the portfolio increased 
in Q2 from 6 banks in Q1 to 9 banks in Q2, with the 
addition of Argentine Federal Savings, Bank of Labor, 
and First State Bank & Trust.
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UG Fund Category 
Cash Balances

• Of the total cash balances:
• 40% is restricted by bond documents 

and/or appropriated for Capital Projects
• 23% is General Fund (combined) 

reserves to meet operating liquidity 
needs and contingencies for 
emergencies and/or budgetary and 
economic uncertainty

• 12% is for operations and capital 
projects of the Enterprise Funds

• 16% is restricted by State statute for 
their specific function of the Special 
Revenue, Grant, Tax Levy and Internal 
Service funds  

• 9% for semi‐annual Debt Service 
payments

Capital Projects Funds
40%

Debt Service Funds
9%

Enterprise Funds 12%

General Fund 
(combined) 23%

Tax Levy Funds 2%

Econ Dev  Funds 0%

Grant Funds 2%

Internal Service Funds
1%

Special Revenue 
Funds 8% Agency Funds 1% Prop Tax Admin 2%

Unified Govt Cash Balances by Fund Category ‐ Q1 2019
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Second Quarter of 2019

CONSOLIDATED GENERAL FUND BALANCE

The Unified Government has completed the second quarter of the 2019 fiscal year which began in April 2019.
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 2019 Original Budget is $376.4M which consists of $221.5M for the General Funds, $58.1M for
Other Tax Levy Supported Funds and $96.7M for Non-Tax Levy Supported Funds. The General Fund Budget
does not include the annual appropriation for debt service contingency of $9.88M.

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

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 second quarter period of 2018
in comparision to the same period in 2019. This data includes all three general funds.

 Collected revenues are 0.6% lower than the 2018 first quarter primarily due collection of sales tax coming in
8% below target for the second quarter.

 Expenditures for the first quarter actuals were 2.9% below budgets compared to 1.9% below budgeted levels
for the same period of the prior year.

 The beginning fund balances are on a cash basis and are based on anticipated starting fund balances during
the mid-year budget cycle.

 The General Fund's Revenues and Expenditures do not include the annual appropriation for debt service
contingency of $9.88M.

Table 1: Consolidated General Fund Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance

CONSOLIDATED GENERAL FUND

2nd Qtr YTD % of 2nd Qtr YTD % of

numbers in 000's Budget Actual budget Budget Actual budget

Revenues 206,909$     130,170$     62.9% 216,507$     134,804$     62.3%

Expenditures 208,468$     100,235$     48.1% 219,475$     103,462$     47.1%

Net Alloc & Transfers 1,325$         1,128$         85.1% 185$             146$           78.7%

Net Change (234)$           31,062$       (2,783)$        31,488$      

Balance, Start of Year 19,046$       19,046$       25,785$       25,785$      

Balance Year‐to ‐Date 18,812$       50,108$       23,002$       57,272$      

FY 2018 FY 2019



Table 2: City General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget

Table 3: City General Fund Revenues Year to Year Comparison

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

Fifty five percent (55%) of actual City 
General Fund revenue has been 
collected through June 30, 2019; 5% 
higher than the 50% quarterly target. 
Table 2 shows the actual collections by 
major revenue source category and the 
percent collected compared to the 
budget. Table 3 shows that the revenues 
are slightly above the level of revenues 
collected for the same period last year 
with increases for Franchise Taxes 
helping offset lower than unanticipated 
Sales Taxes. 

Charges for Service include residential
trash fees and building inspection fees
ended the quarter at 51.2%, in line with
the 2nd quarter target.

Fines, Forfeits, Fees include Municipal
Court revenue and are 4.2% above the 50%
revenue target for the 2nd quarter. This is
due to Misc Fines Forefeitures and Fees
receipts ending 75% higher than the
targeted level of YTD 2019 collections.
This is due to Collections exceeding
budgets for codes and citations revenue
sources.

Misc. & Transfers-In include interest,
reimbursements, sale of land and indirect
charges and ended 11.9% below target.

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 
projects not financed with debt.

Tax Revenue collections are at 55.8% of the
original budget. Property taxes amounts to
$22.7M or 100.5% of projected property tax
revenues. Both property tax payments for
2019 are now due. Sales and use tax
revenues are at $20.1M or 8% below target.
Franchise and Other taxes ended the quarter
in line with targets reaching 49.5% of the
budgeted levels.

Permits & Licenses collections include
landlord rental licenses and Right-of-way
permits. Collections are at 63.6% of targeted
revenues; a collection rate 6.3% higher than
the same period in 2018. New Vacant
Property Registration fees are bringing in
43% of the increase above prior year at $41K.
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% of City General Fund Revenue Collected
2nd Qtr 2018 YTD vs. 2nd Qtr 2019 YTD

 Prior Period  Current Period  Target

City General Fund 
Revenues

2019 Original 
Budget

2019 2nd Qtr
 YTD Actual

% Rev 
Collected

numbers in 000s

Property Tax 22,619$                22,739$                100.5%
Sales Tax 47,956$                20,139$                42.0%
Other Tax 56,123$                27,805$                49.5%

Permits/Licenses 1,295$                  823$                      63.6%
Intergovernmental Revenues 704$                      566$                      80.4%

Charges for Service 10,928$                5,600$                  51.2%
Fines, Forfeits, Fees 3,413$                  1,850$                  54.2%

Misc. & Transfers-In 5,969$                  2,271$                  38.1%

Total 149,006$             82,024$                55.0%

City General Fund 
Revenues

2018 2nd Qtr 
YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 
YTD Actual

Increase/  
Decrease

numbers in 000s

Property Tax 22,308$                22,739$                431$                     
Sales Tax 21,636$                20,139$                (1,497)$               
Other Tax 26,899$                27,805$                907$                     

Permits/Licenses 728$                      823$                      95$                       
Intergovernmental Revenues 560$                      566$                      6$                         

Charges for Service 5,232$                  5,600$                  368$                     
Fines, Forfeits, Fees 2,070$                  1,850$                  (220)$                   

Misc. & Transfers-In 1,646$                  2,271$                  625$                     

Total 81,079$                82,024$                945$                     

CITY GENERAL FUND REVENUES



Table 4: City General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget

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

Personnel expenditure spend rate is
47.1% or 2.9% below the target for the
Quarter. Overtime is 47% above target
and is being offset by a higher than
anticipated vacancy rate for 2019 with a
savings of 4.6%.

Services expenses ended 6.3% lower
than the quarter target level through
operational savings and timings on
expenses. Major expenses paid in this
category are transit contract fees,
software maintenance, clearance and
demo fees, city jail expenses, and the
trash contract.

Supplies are below budget target by 6.3%,
or $1.4M due to operational savings with
the most notable savings being in lower
than anticipated Auto Parts and savings
across Office Supplies and Equipment
budgets.

Grants, Claims is 6.5% below target for
the quarter. This is primarily due to
lower than budgeted legal claims and
judgements; an obligatory expense that
varies from year to year.

Misc & Transfers-Out ended the 2nd
Quarter at 17.3%. This category
primarily consists of contingencies that
are transferred if needed during the year
and transfers-out which are spread by
quarter through the year.

Capital Outlay spend rate ended the the
2nd quarter at 27.9%. Capital equipment
makes up 17.8% of the capital outlay
budget at $1.3M. The remaining $2.8M
in the capital budget is set aside for
capital projects.

Most Departments are in line with spending targets for the 2nd Quarter. Judicial services are coming in over 
target due to personnel expenses at 51.7% of their budget due to staffing transitions.  Community spending
came in significantly less than targets at 40.9%, below target by 9.1%;  The most significant item impacting this 
trend is the ATA Contract with a $4M budget having only 1 Quarterly payment hit in the 2nd Quarter. 

City General Fund 
Expenditures

2019 Original 
Budget

2019 2nd Qtr
 YTD Actual

% of Estimate

numbers in 000s

Personnel 111,551$          52,591$            47.1%

Services 22,786$            9,951$             43.7%

Supplies 5,575$             2,615$             46.9%

Grants, Claims 5,157$             2,246$             43.5%

Misc. & Transfers-Out 1,767$             305$                17.3%

Capital Outlay 4,133$             1,154$             27.9%

Total 150,969$      68,862$        45.6%

Table 5: City General Fund Expenditures Year to Year Comparison

City General Fund 
Expenditures

2018 2nd Qtr 
YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 
YTD Actual

Increase/  
Decrease

numbers in 000s

Personnel 50,416$            52,591$            2,175$             

Services 10,608$            9,951$             (657)$               

Supplies 1,818$             2,615$             797$                

Grants, Claims 2,413$             2,246$             (167)$               

Misc. & Transfers-Out -$                 305$                305$                

Capital Outlay 1,113$             1,154$             41$                  

Total 66,368$        68,862$        2,494$         

43.1%
44.9%

48.6%
51.4%

40.9%
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CITY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES



Table 6: County General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget

Table 7: County General Fund Revenues Year to Year Comparison

Figure 3: County General Fund Prior Year vs. Current Year

County General Fund revenue ended 
2019 second quarter exceeding the 
budgeted revenue targets by 28.6%.  
Table 6 shows the actual collections by 
major revenue source category and the 
percent collected compared to the 
budget. Table 7 shows where revenues 
are trending in comparison to the same 
period last year with revenues coming 
in 7.6% higher than prior year totals. 

Charges for Service collections trended
12.4% below target for the second
quarter. Jail Fees primarly makes up 76%
of the budget for chargers for service and
as of the end of the second quarter 3 of
the 12 monthly payments had been
processed with billings being delayed in
early 2019.

Fines, Forfeits, Fees includes officer fees,
treasurer fees, and development
agreement penalties; collections are in
line with quarterly targeted levels.

Miscellaneous Revenue ended the 2019
first quarter at 2.6% above target due to a
lower collection rate for interest on
delinquent taxes and higher interest
revenue.

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.

County General Fund 

Revenues

2019 Original 

Budget

2019 2nd Qtr

 YTD Actual

% Rev 

Collected
numbers in 000s

Property Tax 37,467$    37,373$    99.7%

Sales Tax 7,573$  3,149$  41.6%

Other Tax 9,746$  5,194$  53.3%

Permits/Licenses 1,067$  486$     45.5%

Intergovernmental Revenues 66$    $ 0.5%

Charges for Service 1,746$  657$     37.6%

Fines, Forfeits, Fees 2,733$  1,383$  50.6%

Misc. & Transfers-In 2,940$  1,547$  52.6%

Total 63,337$    49,789$     78.6%

County General Fund 

Revenues

2018 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

Increase/ 

Decrease
numbers in 000s

Property Tax 33,644$         37,373$         3,729$     

Sales Tax 3,392$      3,149$      (243)$     

Other Tax 5,385$      5,194$      (191)$     

Permits/Licenses 507$       486$       (21)$     

Intergovernmental Revenues $   $   ()$     

Charges for Service 571$       657$       86$       

Fines, Forfeits, Fees 1,424$      1,383$      (40)$     

Misc. & Transfers-In 1,323$      1,547$      224$      

Total 46,246$         49,789$         3,543$     
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% of County General Fund Revenue Collected
2nd Qtr 2018 YTD vs. 2nd Qtr 2019 YTD

 Prior Period  Current Period  Target

Tax Revenue collections are at 83% of the
2019 original target budget. Property
taxes are currently at 99.7% with both
payments being due for 2019. Sales Tax
ended the first quarter at 41.6%, 8.4%
lower than targeted and Other Tax
revenue is above target by 3.3% primarily
due to Motor Vehicle revenues tracking
higher for the quarter.

Permits & Licenses collected 4.5% below
target in the 2019 second quarter. This
category consists of Auto Licenses, Auto
License Fees and Antique Vehicle
Licensing.

COUNTY GENERAL FUND REVENUES



County General Fund 

Expenditures

2019 Original 

Budget

2019 2nd Qtr

 YTD Actual

% of Estimate

numbers in 000s

Personnel 44,564$         21,825$             49.0%

Services 13,403$         8,122$           60.6%

Supplies 1,635$           641$           39.2%

Grants, Claims 1,262$           524$           41.5%

Misc. & Transfers-Out 1,663$           680$           40.9%

Capital Outlay 1,404$           301$           21.4%

Total 63,932$         32,094$             50.2%

Table 9: County General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget

County General Fund 

Expenditures

2018 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

Increase/ 

Decrease
numbers in 000s

Personnel 21,508$         21,825$         317$       

Services 7,431$        8,122$        692$       

Supplies 554$        641$            86$      

Grants, Claims 459$        524$            65$      

Misc. & Transfers-Out ()$         680$            680$       

Capital Outlay 419$        301$            (118)$     

Total 30,371$         32,094$         1,723$       

Table 10: County General Fund  Expenditures Year to Year Comparison
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Figure 4: County General Fund Dept. Expenditures as a % of Budget

Personnel expenditures ended the 2019
second quarter 1% lower than bugeted
levels. This includes overtime pay of
personnel exceeding it's 2019 budget by
4.8%. Payroll is offsetting the overage
in overtime due to vacancies in
budgeted positions.

Services expenditures ended the first
quarter 10.6% above target. Major
expenses paid in this category are
attorney and lawyers, external prisoner
housing, and prisoner medical
contracts. Inmate Housing and Medical
has exceeded the original budget by
2.4%.

Supplies ended the first quarter 10.8%
below budgeted levels. Major expenses
paid in this category are natural gas,
fuel, and auto parts.

Grants, Claims ended the first quarter
8.5% below targeted levels. This is
primarily due to savings in
contingencies budgeted for legal claims
and settlements that may occur
throughout the year.

Misc. & Transfers-Out ended the 2019
second quarter 9.1% below target; 82% of
this budget consists of transfers between
funds which are at 50% with the
remaining being reserves and
contingencies which are not spent unless
transferred to a different category.

Capital Outlay is 28.6% below target for
the second quarter. Capital equipment
makes up 70% of the capital outlay
budget and has expended 9.3% of it's
budget with projects expending 50% of
their budgets.

The majority of departments are in line with spending targets for the year. Public Works is trending above 
budget for the quarter due to spending being higher than target for Buildings and Logistics.  Mayor and 
Commission are trending higher due to personnel costs splitting across funds and is offset by savings on the 
city side.  Sheriff is exceeding second quarter targets for their expenditures due to the timing of the obligation 
of the inmate medical contract and higher than anticipated inmate housing costs.  Police and Fire are trending 
above budget due to work being completed on the dispatch center and higher expenditures than typical in the 
dispatch operations.  

COUNTY GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES



Table 10: Consolidated Parks General Fund YTD Revenues as a % of Budget

Table 11: Consolidated Parks General Fund Revenues Year to Year Comparison

Figure 5: Consolidated Parks General Fund Prior Year vs. Current Year

Consolidated Parks General Fund 
revenue is 14.2% above target. Table 10 
shows the actual collections for the major 
revenue sources and the percent 
collected compared to the budget. Table 
11 shows that the revenues were stable 
with a slight increase in Property Tax 
revenue from year end 2018 to the same 
prior year revenues. 

Charges for Service include park shelter 
and field rentals and ended the first 
quarter 6.2% below target. Table 11 shows 
that the revenues are 20% lower the 
the period of the prior year.

Miscellaneous Revenue ended the second
quarter 97.7% above targeted collections.
This is due to changes in coding some
revenue sources in Parks and Recreation
from original budgets.

Revenue is close to being in line with
collections in prior years with Charges for
Service lagging behind the 2019 targeted
amounts.

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 
to a county tax levy, this fund receives an annual appropriation from the city general fund shown under 
Intergovernmental Revenues.

Tax Revenue collections are at 92.4% of
the 2019 original budget. Both payments
of 2019 property taxes have been processed
with only possible delinquent payments
hitting at year end. Other taxes are
trending 4.7% higher than target due to
higher Motor Vehicle collections.

Intergovernmental Revenues ended the
second quarter in line with target with the
transfer for the first half of the year
completed from the city general fund.

Parks General Fund 

Revenues

2019 Original 

Budget

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

% Rev 

Collected
numbers in 000s

Property Tax 1,671$                  1,668$          99.8%
Other Tax 330$              181$              54.7%
Intergovernmental Revenues 3,700$                  1,850$          50.0%

Charges for Service 617$              270$              43.8%

Misc. & Transfers-In 101$              150$              147.7%

Total 6,420$                  4,119$          64.2%

Parks General Fund 

Revenues

2018 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

Increase/ 

Decrease
numbers in 000s

Property Tax 1,503$           1,668$           165$              
Other Tax 180$               181$               1$          
Intergovernmental Revenues 1,850$           1,850$           ‐$              

Charges for Service 339$               270$               (69)$              

Misc. & Transfers-In 100$               150$               49$                

Total 3,972$           4,119$           146$              
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Table 12: Consildated Parks General Fund YTD Expenditures as a % of Budget

Table 13: Consolidated Parks  Expenditures Year to Year Comparison

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

Personnel expenditures for 2019 second
quarter ended in line with the target,
ending the quarter at 49.1%.
Personnel tends to peak in summer
months due to seasonal staffing in
Parks and Rec.

Services ended the first quarter 20.4%
above target. This is primarily due to
the obligations of mowing contracts at
the start of the year.

Supplies exceeded budget targets by 
4.9%  due largely to fuel and vehicle 
parts in the first part of the year 
exceeding targets by 6%.

Misc. & Transfers-Out ended the second 
quarter with no expenditures.  This 
category consists 98% of reserve budgets 
that will be moved to other categories if 
needed for expenditures.  

Capital Outlay ended the first quarter at
47% of budgeted expenditures. Capital
equipment makes up 47%, or $220K, of
the capital outlay budget. Capital
equipment has a 7% remaining budget.
Capital projects make up 52%, or
$245,000, of the capital budget.

Parks and Recreation, or Community Services, is a majority of the Consolidated Parks Fund making up 
99.8% of the fund. Spending for Parks and Recreation is trending 1.5% higher than spending targets for the 
original budget.  

Parks General Fund 

Expenditures

2019 Original 

Budget

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

% of Estimate

numbers in 000s

Personnel 4,465$                  2,194$                 49.1%

Services 1,112$                  783$                     70.4%

Supplies 535$                      293$                      54.9%

Grants, Claims 12$                        ‐$                       0.0%

Misc. & Transfers-Out 56$                        ‐$                      0.0%

Capital Outlay 465$                      218$                      47.0%

Total 6,645$                  3,489$                  52.5%

Parks General Fund 

Expenditures

2018 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

2019 2nd Qtr 

YTD Actual

Increase/ 

Decrease
numbers in 000s

Personnel 2,131$                  2,194$                  63$                       

Services 712$                      783$                      71$                       

Supplies 317$                      293$                      (24)$                      

Grants, Claims 2$                          ‐$                       (2)$                        

Misc. & Transfers-Out ‐$                       ‐$                       ‐$                      

Capital Outlay 335$                      218$                      (117)$                   

Total 3,497$                  3,489$                  (8)$                        
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CONSOLIDATED GENERAL FUND BLANCE

Budget to Actual through June 30th 2019
Second Quarter

REVENUES EXPENDITURES

numbers in 000's numbers in 000's

Tax Levy Funds
2019 Original 
Budget

2019 
YTD Actual % of Budget

2019 Original 
Budget

2019 
YTD Actual % of Budget

City General Fund 149,006$                 82,024$                   55.0% 150,969$                 68,862$                   45.6%
City Bond & Interest 33,971$                   22,496$                   66.2% 34,852$                   8,750$                     25.1%
County General Fund 63,337$                   49,789$                   78.6% 63,932$                   32,094$                   50.2%
Cons. Parks General Fund 6,420$                     4,119$                     64.2% 6,645$                     3,489$                     52.5%
County Bond & Interest 4,753$                     3,831$                     80.6% 5,351$                     311$                        5.8%
CIFI -$                         -$                         -$                         -$                         
Aging 1,868$                     1,559$                     83.5% 1,894$                     901$                        47.6%
Developmental Disabilities 522$                        479$                        91.6% 598$                        205$                        34.2%
Elections 1,309$                     1,172$                     89.5% 1,502$                     525$                        34.9%
Health 3,268$                     2,314$                     70.8% 3,512$                     1,792$                     51.0%
Mental Health 612$                        565$                        92.4% 580$                        270$                        46.6%
Total UG Tax Levy Funds 265,066$                 168,347$                 63.5% 269,835$                 117,198$                 43.4%

Other Funds
2019 Original 
Budget

2019 
YTD Actual % of Budget

2019 Original 
Budget

2019 
YTD Actual % of Budget

Alcohol 530$                        267$                        50.3% 788$                        180$                        22.9%
Clerk Technology 45$                          19$                          41.6% 50$                          3$                             5.5%
Court Trustee 410$                        234$                        57.2% 588$                        229$                        38.9%
Dedicated Sales Tax 10,635$                   4,828$                     45.4% 10,822$                   4,411$                     40.8%
Emergency Medical Services 11,433$                   5,407$                     47.3% 11,474$                   5,530$                     48.2%
Environmental Trust 1,078$                     534$                        49.5% 1,130$                     309$                        27.4%
Jail Commissary 25$                          15$                          59.0% 60$                          1$                             1.2%
Parks & Recreation 530$                        266$                        50.2% 546$                        291$                        53.3%
Public Levee 335$                        177$                        52.7% 387$                        31$                          8.1%
Register of Deeds Technology 160$                        75$                          46.8% 130$                        116$                        89.1%
Sewer System 42,713$                   19,563$                   45.8% 49,560$                   17,797$                   35.9%
Special Assets -$                         -$                         850$                        -$                         0.0%
Stadium 293$                        59$                          20.2% 661$                        216$                        32.7%
Stormwater 3,740$                     1,740$                     46.5% 4,720$                     1,284$                     27.2%
Street & Highway 7,080$                     3,646$                     51.5% 7,650$                     4,051$                     53.0%
Sunflower Hills Golf Course 685$                        270$                        39.4% 681$                        398$                        58.4%
Travel & Tourism 3,863$                     1,587$                     41.1% 5,703$                     1,133$                     19.9%
Treasury Technology 45$                          19$                          41.6% 19$                          5$                             26.5%
Wyandotte County 911 823$                        403$                        48.9% 867$                        278$                        32.0%
Total Other Funds 84,423$                   39,107$                   46.3% 96,687$                   36,263$                   37.5%

Total Funds 349,489$                 207,455$                 59.4% 366,522$                 153,461$                 41.9%

County Library 3,091$                     2,951$                     95.5% 3,205$                     2,924$                     91.2%
Total ALL Funds 352,580$                 210,405$                 59.7% 369,727$                 156,385$                 42.3%
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