Administration and Human Services
Standing Committee Meeting Agenda
Monday, April 22, 2024

Immediately upon adjournment of earlier committee, or
5:00 p.m.

]
”f“fﬁ « Kans

Location: Hybrid

We invite you to view the meeting in person in the 5% Floor Conference Room, Suite 515,
Municipal Office Building, 701 N. 7" Street, Kansas City, Kansas, or virtually via a Zoom
webinar.

Please click this URL to join. https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82888295671
Or One tap mobile:

+17193594580, 82888295671# US

+12532050468, 82888295671# US

Or join by phone:

Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):

US: +1 719 359 4580 or +1 253 205 0468 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1

669 444 9171 or +1 669 900 9128 or +1 507 473 4847 or +1 564 217 2000 or +1 646 558
8656 or +1 646 931 3860 or +1 689 278 1000 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 305 224 1968 or +1
309 205 3325 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 360 209 5623 or +1 386 347 5053 or 888 475 4499
(Toll-Free) or 877 853 5257 (Toll-Free)

Webinar ID: 828 8829 5671

International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kdfOwGoDOS

Name Absent

Commissioner Melissa Bynum, Chair
Commissioner Mike Kane
Commissioner Christian Ramirez

Commissioner Andrew Davis

HEEEN

Commissioner Dr. Evelyn Hill

L Call to Order/Roll Call
II. Revisions to April 22, 2024 Agenda
I Approval of standing committee minutes from January 23, 2023 and February

13, 2023.


https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82888295671
https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kdf0wGoDOS

Committee Agenda

Item No. 1 - RESOLUTION: AUTHORIZING TRANSFER OF TITLE
OF REAL ESTATE TO KANSAS CITY HOUSING AUTHORITY
Synopsis: A resolution authorizing the transfer to Kansas City Housing
Authority the legal title of multiple properties they have been operating and
managing for many years, submitted by Wendy Green, Assistant Counsel,
Legal.

Tracking #: 2139

Item No. 2 - RESOLUTION: CERTIFYING COSTS OF 2024
PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE PRIMARY

Synopsis: A resolution certifying the costs incurred by Wyandotte County in
conducting the 2024 presidential preference primary, submitted by Michael
Rankin, Assistant Counsel, Legal.

Tracking #: 2147

Public Agenda
Adjourn



ADMINISTRATION AND HUMAN SERVICES
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
Monday, January 23, 2023

The meeting of the Administration and Human Services Standing Committee was held on Monday,
January 23, 2023, at 5:54 p.m. The following members were present: Commissioner Markley,
Chairman; Commissioners Bynum, Ramirez, Johnson, Kane. The following officials were also in
attendance: Ryan Hurst, Transportation Manager; Stephanie Stauffer, Community Development;
Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrator; Terry Kimble, Clerk’s Office; and Monica Sparks,
Deputy UG Clerk.

Chairman Markley said before I call the meeting to order, I want to announce that some
committee members, staff, and the public are attending remotely via Zoom as well as on-site. All
participants joining by phone should mute their phones when not speaking to avoid background
noise. When speaking, please speak directly into the microphone to ensure everyone listening is
able to hear your comments and to ensure a clear record is made. During the meeting, please make
sure that you announce yourself by name and title every time you speak so the public that is
observing knows who is speaking. This is critical given the number of remote participants and is
the current guidance from the Kansas Attorney General.

The public is allowed to participate by Zoom or submit comments by email prior to the
meeting. Those comments will be included in the record of this meeting. The public may also
indicate their intent to provide remote public comments by contacting the Clerk’s Office by 5:00
p.m. the Thursday before the meeting. The public also will have an opportunity to provide brief
public comments either by telephone or via Zoom from the 5™ Floor Conference Room of the

Municipal Office building.

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

as shown above.

Chairman Markley said there are no revisions to tonight's agenda. Our first order of business is

the approval of minutes from our July 25th, 2022, meeting.



Approval of standing committee minutes from July 25, 2022. On motion of Commissioner
Bynum, seconded by Commissioner Ramirez, the minutes were approved. Roll call was taken

and there were five “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Ramirez, Bynum, Markley.

Chairman Markley said item number one on our agenda is a resolution, the approval of the
resolution of the home ARP allocation plan—you are not Joe, because he's hiding back there, I see

him—we are going to hear a presentation from Community Development on this item.

COMMITTEE AGENDA
Item No. 1 —212158...RESOLUTION: HOME-ARP GRANT ALLOCATION PLAN
Synopsis: A presentation of the draft HOME-ARP Allocation Plan, submitted by Joe Monslow,

Interim Director of Community Development.

Stephanie Stauffer, Program Coordinator Community Development Department, said we're

here tonight to talk about Home ARP, which is a grant that came out of the American Rescue Plan.
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Just for—I think this might be an old slide deck, that's okay we'll roll with it. I think we can make

it work. So, just for folks at home to know, the Community Development Department on an
annual—you have a physical copy of the presentation, okay perfect. On an annual basis

Community Development receives three grants from HUD, which is the U.S Department of
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Housing and Urban Development. Those three grants are the Community Development Block
grant, which can be used for a lot of Community Development purposes. That's park
improvements, housing rehab, public facilities, and things like that. Home Investment Partnership
Program, which is for Housing Development. And then Emergency Solutions grants, which is
usually sub-granted to non-profit agencies and they do things like homelessness prevention
programming, and rapid rehousing.

That's about $3.3M dollars on an annual basis depending on what Congress decides to
allocate to us. Out of the American Rescue Plan we got an absolutely new grant from HUD, it's
about $3.197M dollars and it is a one-time grant. This is a rare opportunity to find brick and mortar
projects to serve those who are homeless or who are at risk of homelessness.

Then there are other eligible activities. This program borrows aspects of home and ESG.
However, it is a totally different program. So folks who are used to home or ESG may see that the
regulations are different. Then we do have to have our allocation plan into HUD by the end of
March of this year, and then we have until 2030 just to spend the funding. So there's kind of a long
spend down timeline on the funding. In our allocation plan we had to go through and identify the

needs and the gaps for all the qualifying populations for this funding source.
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There are four qualifying populations. There's folks who are homeless, at risk of homelessness,
fleeing or attempting to flee domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, stalking and human

trafficking, and then other vulnerable populations. For folks who are used to ESG or COC
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programs, this is a different list of qualifying populations than what are in those grants. Usually
when you see the homeless definition under HUD, folks who are experiencing domestic violence
would fall under that definition. So it's important to understand that this really is a unique program
and folks who are used to those other funding sources may get tripped up looking at those

definitions.

>0 O NP =% VK@ o 1bARP[

Discrimination esp.
Availability Livability/Safety regarding source of
income

Access to
supportive services
(i.e. behavioral
health care)

History of eviction

or criminal
conviction

We undertook a pretty extensive consultation process as part of the consolidated plan, and we also
talked to folks about Home ARP while we were doing that so we could just do two things at one
time. We learned that there were a lot of barriers to housing for folks in Wyandotte County. those
being availability, affordability, livability, and safety discrimination, especially regarding income
source of folks who have a housing voucher or housing subsidies. Landlords don't always want to
work with them. History of evictions or criminal convictions can bar someone from having housing
access, supportive services, especially behavioral health care, and then access to basic documents.
These are also things I think we've seen in other planning processes such as the Community Health

Improvement Plan.
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We also looked at a lot of data sources, the Continuum of Care for the Kansas City region is the

greater Kansas City Coalition and Homelessness. Every year they do a point in time count. It's this

one night in January they go out and they try to canvas and capture all the folks who are living

unsheltered in our community. In 2021 they counted 150 individuals. Of course, 2021 was a really

weird year, so we're not sure how accurate that number is. But we also pulled in a lot of other

alternative data sources.
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I talked to KCKPD Community Policing, and they keep track of the total individuals that they have

contact with in a year. You can see that number is a lot higher and in 2021 they had contact with

489 individuals who were unsheltered in our community.
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We're going to propose four activities. There were—we did consider all of the whole range of
Home ARP activities, given the size of our grant. Although almost $3.3M dollars sounds like a lot
of money, it's not when you start looking at the eligible activities and building something. Brick
and mortar projects are very expensive.

There were a couple of activities that we're not going to be able to fund, one of those is
Development of Rental Housing. Just to make that pro forma work, when you know that folks
aren't going to be able to pay their very much, if any rent, would be really difficult. The State of
Kansas has allocated $7M dollars to that activity with their grant, and they're going to get only 20
units. That's not a lot of bang for your buck when you're talking about the size of our grant.

Then also tenant-based rental assistance is an eligible activity that we're not going to be
able to fund, just given the lack of available units. We know that the Housing Authority has a lot
of trouble placing folks with housing choice vouchers. We don't want to flood the market with
other vouchers and then have folks competing for that really limited housing.

What we're proposing to fund is acquisition and rehab of construction—acquisition, rehab
or construction of non-congregate shelter units. This is a little different than what you think of
when you think of the standard traditional homeless shelter where you walk in the room and there's
like bunks or there's cots. This would mean that every individual or household has a private unit

they can go in. They have privacy, they can lock their door, and have a private restroom also. They
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wouldn't have to pay rent or have a lease or anything like that because it would be a shelter. It
would have to meet all of HUD's habitability standards and all that.

Eligible cost would not include operation of the shelter. So, we're going to have to look at
some of our funding that we have in the department, and work to bring on a partner who has some
fundraising capacity to make sure that we can get the operating costs covered. Then after a period
of time you can convert the units to another type of affordable housing if you find that the shelter
units aren't necessary in your community anymore. I don't imagine that there would be a scenario
where that's true, but it is a possibility.

Then we also would like to fund Supportive Services. That’s case management and staffing
costs, as well as some short-term assistance as far as rental assistance and helping folks get into

housing.
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Then we'd like to set aside a little bit of the funding for our non-profit partner, whoever that may
be, that would be capacity building costs, so things like adding new staff, going to trainings, maybe
if they have to acquire equipment to undertake an activity or—and then also non-profit operating
support. That's operating costs of the agency to help them be able to be successful in making one

of these activities happen.
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Proposed
Budget

Grant reconciliation will occur
regularly. Any funds requiring
recapture from activities should
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This is the budget. You can see the great majority really is going to be bricks and mortar projects
for those non-congregational shelter units, some set aside for Supportive Services and then a little
bit for the non-profit support, and then Administration. We do have some contingency language
in the plan, where if we don't spend all that set aside for Administration, in a few years we can
kind of look at that and say do we really need all this or can we put it towards Supportive Services.

At that time we would reallocate some of the money so that we're spending it for its best use.
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Currently, we're in our comment period for the plan, so it's out on our website if folks want to
check it out. It's all out there. We also have a comment form for folks to fill out to give us their

comments on the plan. That will run through February 16". We would also like to have a public
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hearing on February 16" and approval by the full commission. Then it will take—HUD has I think
60 days to approve the plan to get back with us. We think we might know by mid spring how they
feel about the plan.
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Our requested action is approval of the resolution and to hold a public hearing on February 16™.
That's not the standard meeting we would be going to, but we need to have the plan available for

public comment for a certain period of time and so that's why we request February 16™.
Chairman Markley said questions for Stephanie? Commissioner Ramirez.

Commissioner Ramirez said thank you for everything that you do in the Community
Development Department and what you guys do for everything that you do for all of our vulnerable
populations. You mentioned something and I'm curious, I don't know if this is a question that our
Community Development Department can answer or if our Housing Authority can answer. How
many in a year, how many vouchers are sent back because they just cannot be used or landlords

won't accept them?
Ms. Stauffer said I don't know the number I know that it's like an ongoing issue. Even with some

of our ESG funding and things like that, we have problem getting landlords to accept subsidies.

Commissioner Ramirez said okay, because I know that that goes along with and I'm a big
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supporter of SOI discrimination bands. I’m in big support of them because it in my mind it's you—
every tenant can check all the boxes, have perfect record of everything, but just because your
money comes from the Federal Government I can't—I won't rent to you. To me that's not fair. I
was just curious if there was a certain number of how many have been sent back but thank you for

everything that you do and all that you try to do for our vulnerable populations.

Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrator, said I'll just chime in. In the legislative agenda
this came up as well. That estimate there was 400 vouchers to go unused each year in Wyandotte
County. Commissioner Ramirez said 400 vouchers. That means 400 individuals or families
couldn't find a home here in Wyandotte County. Mr. Howze said where their form of payment
was not accepted. Commissioner Ramirez said that's to me it's frustrating. Mr. Howze said that's
the push on the legislative agenda to make that not acceptable statewide. It'd be a state law that
would prohibit that source of income discrimination. Commissioner Ramirez said hopefully
there's movement on that because that is very frustrating. Again, thank you for everything that the

department does.

Commissioner Bynum said thanks for the presentation and for walking through this with me at
least one time prior to tonight. I'm trying very hard to make sure I understand it and it's an area,
again like Commissioner Ramirez, that's just something that I care pretty strongly about. $3.1M
available for this project. We could purchase a building as long as it complies with all the HUD
guidelines that come with the money, that include your own bedroom, your own bathroom. Am I

tracking so far so good? Ms. Stauffer said yes.

Commissioner Bynum said okay, [ know a couple agencies that do this work in the county, that's
what they do. Would it be a situation where we purchase something and then we take them on as
the non-profit partner that manages it and coordinates it. Is that one of the directions that you are
contemplating here? Ms. Stauffer said yeah, I don't think that we have like a process formalized
at this point, it's pretty open. We know we want to probably be—Ilike do some sort of competitive
process and take on proposals. We know we're not the subject matter experts and we would like to
see what other folks have, what they would propose, something collaborative would be great. I

know that the collective impact is a really big deal it's a kind of like emerging practice. So we'd
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love to get something like that. I don't think that we would be the operator, we would want to bring

someone on who knows what they're doing.

Commissioner Bynum said and which makes a lot of sense. I mean it's good and frustrating at the
same time to me because we probably do need to put in that time, as you say, first we have to have
the public come in and do these required steps. It looks like your slides are indicating that we
would know by April or May that we're going to receive this grant. Then we could maybe do an
accelerated timeline for the rest of the steps. When you look at spending this kind of money
through, I think you said 2030, now that's not that much money. But, if we were able to purchase
something and bring on a partner and really actually house people, I think sometimes what's
frustrating is that we're so caught up in so many rules. I mean you walked us through a few of the
rules. Why we can't use it on vouchers because there aren't enough places that will take them. The
various scenarios that you can walk us through as to why. Here we have this great grant opportunity
and yet item A is not a good fit for Wyandotte, and Item B is not a good fit for Wyandotte because
one of the things that we need desperately is a permanent overnight shelter. Yet I don't think we
can use this money for that unless it can be your own room, your own bathroom, it can't be a
congregate shelter. There's that because it would be beautiful to be able to put this money into a
true shelter, but we cannot do that. So, we're going to do the next best thing that this money allows
if I'm understanding what you've presented. I'm fully on board to support everything you do
because it's such a tremendous need and it is just kind of one piece of this whole housing challenge
that we face here in Wyandotte, but it could be a really significant one. I wholeheartedly support

it, willing to make a motion if that's needed. I don't know if it's needed, is it an action item?

Chairman Markley said you have to approve the resolution so that it can go for the public hearing.

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Ramirez,

to approve.

Chairman Markley said were there any other questions or comments from the commission?

Clerk, any comments from anyone online or from the public? Ms. Sparks said no comments
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received, no hands raised. Chairman Markley said anyone here from the public wishing to speak?

Roll call on the motion.
Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Ramirez, Bynum, Markley.

Chairman Markley said thanks, Stephanie. Item number two, our last item, is the acceptance of
a grant from KDOT's Access Innovation and Collaboration Fund totaling $1,253,390 to fund
public transportation related projects. Ryan Hurst is here to present. Looks like he has a couple

team members with him too.

Item No. 2 — 212196...APPROVAL: ACCESS, INNOVATION, AND COLLABORATION
GRANT AWARD

Synopsis: Request approval to accept KDOT’s Access, Innovation, and Collaboration (AIC) grant
funds totaling $1,253,390.00 to fund six public transportation-related projects, submitted by Ryan

Hurst, Transportation Manager. There are UG matching funds required.

Ryan Hurst, Transportation Manager, said good evening commission. Thank you for having
us. We're here to discuss this evening and request approval of the Access Innovation and

Collaboration Grant program, and the funds for the six transportation projects.

UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF
WYCO/KCK TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT

Ryan Hurst

Manager, Transportation Department R i d e K( :
rhurst@wycokck.org
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2021 CALL FOR PROJECTS

The Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT)
issued a call for public transportation projects for
their Access, Innovation, and Collaboration (AIC)
"r”E grant program

Access: Enhancing infrastructure and allowing for
improved access to transit

* Innovation: Investing in innovative projects including
microtransit and electric vehicles

* Collaboration: Expanding efforts in working with private
providers and eliminating the gap between urban and
rural systems

Like I said, we're here requesting approval to accept the funds from KDOT’s Access Innovation
and Collaboration Grant program that is going to fund six public transportation projects totaling
$1,253,390.

Quick little breakdown to tee up the Access Innovation and Collaboration Grant program
that KDOT released. It was put out and the Transportation Department applied for these funds in
June of 2021. They were looking for projects that in enhanced access, including infrastructure, that
would allow for improved access to public transportation. They were also looking for innovative
projects. They were looking for projects that invested in innovative projects including micro-
transit, as well as electric vehicles, and electric vehicle infrastructure. They were also looking for
projects that were collaborative in nature. Specifically, they wanted agencies to see—they wanted
agencies to work with public and non-profit and businesses to expand public-private partnerships

to help eliminate the gap between the urban and rural systems.
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UGT PROJECT
SUBMISSION

In collaboration with several community
stakeholders, UGT submitted six different
applications for projects that aimed to enhance
access to jobs, healthcare, education and
amenities throughout our community.

Microtransit Expansion Pilot (Edwardsville &
Legends area)

WYCO Health Link (NEMT)

Facility Modernization

Fleet Modernization

Accident/Incident Management System
Software Upgrades

14

With that, we actually put together a list and collaborated with multiple stakeholders across the

community including partnerships with the Public Works Department, UG Public Health

Department. We also partnered with Wyandotte Economic Development Council, City of

Edwardsville, a slew of different stakeholders essentially to put together these six projects, one

being the micro-transit expansion pilot in Edwardsville, the Wyandotte County Health Link project

or our non-emergency medical transportation program, our facility and fleet modernization efforts,

as well as an accident incident management system, and then some software upgrades on top of

that.

MICROTRANSIT PILOT

MicroTransit is a public transit ride-hailing option
that uses a small vehicle within a designated
service area. The service only operates when
there is a demand, making it more responsive to
riders.

Operated within a defined zone

Curb to curb service

Book via phone, app, web or wave & ride
Fare-free pilot

Operated by UG Transit under the regional
RideKC brand

January 23, 2023



15

A little bit about micro-transit and kind of what that is. Micro-transit is a public transit ride hailing
option that uses smaller vehicles with a designated—within a designated service area. The service
is designed to only operate when there is demand. So in theory it makes it more responsive to
riders and it also makes it a better option for us as far as cost-cutting measures but still being able
to provide a higher level of service for our residents. Specifically, this project was designed for
workforce access within the Edwardsville Industrial Complex area. The project will be operated
within a defined zone like I mentioned. It's also going to be operated on curb-to-curb or as a curb-
to-curb solution. Essentially, we'll pick up the riders at the curb and then we'll drop them off at
their destination at that curb. They'll be able to book via phone, an app, on the web, they could do
a wave and ride. For the first year the fair free pilot was important to us to really help drive demand

by continuing to keep it fair free. That is a little bit about micro-transit.

STRATEGIES & GOALS

= « Improved workforce access

Indt — Edwardsville is currently void of public transit & this
.‘ service will connect them to the regional network
» Creation of multi-modal connection between
& the 101 State Avenue route at Village West
Wal-Mart transfer point and the Edwardsville
] industrial business cluster
* 15-minute (or less) wait time

» Project is in keeping with the Regional Climate
Action Plan, Net Zero Emissions by 2050

Specifically, some of the strategies and goals behind the micro-transit route was like I mentioned,
it was really important for us to have improved workforce access specifically. Edwardsville,
currently as I'm sure you all know, is currently void of public transportation options. They don't
have any ability to access the larger regional transit network. By having this project in place,
essentially, we'll be providing those employers the opportunity to reach out and recruit and get
employees for their businesses throughout the larger regional network through the 101 State
Avenue route that makes a connection into downtown KCMO. The idea is that at any point during

the time that a rider books a ride, that we would be able to then pick them up within 15 minutes or
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less and then drop them off at their destination. We make it functional for them and easy to use.
Another thing that is noteworthy that this project is also in keeping with the regional climate action
plan of net zero emissions by 2050. We do that by—we also incorporated an electric vehicle into
this project as well as EV charging infrastructure that we'll be able to install to be able to charge
while the vehicle is still out in the field. This project, too, I would also point out is also was
identified in the GoDotte Mobility Plan and the work originally came about through work that the
community or—Wyandotte County Public Health Department did in collaboration with the CHIP
(the Community Health Improvement Plan) process, is sort of where that came from, between their

work and Wyandotte Economic Development Council.

WYCO/HEALTH LINK
(NEMT) PiLOT

WYCO Health Link is a Non-Emergency Medical
Transportation program that aims to increase
access to fare free, high quality and culturally
sensitive NEMT services within our community.
Participating clinics will be provided

with transportation vouchers for their patients.

Participating clinics:

« Mercy and Truth » Swope Health -

« Family Health Care Wyandotte Location

» KU Landon Center on + UG Public Health
Aging Department

« Duchesne Clinic » Pharmacy of Grace

* Swope Health - West + Jay Doc Clinic
Location

Move on from there, we've got the WYCO Health Link non-emergency medical transportation
pilot as the second project. Wyandotte County Health Link is a non-emergency medical
transportation program that aims to increase access to fair free high quality, as well as culturally
sensitive non-emergency medical transportation services within the community. A couple of
noteworthy things about this project, it really is a partnership between the Unified Government
Transportation Department, as well as the Public Health Department, and then all of the
participating clinics that you see there up on the screen.

The idea was that Wyandotte County Health Link—or one of the things that we're most
proud of is that Wyandotte County Health Link is the first project that partners with all the safety
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net clinics within Wyandotte County. That's something that we're definitely proud about and hope
to see this project continue to expand.

To that end, one thing that I did also want to mention is this program is actually already up
and running. It was funded originally through ARPA. The idea for this project came again through
the CHIP and the program—or in the work that the Public Health Department did, but then we
were also able to expand it and get ARPA funding. This project technically already launched
August Ist of 2022. To date we've done around 270 rides. We're looking averaging about two and
a half per business day already. These are folks that were able to get to any of the safety net clinics
that have already established care with those safety net clinics. Very excited about this project too

as we are basically all of these projects.

Bus FACILITY
MODERNIZATION

This project will fund several capital
improvements at the UG Fleet Center.
These improvements include the
replacement of:
* A heating system in the cold storage building

» Transit vehicles are cleaned inside facility in all temps

* Installation of six fast opening garage doors

ST |

* Updates to the existing car wash

|ENTRANCE |

* Two (2) new security gates

The next project that we have here is the Bus Facility Modernization project. This one's going to
fund several capital improvements at the UG Fleet Center that's located at 5033 State Avenue.
These improvements are going to include things such as a heating system for the cold storage
building. The cold storage building as you can see there on the screen, at least some of it, you can
see this is where our all of our vehicles are housed and cleaned to get ready for the next day of
service. As you can imagine it gets quite cold in the wintertime in Kansas and this is where our
vehicles are cleaned. That has created several challenges for us throughout the years of being able
to clean these vehicles in sub-zero temperatures. It also has created safety, health, and wellness

concerns for both our employees but also for our riders. If we try to mop the floors of these vehicles
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the night before and then they freeze over because they're in a cold building all night long, then
we put them out first thing in the morning, obviously those floors are slick. We're really excited
about the opportunity and our operators are very excited about the opportunity to have this facility
heated. I believe the facility was originally heated back when it was built, and Jeff Miles could
speak to that here in a little bit, a little bit more than I can, but that heating system has long since
been not working.

Additionally, in addition to that we're also looking at the installation of six fast opening
garage doors. These garage doors are going to allow our operators to be able to pull right up to
those doors. Their doors are going to open, we're going to be able to pull through. They're going
to immediately close behind them. That's going to cut down obviously on draft, cold winds, and
everything like that, but also helping to secure the building and all of our equipment that we have
in there.

Additionally, we're looking for some updates at the existing car wash that is actually housed
on this site. That's going to include garage doors, I believe, as well as some just enhancements to
the actual car wash system or I guess truck wash system that's there. Then we're going to also be

purchasing two new security gates that'll be there at the front entrance to help better secure the

facility.

FLEET MODERNIZATION

This project will provide funding for the

purchase and installation of:

* Automatic Passenger Counters (APCs)

* Auto Voice Announcement Systems (AVAs)

* Four hybrid conversion systems for existing
vehicles within our fleet

The next thing that we're looking at is the Fleet Modernization project. This project will provide

funding for the purchase and installation of automatic passenger counters for all of our fixed route
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vehicles. This is really just going to allow us to automate the process of tracking folks that get on
and get off of our vehicles. It'll really help us drill down to the stop level of where our folks are
coming from, where they're riding the vehicles, where they're exiting the vehicles. which will have
several positive benefits for us as we move forward in our various planning processes.

The next thing is automated or auto-voice announcement systems. This is just the system
that basically automates letting the passengers know what stop they're coming up to. That way if
they're visually impaired or if they're reading or whatever they're doing, and they're just not paying
attention, it'll have an automatic announcement that will display as we get close to various stops
along each of the fixed routes. Currently this process has to be done manually by our operator.
That'll cut down on some of the distracted driving and that type of thing.

The last thing here for this project is we're looking at the purchase of some hybrid
conversion systems for the existing vehicles within our fleet. The benefits of this are pretty self-

explanatory. We’re looking to use less fuel, and just do a better job overall of having a greener

fleet.

ACCIDENT/INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

This project would procure a cloud-based
software solution to better manage compliance
with the FTA's Public Transportation Agency
Safety Plan (PTASP) final rule.

Specifically, this platform will allow us to digitize
our record keeping and operational processes
relating to all accident/incident reporting.

The next thing here that we're looking at is an Accident/Incident Management System. This project
is going to help us procure a cloud-based software solution to help us better manage and stay in
compliant with FTA’s Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan or the PTASP. The PTASP
basically is just our plan for safety within our Transit Agency itself. This is going to allow us to

track various safety events, do a better job of understanding where we are seeing maybe trends in
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our safety events, whether it's maybe we're seeing more collisions with fixed objects, or maybe
we're seeing more passenger falls, and will really allow us to be more proactive the way that we
go about our training by being able to analyze that data and have that data on hand. Definitely also
very excited about this and we think that this will really help us tailor our training systems for our

operators and overall help make our transit network safer here in Wyandotte County.

SOFTWARE UPGRADES

This project will provide funding to implement an
Interactive Voice Response (IVR) system to
integrate into our current paratransit dispatch
software.

In addition, it would also integrate a web-based
dashboard that allows clients to book trips online.

The last project that we have here is some Software Upgrades. Specifically, we're looking at IVR
interactive voice response system. This program will integrate with our scheduling and dispatching
platform that we currently use. Essentially what we'll have the ability to do is provide 48 hours in
advance call reminders to our folks that have scheduled a ride. This will allow them to if they've
maybe forgotten about their ride, it'll give them the opportunity to be reminded of it. It'll also give
them the opportunity to cancel their ride ahead of time. So in the event that they forgot that they
booked us, and they no longer need us, now we don't have to send an asset out into the field, waste
fuel, waste wear and tear on vehicles.

In addition to this, the system will also provide the ability for us to give imminent arrival
notifications to the clients. Whenever our vehicle gets within a specific geotag location, that’s
managed all on the back end, the system will be smart enough to know to push out a notification
and let that client know, hey your vehicle is almost arriving, you go ahead and head to the door.

This will hopefully cut down basically on some of the frustration of the clients trying to find a
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vehicle, and dispatch having to call. It'll just sort of handle that for us on the back end and do that

automatically. So that's exciting as well.

FINANCIALS

Project Total Project Grant Grant Match Outside Match
d Cost? Award  Funding%  Requirement Funding Remaining?
WYCO Health Link (NEMT)* $137,964 $124,168 90% $13,796 $13,796 N/A
Microtransit Expansion Pilot* $437,937 $394,144 90% $43,794 $10,500 $33,294
Facility Modernizatior® $539,722 $431,778 80% $107,944 $150,000 N/A
Accident/Incident Management Systems' $17,000 $15,300 90% $1,700 N/A $1,700
Fleet Modernizatior? $301,600 $271,440 90% $30,160 N/A $30,160
Software Upgrades® $18,400 $16,560 90% $1,840 N/A $1,840

1,452,623 1,253,350  N/A 199,234 174,296 66,994
TOTAL $ $ 1/ $: $: $

A little bit here about financials. One thing that we did mention—one thing that I did mention in
here is that we're looking at a $1,253,390 worth of grant funding to come in. These are for total
project cost of estimated for $1,452,623. That leaves a total match requirement of $199,234. We've
been able to procure outside funding through the help of Public Works, which went through the
CMIP process for the facility modernization stuff that we talked about earlier for $150,000. We
already have that in the bag. We have $13,796 there for Wyandotte County Health Link. That's
actually being paid for half through a partnership with Vibrant Health, and then half through
Unified Government Public Health Department is going to foot the rest of that. The Micro-transit
Pilot Expansion that we have here, we've procured $10,500 worth of commitments for funding to
hit the match of $43,794. So, that $10,500 dollars, I don't want to leave anybody out, that funding
has come from the City of Edwardsville, Wyandotte Economic Development Council, Greater KC
Chamber, and then several of the local businesses specifically within the within the Edwardsville
Industrial Complex area.

The remaining $33,294 is actually funding that's coming directly from the UG Transit’s
budget. Again, nothing here is a new ask tonight, all of this funding is already secured and ready

to go. The Accident/Incident Management System, we're going to be looking at out of the Transit

budget $17,000. The fleet modernization, again, same thing $30,160 from UG Transit. Again, that
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money it's already allotted and accounted for. No new ask there either. Then the Software Upgrades
you're looking at $1,840 for those, for a total of $66,994 if you don't include the $150,000 that's
already been allocated through the CMIP process from Public Works, then the $7,000 or so from
the Public Health Department. The rest of it is outside funding from grants or commitments.
With that I am happy to answer any questions, I've also got Jeff Miles here with me this
evening. I've got Sarah Frost from Trans Systems, they are overseeing the grant process for KDOT.
Then we've got Susan Beckman in the back from the UG Public Health Department in the event
that there's any questions on the Health Link. Kind of got a full house for us tonight, with that

happy to answer any questions.

Chairman Markley said thanks so much and welcome to your full house. Several of these projects
are projects that through Mid-America Regional Council I've seen other cities doing and that I've
been jealous of. I'm super excited to see that happening here for us and particularly through this

funding stream.

Commissioner Bynum thank you. Go back to the slide with the dollars, the very last one. I just
want to understand correctly. What you just said to us which I think was that for dollar amount
that'll show up in a minute. It’s somewhere between 66 and 174,000 I guess. It's the second to the
last slide. I'm asking you to clarify for us, for me, the standing committee, and the community that
for a dollar amount that's on that second to last slide that I think is somewhere in the range of
$166K, you are bringing $1.2M in improvements? Mr. Hurst said that's correct. Commissioner

Bynum said it's 166 correct, I'm struggling a little bit with your columns.

Mr. Hurst said sorry about that, so what we're essentially looking at minus, the $150K that's
already gone through the CMIP process for Public Works, essentially what we're looking at the
$150K plus the $7K that's coming from the Unified Government Public Health Department. If you
if you exclude those two things, total we're looking at $66,994 gets us $1.253M, yes.

Commissioner Bynum said this is an amazing return on investment is the point that I'm trying to

make. This is the innovation that we see in this department on a regular basis and I'm super proud.
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Question for you on your non-emergency medical transportation program, are you able to
collect like rider satisfaction? Have you been able to capture data about whether folks are pleased
with the experience? Mr. Hurst said yeah, we are currently working on that. As a part of the
original ARPA project that was one of the areas that we are utilizing or that we are trying to
develop what that survey data looks like and the best way to actually implement that survey so that
it's the most useful that it can be, but yes that's something that we are actively working on. I don't

know, Susan, if there's anything that you would want to add to that.

Commissioner Bynum said it's a great program, that transportation program. We always know
through the Community Health Improvement Plan that transportation is one of the barriers to

access. So, thanks for that. I feel like I had another question, but it's gone. We'll let somebody else

talk.

Commissioner Ramirez said just to second what Commissioner Bynum said of the innovation
and I always feel our Transportation and Public Works Department is lightyears ahead. I feel like
every time you come to us, [ never have to ask a question because you always have the information
there. You always innovate all the time and I'm happy that you're leveraging not only with the
money that we have, but also the outside funding and creating those partnerships and partners out

in the community. I thank you for that, for all that you do.

Chairman Markley said any other questions from the commission?

Jeff Miles, Director of Water Pollution Control, said go ahead I'd just like to thank Ryan and
the transit team not only for this project but since I've been in Fleet for three plus years and now
going off to do something else at this point, but they've always been innovative Commissioner
Ramirez said about finding potential grant money turning over every possible rock, not only for
their department but for the Fleet Department with lifts, diagnostic software, things like that. When
Ryan first came to me last year and said, “hey we have this opportunity let's put our heads
together”. He spearheaded meetings with our team, really pulled this information out of us that not
only benefits Transit, it benefits all the tenants that populate the Fleet Center. I just want to applaud
Ryan for his efforts. He did a fantastic job.
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Chairman Markley said thanks Jeff. Anything else from the commission? Clerk, any comments
from the public or anyone online wishing to speak? Ms. Sparks said we do have a public comment
from Carolyn Kahar. “Thank you for your consideration for the Edwardsville micro transit pilot
plan. This will be a valuable asset to the workforce and employment in Wyandotte County and
Edwardsville. This project will allow people who have issues with transportation to be dropped
off at their place of employment, benefiting employer and employee alike. Like any new endeavor,
it is best to make sure that the project is best fitting the need. I suggest giving it a run for two to
three years making sure it is being utilized for its intended sole purpose of job security and
workforce efficiency, providing transportation directly to the workplace of employees without a
ride, reevaluating if needed. Thank you for your support, time, and consideration.” No hands are

raised online.

Chairman Markley said thanks, Clerk, and thanks to Mayor Kahar for sharing her comments.
Anyone here from the public who wants to speak here in the room. I need a motion and a second,

I believe.
Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Ramirez,
to approve. Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson,

Ramirez, Bynum, Markley.

Chairman Markley said thanks so much Ryan and team. That concludes our meeting this

evening. I'll entertain a motion to adjourn.

Public Agenda

No items of business.

Adjourn
Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Ramirez,
to adjourn. Roll call was taken and there were five “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson,

Ramirez, Bynum, Markley.
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The meeting was adjourned at 6:35 p.m.
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ADMINISTRATION AND HUMAN SERVICES
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
Monday, February 13, 2023

The meeting of the Administration and Human Services Standing Committee was held on Monday,
February 13, 2023, at 6:00 p.m. The following members were present: Commissioner Markley,
Chairman; Commissioners Bynum, Johnson, Kane. Commissioner Ramirez was absent. The
following officials were also in attendance: Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design;
Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrator; Michael Farley, Operating Ordinance Study
Specialist in the Department of Planning & Urban Design; Misty Brown, Chief Counsel; and Brett
Deichler, UG Clerk.

Chairman Markley said before I call the meeting to order, I want to announce that some
committee members, staff, and the public are attending remotely via Zoom as well as on-site. All
participants joining by phone should mute their phones when not speaking to avoid background
noise. When speaking, please speak directly into the microphone to ensure everyone listening is
able to hear your comments and to ensure a clear record is made. During the meeting, please make
sure that you announce yourself by name and title every time you speak so the public that is
observing knows who is speaking. This is critical given the number of remote participants and is
the current guidance from the Kansas Attorney General.

The public is allowed to participate by Zoom or submit comments by email prior to the
meeting. Those comments will be included in the record of this meeting. The public may also
indicate their intent to provide remote public comments by contacting the Clerk’s Office by 5:00
p.m. the Thursday before the meeting. The public also will have an opportunity to provide brief
comments either by telephone or via Zoom from the 5™ Floor Conference Room of the Municipal
Office building.

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

as shown above.



Approval of standing committee minutes from November 14, 2022. On motion of Commissioner
Kane, seconded by Commissioner Bynum, the minutes were approved. Roll call was taken

and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

COMMITTEE AGENDA
Item No. 1 -212207...ORDINANCE: SHORT-TERM RENTAL USES

Synopsis: Consideration to create a new Short-Term Rental Ordinance and staff review process,

submitted by Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design.

Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design, said we do have a PowerPoint
presentation this evening Commissioner Kane. It is very illustrative and very short. Before I
introduce Mr. Farley with our ordinance studies section, I wanted to give a quick introduction to
him as well. First and foremost I think that the ordinance before you, which is also being heard
due to scheduling issue conflicts will be heard this evening as well at the City Planning
Commission for consideration. We were hoping to go there first then come to you guys like usual
for this agenda in the month and then P&Z, excuse me, Board of Commissioners P&Z, but that’s
where we are today. So, we’re doing two presentations this evening. This ordinance reflects a
whole lot of research that we’ve been doing both nationally and regionally with some of our own
short-term rental operators as well as some community outreach including some additional
outreach that you all asked at the last standing committee.

We believe what’s before you is a streamlined process that adds a new component, an
administrative review, which we’ll go into more detail in the presentation. Basically, what this
puts us at is one short-term rental per block with a heavy emphasis maximum with a heavy
emphasis on owner-occupied short-term rentals. We try to put a lot of prioritization on owner-
occupied, so there’s been some discussion about the balance between short-term and long-term
rentals versus investors, versus people who rent out their homes. There are many definitions, many
differentiations, and again, Mr. Farley will go into some of that detail in a few seconds here.

We wrote an ordinance that we as staff in this constrained environment are ready to execute
now. Is it perfect, no. Is it leaps and bounds over what we have today, absolutely and we’re open
to ongoing conversation or discussion about potential improvements. We do have to reflect that

what we wrote we think is appropriate for the amount of staff levels we have today and into the



immediate future, but also what technology can manage at this time. Again, we’ll talk about that
in some more detail and all in all we think this is a good balance between—reflects a good balance
between private investment and rehabbing single family—predominantly single-family homes
which is what we see with our short-term rentals in Wyandotte County, but also maintaining
community character which has been also a huge issue for those in the public and others that we’ve
talked to. We are recommending approval of the ordinance as written. We would be happy to
take any questions, conversations.

We have one small note, the ordinance before you, we doubled checked and there were a
couple of typos that we fixed. There are a couple of clarifications that we added to some of the
definitions, nothing substantive, and then we did add standards so that we could codify those
standards for both, what we’re proposing as administrative and special use permit short-term
rentals, but those are not reflective of anything major. Those are just reflective of protocols that
we’ve already been requiring for short-term rentals. We just forgot to add them to the draft

ordinance.

Commissioner Kane asked, now what happens if there’s somebody that’s already two people on
the same block that are already doing the same thing? Mr. Hand said we’re going to give a
presentation that goes over all of this, but basically, what we’re proposing is to just let everything
continue on as is today and then as they come back for short-term rentals they either slide into the
administrative process once they’re existing short-term—excuse me, special use permit ends or
starting that day whenever this is adopted, moving forward, we put in those new thresholds. So,
if there was an operating special use permit there today and somebody wanted to join that block,
they would follow the new rules. The other guy would lapse into the new rules once their special
use permit was up. So, there’s a sunset built in. With that, I would like to present Michael Farley
who has about a 10-minute presentation. You’ve seen a chunk of this, but this is shifting from

what do you think to here’s what we’re proposing.

Michael Farley, Ordinance Study Specialist in the Department of Planning & Urban Design,
said I’ll be presenting tonight both an overview of the special use permit—excuse me, the short-

term rental process so far with the specifics that we have added into our draft report.



Background and Existing Conditions
How Short-Term Rentals Currently Operate In Wyandotte County

Department of Planning + Urban Design @

Mr. Hand said I’m sorry, this is the old, old one. Chairman Markley said we’re taking a moment

for the correct version of the presentation to be found, so if you’re watching with us online, give

us just a second here.

EXISTING CONDITIONS =

activities under the UG Code of Ordinances.

+ Growth in these services creates a need for better
administration and balance within neighborhoods.

+ Short-Term Rentals are classified as commercial H

Mr. Farley said just a quick background on the history of short-term rentals within Wyandotte
County. Short-term rentals in one way or another have existed pretty much as long as people have

owned homes and have lived in cities. Sometimes it was known as a boarding house or you would



rent out your back room to a cousin or someone passing through or something like that, but it was
not until approximately the mid-2000s, early 2010s, in which this became much more accessible
and easier for the average citizen to do. That was with the rise of third-party platforms such as
Airbnb and VRBO that have allowed for a private homeowner to advertise their property as a
short-term rental to someone across the country who could then come into Kansas City for the
week, weekend, stay at their house and the payment system through that platform and everything
and it just made the process a lot easier.

What it also did though is it created a very private system that’s hard to regulate. This is,
you know, you’re advertising online and this is for a private home and someone coming from out-
of-town right there. There’s no storefront, there’s no easy, obvious way to know that this is a
short-term rental and so that does create its own challenges.

In the fall of 2017, early 2018, in lieu of—in response to the rise of short-term rentals
within the Unified Government there was an amnesty period that was put into place that would
allow for short-term rental owners to come and apply for a special use permit. It was determined
that a short-term rental was covered as a commercial use and could receive and had to receive a
special use permit in order to operate. From there for the last couple of years the UG has partnered
with HostCompliance to use a tool in order to scrape these third-party platforms identifying
advertisements that go on in the county to get an idea of approximately how many short-term
rentals are being operated, who’s operating them, where they are, what their advertisements look
like and provide some data for us to use and to follow.

As well, there’s been administrative changes to both the short-term rental standards and
we’ve created a short-term rental specific special use permit application that has also helped
streamline the process, but then from there we needed to step up and make additional changes in
order to better regulate short-term rentals as they exist in the 2020s. That’s what we’ve been doing

since last fall, and again, this is just a preview of what we’ve done.



Initial Application Renewal #1 Renewal #2
UP TO 2 YEARS UP TO § YEARS UP TO 10 YEARS
Owner-Occupied

Properties

.............................................................................................

I mentioned that the special use permit was the tool used for short-term rentals. There was with

distinction that we’ve been making since the beginning and that has been owner-occupancy. A
special use permit—they’re always on a temporary term so you have to come back and you have
to renew, but owner-occupied properties could come in, get up to two years, a two-year term for
their special use permit and then come back later on for a five-year term and a 10-year term if
allowed by the Board of Commissioners and upon recommendation of staff.
Non-owner-occupied properties had to come in and could get a term no longer than one
year at first and then could get on that two, five and ten track so even under this current regime we

do have a distinction between owner-occupied and non-owner-occupied properties as small as it

may be.
* Only 28% of short-term rentals have a Sl Shavt-Tarms Rentaks in Last 30 Doy -
special use permit recorded with the UG Active Short-Term Rentals Special Use Permits Approx. 50
Active Owner-Occupied Short-Term Rentals Approx. 4
P, e N -
A\ -"". .
HostCompliance Dashboard

WyCo Data as of January 24, 2023

@ TUTALLISTINGS
@ SHORT-TERM LISTINGS

» Subtitles/closed captions (¢)

I mentioned before HostCompliance. Again, this is a company that we’ve been using to help
scrape data regarding short-term rentals within the county. This is a graph that they provided based
on the data that they have taken. Basically it shows the rise in short-term rentals throughout the

entire county. We do want to make a distinction and say that some of this could be pulled from



Bonner Springs or Edwardsville so the numbers may not be totally accurate, but you get the idea,
and the rise in short-term rentals. This data is a little old, but approximately the numbers are about
the same. We’re usually getting about 170-180 different short-term rentals that are being
advertised in one way or another within Wyandotte County, adding about 10 to 15 distinct
properties per month are being added and compared to about the 50 short-term rentals special use
permits that we have as of right now. So again, we’re talking about a compliance rate of under

30% at this point, just using special use permits as the tool of compliance.

+ Short-term rentals are concentrated in a few
neighborhoods

Additionally, we have also noticed, and you don’t need HostCompliance to figure this out, but
there have been concentrations of short-term rentals in certain areas of the Unified Government,
especially in Strawberry Hill and Rosedale neighborhoods. Again, all these dots represent short-
term rentals of one form or another and as you can see they are clustering in certain areas, so
obviously, there are portions of the county that are being affected by this in ways that other portions

simply aren’t and simply don’t see the effects of.




In our efforts to create a more robust regulation we have done outreach with several different
neighborhood groups including the Rosedale Development Association and the Strawberry Hill
Neighborhood Association. We have also done pure comparisons with other cities both in the KC
metro area as well as throughout the country identifying different ways that short-term rentals are

being addressed within different municipalities.

TENANCY MODELS ENFORCEMENT NEIGHBORHOOD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
* Owmer-Occupation * Lumited] Resources * Lmphasize Incremental Changes * Revitalee without Displacement

« Long-Term Rentals + Equitable Application + Provide Property Ownets with + Promote Local Investment with

= Short-Term Rentals More Uses for Land Darect Community Benefits

+ Maintain Opportunity for
Neighborhood Notice and Input

Through all of this we’ve noticed that there are several kind of key considerations that we need
and we need to take a look at and address when we’re creating this regulation. The first is
addressing tenancy models. We can’t have just a city of single-family owner-occupied housing.
We need a room for long-term, we need a room for short-term rentals. There needs to be a balance,
but we do need all of those and we want to create regulations that allow for that good balance of
that.

We also need to address enforcement. Due to the limited resources that both the UG and
the Planning Department specifically have related to zoning enforcement, we need to make sure
that not only is enforcement not the only—not the primary tool, but it cannot be the only tool that
we are using. We need to make sure that compliance is easy especially for those that need limited
oversight such as owner-occupied properties which would be doing a lot of self-policing on their
own.

I also want to address the effects that short-term rentals can have on the neighborhood both
in the positive and negative. We want to make sure that there are incremental changes to our
process so that there’s not huge jolters or shockwaves felt throughout fragile neighborhoods. We

are balancing the property owners being able to use their property for more uses, but also making



sure that neighbors are given notice, they are allowed to give input and that the character of the
neighborhood is relatively maintained.

Additionally, we want to address the economic development aspect of short-term rentals
making sure that we can revitalize blighted communities without causing displacement and

ensuring that we’re promoting local investment that directly affect the community itself.

STAFF BEST PEER CITY COMMUNITY
EXPERTISE PRACTICES COMPARISONS INPUT

GOAL: Establish an owner-occupancy-centric approach to short-
- term rental permits based on building typology and zoning district.

As you can tell there has been a lot of research, a lot of thought, a lot of community input and
outreach going on. As you can see here, staff expertise looking at best planning practices, pure
state comparisons and this community input all comes together to create our goal which is
establishing what we call an owner-occupancy-centric approach to short-term rentals, again based
on building typology and the zoning districts that they’re in. It’s showing exactly what this looks

like, so all this is coming to a head.
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A couple of things we want to address with this new zoning code—excuse me, these new

regulations updating and adding in a couple definitions. A short-term rental, I failed to mention
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this before, but just so we’re all clear, a short-term rental is a rental or lease for 30 days or less.
This is different than a month-to-month lease, it’s different than a long-term lease, this is typically
for people coming in on a weekend, but it could also be for a traveling nurse at KU Med Center
that’s coming in for a four-week stand. That would be about 28 days. That would be considered
a short-term rental and we need to consider that when we are creating these regulations.

Also, identifying who exactly is a homeowner especially if it’s owned by, you know,
finding an exact individual if something’s owned by a corporation or a trust and then not only
identifying and defining owner-occupancy which you can see there, you know, for someone who
lives primarily within the dwelling, but then also distinguishing it from an actively owner-occupied
property which means that the resident is there for at least half the nights in which the property is
being used as a short-term rental so they could be coming and going, but essentially kind of always
on the property, sort of acting as a property manager in their own right.

Lastly, addressing the definition of block which in this case and for the purposes of
addressing concentrations of short-term rentals is going to be both sides of the street between
basically two consecutive bisecting streets. As you see, we have a couple other definitions
depending on when you get off the grid system and start meandering, we just want to make sure
there’s an obvious change you know between the street name intersection and identifying what

that block would be.

PERMITTING LEVEL ONE
ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW
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All this leads to what we call a dual approach to permitting. There would be an administrative
review level. This would help with compliance and by being a more efficient expedited process
that would require fewer meetings and it would be tailored for the most part owner-occupied

properties. Sometimes these owner-occupied properties, as you can see on the left, would not meet



11

certain requirements whether there is an open zoning or property maintenance citation. There’s a
history of police calls related to disturbances created by the property owner or guests or failure to
meet other administrative requirements such as tenancy or occupancy. Then those properties could
get moved to the special use permit process, and again, if there was also—Commissioner Kane, to
answer your question, if there was also going to be two non-actively owner-occupied properties
on the streets. So, somebody either leaving their home for vacation or a second home, the first one
could get in as we administrative review and after that everyone has to go through that special use
permit process. That’s why I sort of described it before, it’s going to the same process as we know
it now, you know, coming through Planning staff, being heard by the City Planning Commission,

then ultimately coming before the Board of Commissioners for final approval or denial.

P E R M ITTI N G * Owuer occupation of residence, including actively owner-occupied

+ Dwelling unit type to be used (e.g. room/suite, full unit, accessory
dwelling unit, etc.)

* Presence of other non-owner-occupied short-term rentals on the block

+ Percentage of units used within multi-family residential or mixed-use
buildings

LEVEL ONE
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More about administrative review. As you mentioned, it’d be a quicker process. We have a form
that we’re putting together in which an applicant could come in, it would be a one-pager, maybe a
two-pager, but they would apply. It would be very easy. A couple things could be checked to
ensure compliance and they would be on their way while making sure that they’ve gotten a
business license.

As you can see, there are several different building types that could receive administrative
review. | want to focus on single-family because that is the vast majority of short-term rentals
within the UG are our single-family properties. Again, there is emphasis on—this would have to
be owned by the resident, accessory dwelling units could be used as a short-term rental while
someone’s living in the house or the entire property could be rented out again as long as there is

no other non-actively owner-occupied property on the street or—excuse me, on the block.
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Duplexes as well have a little more flexibility because there’s an additional unit, but I do
want to bring attention to the multi-family and mixed-use options. Without getting too in the
weeds here, I do want to briefly talk about sort of the benefits that a actively owner-occupied multi-
family or mixed-use building could be. This could be someone who fixes up an old 4-plex, 8-plex,
12-plex, would live in one of the units and let’s say this was a 12-plex property and that they had—
we were proposing that they could have up to, make sure I have this right, three short-term rentals
plus use short-term rentals for 50% of the additional units in the building provided that they get
long-term rental licenses for all the other buildings so we’re not only—we’re giving them a little
incentive because short-term rentals seem to be easier, you know, an easier, quicker way to make
money and help with those mortgage payments, but at the same time ensuring that we’re not
depleting long-term rental and housing stock by making sure that the other ones aren’t just sitting
vacant. That property owner has to make sure that there’s long-term rental licenses on those
additional properties. Same thing with the mixed-use, we place an emphasis on making sure that
the commercial space is also being used so they can have those vital storefronts that are being
actively occupied by a local business so you’re not just using the upper floors for short-term rentals

of people who come in on the weekends and leave, so we’re trying to find that balance.
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Again, as | mentioned, there are properties that either have to already go through the special use
permit process or would have escalation clauses of one sort or another in zoning violations, police
calls, higher concentration and they would have to go through the special use permit process as
well. Again, I just want to emphasize for a single-family home, a single-family residence would
have to go through a special use permit process if the residence was owned by an off-site owner

and it was not the only non-actively owner-occupied property on the block. So, again, this could
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be someone who is using a second home or an investment property or someone who is simply
going on vacation for two weeks, they would be considered non-actively owner-occupied and you
can get one of those per block. As soon as the second one comes in, that needs to be a special use
permit.

Lastly, I do want to point out again, I know most of us are well familiar with how the
special use permit process works, but I do want to emphasize that there is additional neighborhood
oversight. Every special use permit has to get—or at least ones for short-term rentals, has to go
through a neighborhood meeting and this is where you are required to send out letters to every
property owner within 200 feet of the boundaries of the property that you are asking for a special
use permit on. This neighborhood meeting has to be done either in person, it can be done over
Zoom. There is an option. When we were addressing COVID to do a call and email option, but
either way there is notice being given to these property owners and that would continue as well.
Additionally, there would be a full home inspection for any property that’s required to get a lodging
establishment license from the Kansas Department of Agriculture, so that’s an additional review
that would not have to be conducted by UG staff.

I know I’ve thrown a lot at you. I know there’s a lot of numbers being floated around, a
lot of different kind of scenarios and everything, but there are three points again that [ would like
to just bring back for us to consider if there’s any discussion. Addressing the dual permitting
approach which again would be different than the kind of one-size-fits-all special use permit
process that we have right now. These regulations would prioritize the use of properties by the
property owners themselves and by the residents. It’s an owner-occupied-centric model. Lastly,
just emphasizing that non-owner-occupied short-term rentals would be eligible for administrative
review when they’re basically the only one of their kind on the block. So, this would not affect
anyone who wants to rent out a back bedroom or an accessory dwelling unit above the garage, so
it would be just for people who either do not live at that property or are going to be away from that
property for the term of the short-term lease.

Again, I guess this is time for questions. I can flip back to this if that’s what you would

like to do or I can jump to any other slide if need be.
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* Dual-approach permitting model
improves efficiency and encourages greater
compliance

+ Prioritizes the use of properties by the
owner-occupant, and creates a distinction
between actively-owner-occupied and non-
actively owner-occupied properties

* A non-owner-occupied short-term rental
is eligible for administrative review ONLY
when it is the only non-owner-occupied short-

term rental on the block W,
Chairman Markley said just to clarify on that last bullet point and it was mentioned earlier in the
slides too and I had the same question, so I'm glad we looked back to it. If you’re non-owner-
occupied, you have to get a special use permit unless you’re the only one on the block. If you are
owner-occupied and there are multiple ones on the block, what happens? Mr. Farley said yes, so
that’s where we have to then look at are you owner-occupied but away for the term of the short-
term rental or are you going to be kind of living there, you know, at least coming and going during
that. So, the example that I kind of keep going back to is either someone’s coming in for the
weekend and, yeah, you can go run errands, maybe you can run over to Lawrence for the day or
something, but you’re returning for at least half the nights of that short-term rental. That would
be considered actively-owner-occupied and you can do that regardless of the number of who else
is doing—Chairman Markley said administrative review for everybody if that situation arises.
Mr. Farley said yeah, barring any sort of outstanding code violations, things like that, but then we
have the other scenario that’s just non-actively-owner-occupied, regular owner-occupied and that
is where if you’re going away on vacation for two weeks and just want to rent out your house,
obviously, it’s your primary residence, but you’re not actively there and so we do want to have a
little more review for those types of properties, but we’re allowing one of those per block under

administrative review.

Mr. Hand said our thinking was if you live in your house and you’re renting out your granny flat
above your garage or a room in your house to make supplemental income, we don’t see any
problem with that for every single person to do that if they want so long as they meet the standards.
If the cars are still parked off the street, if they’re not causing noise complaints, if they’re good

managers and stuff like that, if they’re not getting escalated to an SUP, we didn’t see any reason
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why everybody couldn’t go through an administrative review and rent out their granny flat. I think
the building environment in and of itself will sort of both weed out bad actors and weed out bad
properties for short-term rentals because it is a competitive market, but also just the differentially
the diversity of some of these different neighborhoods in Wyandotte County, we thought that was
the best approach.

Chairman Markley said I like the way this is set up. I will express and Commissioner Bynum
may have similar concerns. It’s a little odd how going through the process. You mentioned just
in front of Planning tonight. We got some email comments, extensive email comments, I would
say very well written, but extensive about this item so I guess I’'m wondering, are those people
downstairs making comments right now or—Mr. Hand said the Planning Commission
presentation will happen at the end of Planning Commission, but they’re in BOZA right now, so
that’ll probably be in like another hour, hour and a half. Chairman Markley said because I feel
a little weirdness about us sending it forward knowing that on this same evening there may be
comments happening in the other meeting that would have made us think twice about sending it
forward if that makes sense. Mr. Hand said, again, we’re happy to go whichever direction you

want. Ifthere’s changes to be made, we can come back until it’s ready.

Commissioner Kane said I would like to see what the folks say downstairs and then we see what

they say and then come up with a plan after that is what I would like to do.

Commissioner Bynum said I agree and it’s curious—I’m sorry that they’re waiting to the end of
your Planning Commission meeting when they could be here. Mr. Hand said we did tell them
about both. Commissioner Bynum said okay, that’s fine. So, a couple of my questions are related
to some of the comments we received. I specifically was outreaching Rosedale and Strawberry
Hill Neighborhood leaders. They answered and I made sure to share those with Commissioner
Markley and I just sent them to you, Gunnar, realizing that I had failed to do that.

All of that being said, a couple things that I think are very interesting, I’ve had
conversations with people in the community who indicate that actually kind of like short-term
rentals because of the blight reduction, fix-up, cleanup, beautification that they undergo in order

to make money being a short-term rental and that extends beyond the beautification that might
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happen with a long-term rental and I thought that was a very interesting comment. What it makes
me think about is in general I’m kind of back to the what’s in it for Wyandotte question that we
ask so often about so many things. You know what are short-term rentals doing, the benefits for
our community and residents and I’m open to whatever that might be. I do think some of it is that
beautification that’s occurring in some of these neighborhoods that maybe otherwise wouldn’t
experience that, but on the other hand you have residents in those same areas concerned about the
impact that it’s having on affordable housing. I think that’s an interesting and important question.

What I don’t know is can we associate those things, you know, like your department in
dealing with short-term rentals cannot also be held responsible for answering the long-term, what
are we going to do about affordable housing. I guess I’m asking that more as a question because
we do know that we want to try always to live together and we know we need more affordable
housing, so I have kind of those conversation topics and then I have a specific question. One of
our neighborhood leaders suggests that other cities have shifted the responsibility for the
registration or the permitting to the platforms like VRBO and I’'m wondering is that one way to do
it. Is that possible?

Mr. Hand said there’s a couple things [ would say. I believe allowing a third party system
to track things for us is both untenable and unadvisable. We can do it. The state of Kansas passed
the law I think it went into effect in 2022 where all platforms that make more than $100K in
revenue a year have to collect those hotel taxes and remit them back to us and we’ve tracked that
data down. We’ve worked through the CFO and found Mike Grimm and all those guys in the UG
who track that stuff, it comes back to us as just solid numbers so it’s hard for us to decide how
many were Airbnb, how many were VRBO, how many were whatever. That information
somewhat is kind of irrelevant. It’s about six to eight percent of total. Hotel occupancy taxes
come from short-term rentals in the county, but when we use things like HostCompliance, there’s
a couple of platforms that do this kind of stuff, but these things aren’t the silver bullet. There’s no
panacea because we have something tracking them for us. We have to do a lot of work to manage
the data that it does output to us. We have to go to visit KCK and scrub the numbers, we got to go
through the CFO and scrub the numbers and it’s a task that staff has to do, so we’re already doing
the work. I think we can track the numbers, so I’'m not sure that having some third-party do it for

us is going to be all that successful.
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As it relates to affordable housing, that is a huge conundrum. We don’t have a housing
strategy in this community. We’ve talked about this in other entitlements and how it would be
great that our master plans point us to these directions, but there are no tools or even people to do
it. I think we’re going to have that conversation, that meaningful conversation through the comp
plan process which will create a housing strategy through the FUSE Fellowship which we’re kind
of dovetailing all into the comp plan. What we tried to do here is find that balance where if you
look at what’s out there now, there are no more than one SUP short-term rental on any block.
There are certainly non-compliant short-term rentals on blocks that do have SUP short-term rental,
but we think part of the problem is they don’t know that they have to or they’re outwardly trying
to avoid an SUP. We know this because we’ve been in engagements with all kinds of working
groups who have investors who do this as their business model and we’ve been talking to them
about how to make these things work the best and so I think I’ve read—I may not have read all of
them if you recently sent to me, Commissioner, but we have read these emails from the community.

I think if we wanted to further limit the amount of short-term rentals per block, the best
advice I would give in terms of what we could do and enforce now, maybe not the best idea that’s
out there, but certainly the one that I think we could handle is if we wanted to also limit it to one
special use permit per block. That would do it. There are thousands of newly defined blocks, so
there is a plethora of supply to go out there and fix up a house and do a short-term rental. It will
start getting limited in those two areas, Rosedale and Strawberry Hill, where there are forming
concentrations and the idea would be it would then push those boundaries farther so more houses
in the greater geographic area were being rehabbed into short-term rentals. So what is, you know
realtors are right, what if Strawberry Hill grows a little bit as you kind of get moved out, so we
hope that we get a little bit more buy-in on the front end. If we feel concerned about constraining
more in those particular neighborhoods, it’s my opinion that it would be a lot harder to do some
sort of number limit in a geographic area because then you’re always changing what that
geographic area is.

It’s much harder to say we’re just going to totally blackout these neighborhoods like some
have than the equity of giving something for everybody in a very diverse county and those are the
balances we were trying to strike. I agree, we didn’t write the perfect ordinance. We think we

wrote the perfect ordinance for right now for us.
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Commissioner Bynum said two more questions. You mentioned the required neighborhood
meeting and then one of the neighborhood leaders suggests a short-term rental advisory committee.
My question on both of those is what powers would that—you know you have the meeting, so
what, you know 15 people said I don’t like it, so what. Same with the powers of an advisory
committee. I mean I’m just curious what powers could that have? Mr. Hand said well, again, |
also think that recommendation is untenable. You already see we’re double-booked tonight. To
add another committee that we have to oversee for a very small sliver of what’s happening both in
this department and in our communities was—I mean just for short-term rentals, I mean we have
problems managing our committee structure for Land Bank for crying out loud. Let’s be honest
with ourselves, I don’t think that’s tenable nor do I think it would be productive in any way, shape
or form because what we’re doing is we’re codifying the things that we’re requiring these short-
terms rentals to give to us now for SUPs both for administrative reviews and for special use permit
reviews. It’s not like you have to do something different if you’re an administrative versus special
use permit, it’s just if you’re the first one on the block you get that benefit and you’re the first and
potentially only one on that block.

But again, I think for me the number two bullet point is the most important. We’ve written
this to prioritize actively-owner-occupied units so that local property owners, local developers,
local business owners who wanted—and we have a couple of these like we’ve seen a couple of
duplexes with short-term rentals, we’ve seen a couple of mixed-use buildings of short-term rentals,
haven’t seen any multi-family with short-term rentals, but we wanted to make sure we covered all
those typologies moving forward. So that’s another big leap, quite frankly, that I think this
ordinance covers, but it really kind of reduces the amount of work you have to do if that’s the
investment you want to make and you’re living on that property. We think it’s encouraging local
people to engage in this business whereas what we’re seeing right now is mostly large real estate

for funds from nationally buying up houses. Commissioner Bynum said okay, thank you.

Commissioner Kane said I agree with Gunnar, the more people you bring on, the harder it is
going to be to control what you’re doing. It’s already hard enough. We’re understaffed in almost
every single department and you throw that one more bailiwick in there and then if you got
somebody like me on the committee that gets excited every now and then, so that’s going—it

would be forever before you get an issue resolved, so I agree with you on that.
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Mr. Hand said if we wanted to add noticing requirements for administrative, I would recommend
two differentiations. Again, if you’re actively-owner-occupied, if I live in a house and I want to
rent my backyard, I don’t think we should be noticing that with the neighbors. I think that’s their
business quite frankly. If you’re a non-owner-occupied, but you’re that first person on that block,
while you might—while our recommendation is to only do an administrative review i.e. don’t go
through a special use permit, you could like send out a letter, you could post—you know we have
those yard signs for different entitlements, you could make a yard sign that was up for the first 30
days that somebody got an administrative review for that type of non-owner-occupied special use
permit, so that’s currently not in there. I mean we could do something like that, but generally
speaking, staff doesn’t believe it needs those notices and the SUP process gives enough noticing

for those others.

Chairman Markley said, Commissioner Johnson, are you hanging out there and do you have any
comments. [ don’t want to forget you on the Zoom. Commissioner Johnson said I’'m here. I

don’t have any comments at this time.

Chairman Markley asked, Clerk, anybody else online who had comments or did we receive any

comments from the public? Mr. Deichler said we’re seeing none and have received none.

Chairman Markley said we do have, and I’ll mention again, we had a lot of attorneys tonight and
I always enjoy sharing the room with most of our legal counsel, so thanks everybody for being

here.

Chairman Markley said any other questions from commissioners and if not, the question is do
we want to move this forward tonight or do we want to wait on it because we want to see what’s

happened downstairs?

Commissioner Bynum said could we make a motion to—Mr. Hand said I would just continue it
to the next AHS which is at the end of March I believe, closer to the end of March and by that time
we’ll have gone through this Planning Commission and we can give you all any changes and

updated ordinance.
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Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson, to
continue to the March Administration & Human Services Standing
Committee meeting. Roll call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane,

Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

Item No. 2 — 212232...RESOLUTION: AMENDING SECTION 203 OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT’S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Synopsis: A resolution amending Section 203 of the Unified Government’s Rules of Procedure
as directed by the Commission on January 12, 2023, submitted by Misty Brown, Chief Counsel.
This item was previously heard by the Full Commission on January 26, 2023, and remanded back

to the standing committee for further action.

Misty Brown, Chief Counsel, said I am here today to discuss the Rules of Procedure amendments
and what we have on the agenda today is what I guess I call it the compromise resolution that was

advanced on January 12, This is an amendment to Section 203 of the Rules of Procedure.



21

Appendix C - UNIFIED GOVERNMENT RULES AND PROCEDURE
ARTICLE II. - STANDING COMMITTEES

Sec. 202. - i i created; ing times.

There shall be four standing committees of the commission: (1) neighborhood and community
development; (2) economic development and finance; (3) public works and safety; and (4)
administration and human services;

a.Standing committees shall meet at least monthly in a regular place determined by the
respective standing committee chairperson;

b.The reig et ity B economic development and finance
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at 5:00 p.m. and shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

c.The &l P i neighborhood and community development
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at a time that is immediately upon adjournment of the reighborhood-and-community
develepment economic development and finance committee or, if there is no such committee
meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

d.The public works and safety committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the
second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at 5:00 p.m. and
shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a majority vote of the standing
committee members present;

e.The administration and human services committee shall meet on the Monday immediately
preceding the second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at a
time that is immediately upon adjournment of the public works and safety committee or, if there
is no such committee meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless
authorized by a majority vote of the standing committee members present;

f.When the date of a regular standing committee falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be
held at the discretion of the standing committee chairperson;

g.Standing committee agenda items shall be assigned by the standing committee chairperson
or the mayor, with the advice of the administrator, based upon subject matter and other factors
deemed relevant by the mayor, the standing committee chair, and the administrator; and

I see up online there’s a different Section 202, but the item that I have on the agenda is the Section
203 compromise resolution. Chairman Markley asked, is what we have pulled up—Ms. Brown
said I can’t see it, it’s too far away from me—Commissioner Markley asked, is this the version
that was discussed at Special Session? Ms. Brown said that’s 202, so I guess go back in time for
a little bit of procedural history of what happened on January 12", A compromise resolution that
had an amendment to Section 203 of the Rules of Procedure was advanced. A motion was made
and seconded and passed to advance that item to Administration & Human Services for additional
discussion and then I believe it was maybe the February 2" meeting there was the special meeting
and a straw poll was done asking for some additional amendments to Section 202, 203 and
something else to also be sent to Administration & Human Services. On the agenda we have just

the compromise resolution today.
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Commissioner Kane asked, are we not supposed to have both of them? Ms. Brown said that’s a
good question Commissioner Kane. When there was the special meeting that was held there was
a straw poll that was done on it which is not a binding action. The Mayor has elected to utilize his
agenda authority and the only item that was advanced was the compromise resolution from January

12,

Chairman Markley said Commissioner Bynum might be able to—Commissioner Bynum said
that’s exactly what I was going to say. What’s being specifically brought is the one where we
actually took a vote in a full Commission meeting and we voted unanimously I’m thinking that we
would send this very specific one back to this standing committee—Commissioner Kane said
we’re not seeing that here tonight. Commissioner Bynum said that’s separate. Commissioner
Kane asked, how do we bring that back? Chairman Markley said we as a standing committee
can make any changes we like to this language, so the Mayor insisted that the compromise version
be placed on our agenda and that’s what we’re seeing. That does not prohibit us from making any
changes we would like before moving it forward as we would with any ordinance that came
forward to this committee.

Commissioner Bynum said, Misty, in the packet, in the agenda packet for tonight, it’s
Section 203. As it reads in the packet Section 203 A, B, C, is that how it originally was prior to
the action that was then vetoed by the Mayor? Ms. Brown said no, Commissioner. The original
Section 203 was one section. Commissioner Bynum said right. Ms. Brown said as discussion
occurred regarding the compromise it became clear that with these three different sections, it was
better to break them up into Sections A, B & C and so what you have in your packet tonight is this
new Section 203 broken into three parts A, B & C where you see strikeouts for a language that
was requested to be removed and then underlines for a new language that was added.
Commissioner Bynum said, again, what I’'m seeing—saw, A, B & C are themselves actual
changes that have not been adopted? Ms. Brown said that’s correct. Commissioner Bynum said
okay, there’s the original. (Here, you want to come see this, pointing to her computer showing
Commissioner Kane) Commissioner Bynum said this is what—we wrote that which is the
original into an A, B & C section and then B specifically deals with the items advanced from
standing committee to full Commission may only be returned to the standing committee

recommending the action by the Mayor one time per item. What I’'m suggesting is I like A, B &
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C. It’s different than the original language and you may have to go up there and see it, but Misty,
I’m suggesting for our consideration here in Item A which I believe is just the first two sentences
of what’s showing on the screen, that no changes are made. Commissioner Markley was
inaudible. Commissioner Bynum said no changes are up there. That within Section B—this is
just Melissa’s idea, within Section B we go ahead and say, and Commissioner Kane for you,
Section B starts with the Mayor ultimately determines the final agenda for the full Commission
meetings. That’s Section B and this is what [ would add; however, items advanced from standing
committee to the full Commission may only be returned to the standing committee recommending
the action by the Mayor one time per item for further consideration, analysis, research, review
and/or public input which shall occur within 60 days of the item being sent back to the standing
committee recommending the action and I might suggest 30 days. That’s for conversation. If the
standing committee that recommended the action to the full Commission, again recommends
action to the full Commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at the April Commission
meeting pursuant to Paragraph A of this section, which Paragraph A says within 30 days.

Then in Item C, which I believe is the last two sentences of that original format, no changes.
Does that make sense? I know it’s really hard because as far as I can see we don’t have that

original language of Section 203 in this packet. We have it up there.

Chairman Markley said so for Item C when you say no change, do you mean no change from the
original Commission proposed draft or no change from the packet draft? Commissioner Bynum
asked, can you see that well enough to—Chairman Markley said I have it open in word, so here
last two sentences, any agenda item recommended by a standing committee to the full Commission
for action shall be scheduled for action at the next regular meeting of the full Commission
subsequent to any regular meeting if any held during the same week as the meeting and the
standing committee recommending the items. Nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising
the discretion to place emergency or time sensitive items on any earlier full Commission agenda
in the interest of the Unified Government or the public. So, that I was reading with the red line
incorporated of the last two sentences. Commissioner Bynum said thank you and we would have
to add so long as the management of said agenda item does not conflict with Paragraph B of this
section. We would have to go back and add. If we’re going to leave the last two sentences such

that any agenda item recommended by a standing committee shall be scheduled for action at the
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next regular meeting and then we further say nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising the
discretion. Then we have to go back and say so long as—Chairman Markley said unless it’s the
30 day, yeah, because the B is the 30-day one-time go back so you would be saying Mayor
schedules it unless—Commissioner Bynum said the reason why I’m putting my idea forward is
because it struck me that when the full Commission was debating this, the consternation if you
will, were the words in A and C because B is the crux of the matter. Chairman Markley said
correct. Commissioner Bynum said B is the compromise the Mayor has repeatedly agreed to and
he agreed to it again at our last Commission meeting, which was the 2" of February, so he’s agreed

to it multiple times since the beginning of the year. That is considered the compromise.

Chairman Markley said so is the Item B language—I’m just trying to follow you between the
sections here. Is the Item B language—I think I have the same sense that the concern was in some
of the changes made in the compromise to A and C confused the issue. My only question with the
Item B language that was in the compromise I feel like there is also some discussion that the last
sentence was confusing as to what it meant because it said if the standing committee that
recommends the action of the full Commission again recommends the action of the full
Commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at a full Commission meeting and then it said

pursuant to Paragraph A of this section and I think there was concern as to how it referenced back.
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Appendix C - UNIFIED GOVERNMENT RULES AND PROCEDURE
ARTICLE II. - STANDING COMMITTEES
Sec. 202. - Standing committees created; meeting times.

There shall be four standing committees of the commission: (1) neighborhood and community
development; (2) economic development and finance; (3) public works and safety; and (4)
administration and human services;

a.Standing committees shall meet at least monthly in a regular place determined by the
respective standing committee chairperson;

b.The reighberhoed-and-community-development economic development and finance
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at 5:00 p.m. and shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

c.The economic-development-and-finance neighborhood and community development
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of

each month at a time that is immediately upon adjournment of the reighberhoed-and-community
development economic development and finance committee or, if there is no such committee
meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

d.The public works and safety committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the
second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at 5:00 p.m. and
shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a majority vote of the standing
committee members present;

e.The administration and human services committee shall meet on the Monday immediately
preceding the second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at a
time that is immediately upon adjournment of the public works and safety committee or, if there
is no such committee meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless
authorized by a majority vote of the standing committee members present;

f.When the date of a regular standing committee falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be
held at the discretion of the standing committee chairperson;

g.Standing committee agenda items shall be assigned by the standing committee chairperson
or the mayor, with the advice of the administrator, based upon subject matter and other factors
deemed relevant by the mayor, the standing committee chair, and the administrator; and

So, now I'm going to go back to Paragraph A which would be the standing committee
chairperson’s responsible for recommending action to the full Commission concerning the
standing committee agenda items recommended to the full Commission within 30 days of the
standing committee’s vote to recommend. So, then the question was is it another 30—60 days out
now because it says we don’t have to—I think there was concern that it wasn’t clear enough by
referencing back to Paragraph A that wasn’t clear enough in saying it goes on the full Commission
agenda. Maybe we should be referencing Paragraph B instead of Paragraph A, you see what I’'m

saying.
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Commissioner Bynum said but normally if I’'m right, when something passes here, it finds itself
on the next full—when the normal timeframe of finding it on the next full Commission meeting?
Ms. Brown said typically when an item is passed from standing committee it goes—you know
this standing committee you tend to have a meeting on the same week, so unless you fast track it,
it goes not to the one this week, but the one in two meetings. I can advise that when the
compromise language was worked up for Paragraph B there was some concern that if the Mayor
sent something back to standing committee, that 30 days was not enough time, may not be enough
time to evaluate it, but they did not want to have just an open-ended cap where it could languish
in standing committee for six to nine months so the language was put in that the standing
committee would address the concerns that the Mayor had within 60 days. They could do it sooner
but they had to do it at least within 60 days and then if it was passed again, it would have to go to
the next full Commission meeting. It referenced Paragraph A because it would be within 30 days,

that would not go forward.

Chairman Markley said now I’'m following between all these versions and I’ll be confused
forever. I do think there is concern about the 60-day timeframe because I think the Commission’s
thought is if it goes back to the next standing committee meeting that it goes 30 days out, we’re
pushing it 30 days out, if the Commission decides additional time is needed, at full Commission
they can make that motion and send it back and that’s going to be the Commission’s prerogative
and not the Mayor’s. 1 think there is concern with that language that says 60 days. The
compromise was he gets a one-time go-back, that’s a 30-day go-back and then it goes on the full

Commission agenda assuming it sent forward by standing committee. Does that make sense?

(Published )

RESOLUTION NO.
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A Resolution amending original Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission
Standing Committee Rules of Procedure as codified in Appendix C of the
Unified Government Code of Ordinances; and repealing original Section
203 of Appendix C of the Unified Government Commission Standing
Committee Rules of Procedure.

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2022 the Board of Commissioners of the Unified Government of
Wyandotte County/ Kansas City, Kansas voted to approve amendments to Sections 202 and 203
of the Unified Government Commission Rules of Procedure; and

WHEREAS, on January 12, 2023, the Unified Government Mayor/CEO notified the Board of
Commissioners that he was exercising his right to veto the amendments pursuant to the Unified
Government Charter, Charter Ordinance 114, and Section 2-81(7) of the Unified Government
Code of Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, no action was taken to override the veto, and the Mayoral veto subsequently held;
and

WHEREAS, the Unified Government Mayor/CEO and the Board of Commissioners alternatively
and collectively agreed to bring forward an amendment to Section 203 of the Unified
Government Commission Standing Committee Rules of Procedure for consideration at the
January 26, 2023 meeting of the full Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Commission voted 10-0 on January 12, 2023 to direct the County Administrator
to instruct staff to prepare a resolution amending Section 203 of the Unified Government
Commission Standing Committee Rules of Procedure as directed in the motion on January 12,
2023 by the full Commission meeting on January 26, 2023.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS:
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Section 1. That Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission Rules of Procedure,

hereby amended to read as follows:

ARTICLE Ill. STANDING COMMITTEES

Sec. 203. Agenda for meetings.

a.

The standing committee chairperson is responsible for recommending action to
the full commission concerning standing committee agenda items recommended
to the full commission within 30 days of the standing committee's vote to
recommend. The recommendation for action, along with any supporting materials,
shall be forwarded by the standing committee chairperson to the mayor and

administrator-with-the-assistanee-of the-standing-committee's-statf-ecoordinator for

placement on the full commission standing committees' agenda.

The mayor ultimately determines the final agenda for the full commission
meetings; however, items advanced from standing committee to the full
commission may only be returned to the standing committee recommending the
action by the mayor one time per item for further consideration, analysis, research,
review and/or public input which shall occur within 60 days of the item being sent
back to the standing committee recommending the action. If the standing
committee that recommended the action to the full commission again recommends
the action to the full commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at a full
commission meeting pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section.

Any agenda item recommended for action by a standing committee to the full
commission for action shall be presumptively scheduled for action at the next
regular meeting of the full commission subsequent to any regular meeting, if any,
held during the same week as the meeting of the standing committee
recommending the items. Nothing shall prohibit the mayor from exercising the
discretion to fully manage an agenda item place-emergeney-or-time-sensitive-ttems
on any agenda in the interest of the unified government or the public so long as
the management of said agenda item does not conflict with paragraph (b) of this
Section.

(Res. No. R-58-98, § 2, 6-4-1998)

Section 2. That said original Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission Rules

of Procedure as Codified in Appendix C of the Unified Government Code of Ordinances be and

the same are hereby repealed.

Section 3. This Resolution shall be in full force and take effect upon adoption.



PASSED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNT/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS,

THIS __ DAY OF , 2023.

Commissioner Kane said I thought we were supposed to have what the original motion was in
the book and the compromise in the book. Chairman Markley said the Mayor chose not to do
that during the agenda review. Commissioner Kane said okay, so if the Mayor chose not to do
that, what’s he going to do when we come back and say you got a 30-day time limit. Is he going

to say I choose not to do that?

Commissioner Bynum said I will be honest in telling you that he may choose not to do that, but
as I stated earlier he’s on the record in January and February stating he agrees with the compromise
language and I’m stating the compromise language is found in Section B. Commissioner Kane
said I’ve been a union rep for a long time. I’ve dealt with management people all across and when
we say we are anticipating one—two different versions, we get one, I think I’'m shortchanged.
Commissioner Bynum said when you say that, what you mean is you wanted to see the original—
Commissioner Kane said I wanted both of them so we could compare. Commissioner Bynum
said (inaudible) then this one we got in our packet. Commissioner Kane said correct because
when you’re doing something and you’re negotiating this and you’re negotiating that and he comes
up with compromise and that’s great, but if we would have had the two to compare them, we could
have figured out something between the two of them, not just this one, then we were like where
was the other one. Commissioner Bynum said I think I remember you kind of making that same
statement in the full Commission meeting. Commissioner Kane said yes. You compare notes,
right, so here’s a compromise, here’s what we had and then we would have came up with
something that was in between the two.

Commissioner Bynum said just to be clear, this language that we’re looking at in the
packet is the language that we worked on with the Mayor to bring to that last meeting where we
sent it back here. Commissioner Kane said okay, [—Commissioner Bynum said I agree with

what your general premise—Commissioner Kane said I get what he was doing, but you know we
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made that decision jointly that it come back. My understanding we would have what we voted on
already and this right here and that frustrates me you know, because hell I can’t remember last
week what we were working on and then when you compare the two, then you X out this, you add
that instead of saying well we’ll just do it 30 days. Well, wait a minute, what were we talking
about before—Chairman Markley said it’s definitely making our job more complicated.
Commissioner Kane said I’'m not trying to be a jerk, but I think we should have got the

information we asked for. Chairman Markley said I agree.

Chairman Markley said, Commissioner Johnson, I don’t want to leave you out. I hope you’ll
just hop in anytime you feel like it, but I definitely want to let you speak if you have something—

Mr. Deichler said he does have his hand raised, so he’s ready to go.

Commissioner Johnson said it seems to me that I recall there being some discussion around two
words. One was shall and the other one was may and I think there was a word behind that that
said presumably. I don’t know where that fits in in this discussion, if it’s on the document that’s
in front of us because it’s so small on my phone or if it’s in that first document from December or
whenever it was. We have seemed to gotten held up on those three words and I do agree that we
should have had both documents so that we could have a full throated discussion about the whole
of it. I don’t know Misty if this information is in there that it talks about that may and shall,
presumably do this, that or the other.

Ms. Brown said yes, Commissioner, that section you’re talking to, what it did involve a
discussion and that’s in the new Paragraph C. I believe the version that was brought to you on
January 12% had read that an agenda item recommended for action by a standing committee to the
full Commission for action may be scheduled for action and it originally said shall, shall be
presumptively scheduled for action. So, based on that conversation and discussion with the Mayor
we got rid of the may, left the shall and struck the presumptively out of this to address it.
Commissioner Johnson said presumptively, I’'m sorry I had the wrong word. Ms. Brown said |
think it all means the same, but you have the gist of it and so the may went back to a shall and we
struck the presumptively. I believe that the presumptively was originally intended to go in there
in the sense that it would allow for fast tracking and for an emergency item to come forward.

Commissioner Johnson said okay, I see it now. I must have been looking in the wrong place, but

February 13, 2023
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I do see that where it says shall be scheduled for action at the next regular meeting. That’s all that
I really have at this time. Commissioner Markley said you just jump in anytime you need to and

interrupt us as needed. Iknow it’s difficult to be listening that way.

Chairman Markley said [ want to jump back to Commissioner Bynum’s recommendation which
I think I agreed with except for maybe with one additional edit, so I want to jump back there and
see if maybe we can make a password consensus that way. What I think I heard Commissioner
Bynum say is A becomes the first two sentences of the original, original, original non-amended
rule with no red lines. Commissioner Bynum said that’s correct. Chairman Markley said then
B, I’ll jump back to it in a minute because that’s the more complicated one and C becomes the last
two lines of the first red line because we took out the presumptively and we added in at the last
line the earlier full Commission agenda in the interest so that the fast tracking could happen.
Commissioner Bynum said yes. Chairman Markley said okay. Then we look at—I’m going to
toggle to my other version and then we look at Item B which was the compromise language.
Commissioner Bynum was inaudible. Chairman Markley said yes. Commissioner Bynum
said you included that we have to include the language—Chairman Markley said unless the B—
Commissioner Bynum said okay. Chairman Markley said yes, good point, so we add the line
in B that says it’s going to go unless it conflicts with B because that allows us to do the 30-day go
back. Commissioner Bynum said so long as the management of said agenda item does not
conflict with Paragraph B.

Chairman Markley said so then in B I think there were two items of concern when we
discussed as a full Commission. One was the 60 days and the discussion was we don’t need 60
days, it should be 30 days and if the Commission wants more time, they’ll send it back themselves
from the full Commission back to standing so his one day go back is in 30 days. Then, it’s up to
the committee or the Commission depending on where it ends up and then the last question, and
this is I think Gayle and I were having this discussion because it’s may be more of a legal
perspective, was the reference back to Paragraph A in the very last piece of that section. Misty,
you might want to address that, but I just felt like referencing it back to A didn’t make it clear
enough to me that if the standing committee sends it back again, it goes on the full Commission
because if you reference back to A it just kind of goes back through it going to the standing

committee and the standing committee having 30 days to do something with it. I wanted to be
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clear if the 30 day go back happens, standing committee sends it forward again, it goes on full
Commission and I would rather have language to that effect rather than having to go back to A
and B like well does that mean it’s 30 more days or what does that look like.

Ms. Brown said I don’t disagree Commissioner. I think clarity is good. I can’t remember
the rationale at this moment of why we referred back to Paragraph A. So, are you proposing
something along the lines of if the standing committee that recommended the action to the full
Commission again recommends the action to the full Commission, the action shall be placed on
an agenda at a full Commission meeting and strike the pursuant to Paragraph A of this section—
Chairman Markley said at the next full Commission meeting. Commissioner Bynum said not
a full Commission meeting. Chairman Markley said yeah, I agree. Ms. Brown asked, do you
wish it to say at the next regular meeting of the full Commission? Chairman Markley said yes.

Commissioner Bynum said [ want it to say the language about when these things normally
go to the Commission which isn’t always the next full Commission meeting. Chairman Markley
said we don’t necessarily need it to be fast-tracked, but we want it to go on the next agenda like it
ordinarily would. Ms. Brown said I’m thinking of how to draft it. Obviously in C the original
drafters didn’t quite know how to draft around the fast track. Let’s see, the action shall be placed—
Chairman Markley said there’s nothing like us making her draft on the fly here. Commissioner
Bynum said all we’re saying is on its regular schedule—Someone was inaudible. Commissioner

Bynum said sorry okay.

Commissioner Kane said no matter what we do this is still going to go to the full Commission
for discussion. Chairman Markley said the Mayor has indicated that he will move it forward to

the full Commission for discussion.

Commissioner Johnson said if you don’t mind, Chair, I had made a strong recommendation that
whatever we approve tonight could be fast-tracked to the next Commission meeting which would
be this Thursday. I don’t know how strong of a response I got from it, but I got maybe a strong
maybe. I think I might have heard, but I would strongly recommend that whatever we come up
with tonight, we would fast-track to this Thursday’s meeting if it’s okay with our legal counsel.
Chairman Markley said I think when we have reached compromise, we could accept that in the

form of a motion. Commissioner Johnson said alright.
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Chairman Markley said I think the question is, is everybody comfortable with the language that
we have just negotiated and is Misty comfortable that she has the information she needs to draft
the language that we have thrown at her. Ms. Brown said I want to go through it one more time
to make it clear because it’s hard going back and watching the tape and stop and go to see if [ have
it all. Let’s start with Paragraph A. In this version that you have in front of you there was a
underlined of the recommendation for action was new verbiage. Is the Commission okay with
that? Then, there was a strikeout with the assistance of the standing committee staff coordinator
in Paragraph A—Commissioner Bynum said oh yes, essentially I’'m okay with that strikethrough
because it’s not real—Chairman Markley said it’s not being used, yeah, not practical.
Commissioner Bynum said okay. Chairman Markley said and I don’t know, is there a
difference, Misty, is your sense that there’s a difference between the recommendation and/or the
recommendation for action? If we’re making a recommendation, presumably it’s either for action
or against it, otherwise we just table it. Is there a circumstance where we’d be making a
recommendation?

Ms. Brown said there was—I do not recall specifically who wanted the for action in there.
I think there was some discussion about sometimes a matter would come to the standing committee
where they did not wish to decide it themselves. They wanted to forward it to the full Commission.
Things I’m thinking about like were Safe and Welcoming, maybe some other items that they
thought the entire Commission needed to hear it and the standing committee didn’t want to give a
recommendation one way or the other. Chairman Markley said but isn’t just the fact that we’re
sending it forward a recommendation for the Commission to—Commissioner Bynum said I don’t
have strong feelings about the words for action.

Ms. Brown said then if this is the body’s wish, we can remove that language for action—
Commissioner Bynum said but I do agree with continuing to strike with the assistance of the
standing committee staff coordinator and then the rest of A is as presented. Ms. Brown said okay
and I’'m assuming that Commissioner Johnson will chime in if he has an objection since I can’t see
ifhis hand is up. Commissioner Johnson said [ will. Ms. Brown said in Paragraph B I’'m hearing
that you would like the 60 days to go to 30 days. Chairman Markley said correct and the only
question I have on that is from a practical standpoint depending on how our standing committees
fall, are there ever months where it’s 32 days or would it make more sense to refer to the next

standing committee somehow. I don’t know that we’re ever in that situation, but I know a couple
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of times a year there are Monday holidays and we push our meeting a week so the intention isn’t
to make that any more confusing than it has to be. The reality is it goes back to the standing
committee, yeah—Commissioner Bynum said like the next monthly scheduled standing
committee—Chairman Markley said I just don’t want to make it any weirder than it has to be if
there’s that month where we have to push it back one week. It shouldn’t be world ending, right.

Ms. Brown said maybe you could say which shall occur at the next regularly scheduled
standing committee. Chairman Markley said perfect. Ms. Brown said the verbiage I think is
giving me the most fits right now is how we are going to say the last part of Paragraph B. [
understand the intent is to have it—it just goes back to the next regular Commission meeting, but
not at a fast-track. Chairman MarKkley said that is the intent. Ms. Brown said it looks like if we
wanted to be consistent, we could copy the language from Paragraph C below which talks about
scheduled for action at the next regular meeting of the full Commission subsequent to any regular
meeting event—Chairman Markley said yeah, that was just going to be my suggestion. Let’s
just copy the same language. It may be confusing, but at least we feel like we have agreement on
what that means. Ms. Brown said okay, so I’ll copy that in Paragraph B and then as for C we
again have any agenda item recommended, we have the for action. Do you want that struck or do
you want to leave it be? Commissioner Bynum said we took it out in A. Chairman Markley
said correct, take it out in C. Ms. Brown said we have struck presumptively. Chairman Markley
said correct.

Ms. Brown said then we have nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising the
discretion and added into fully manage an agenda item. Commissioner Bynum said we’re taking
that out and we’re leaving it the way it previously was, place emergency or time sensitive items
on any agenda. Chairman Markley said I think we had added in red line in the other version, we
had made it say to place emergency or time sensitive items on any earlier full Commission agenda
to make it clear that it was meant to be fast tracking and not meant to be pushing things out. Ms.
Brown said okay, I see that change and then we would leave in the so long as the management of
said agenda item does not conflict with Paragraph B of this section. Chairman Markley said yes.

Ms. Brown said I think I have the changes down.
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Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson,
that we adopt the changes as presented here and worked through with our
Chief Counsel to present to the full Commission being fast-tracked to the

February 16" meeting.

Commissioner Markley asked, were there any comments from the public or is there anyone
online with their hand up other than Commissioner Johnson. Mr. Deichler said for the record
there were two brief comments which I will read into the record that we received from the public.
The first one by Dr. Sheryl L. Stewart. She says Dear Commissioners, I’m writing to you today
to ask you to modernize our Rules and Procedures to ensure the functionality of the Unified
Government. [ ask that you make three changes to help this happen. One, guarantee that every
commissioner has at least two standing committees that meet on the same day to ensure adequate
representation of our county. Two, ensure that items that have the support of the commissioners
are no longer blocked from standing committees and are allowed to be discussed and voted on.
Three, guarantee that every item that is voted on out of the standing committee reaches the full
Commission for a vote. I believe that these items will not only modernize the rules, but will allow
the diverse voices of Wyandotte County to be heard and acted upon. Thank you for considering
these improvements.

The second one is from Marge Gasnick and it reads, I am writing to express my support
for the proposed changes to the Rules and Procedures for standing committee and full Commission
agendas. Since the Unified Government was established there has been a gap in the checks and
balances regarding the items that are placed or removed from the agenda. I believe the proposed
changes resolve the problem by preventing a Mayor from unilaterally removing items from a
standing committee or full Commission meeting. The changes clarify the process to send items
back to standing committees. Most important, the changes allow for each Commission district to
have its issues vetted through its elected commissioner and the standing committee process. This
creates a more democratic and collaborative system that is much needed in the United Government.
Please approve the proposed changes.

Mr. Deichler said those were all the changes.

February 13, 2023
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Chairman Markley asked, does anybody else have hands up online? Mr. Deichler said seeing
none. Chairman Markley asked, anyone here in the public want to make comment on this item?

Any additional comments here? We do have a motion and a second, roll call please.

Roll Call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

Chairman Markley said thank you Misty for working with us through that. That was definitely
what we call a working session friend. That does conclude our meeting this evening and I’ll

entertain a motion to adjourn.

Public Agenda

No items of business.

Adjourn

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson, to
adjourn. Roll Call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum,
Markley.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:18 p.m.

dt
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ADMINISTRATION AND HUMAN SERVICES
STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES
Monday, February 13, 2023

The meeting of the Administration and Human Services Standing Committee was held on Monday,
February 13, 2023, at 6:00 p.m. The following members were present: Commissioner Markley,
Chairman; Commissioners Bynum, Johnson, Kane. Commissioner Ramirez was absent. The
following officials were also in attendance: Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design;
Alan Howze, Assistant County Administrator; Michael Farley, Operating Ordinance Study
Specialist in the Department of Planning & Urban Design; Misty Brown, Chief Counsel; and Brett
Deichler, UG Clerk.

Chairman Markley said before I call the meeting to order, I want to announce that some
committee members, staff, and the public are attending remotely via Zoom as well as on-site. All
participants joining by phone should mute their phones when not speaking to avoid background
noise. When speaking, please speak directly into the microphone to ensure everyone listening is
able to hear your comments and to ensure a clear record is made. During the meeting, please make
sure that you announce yourself by name and title every time you speak so the public that is
observing knows who is speaking. This is critical given the number of remote participants and is
the current guidance from the Kansas Attorney General.

The public is allowed to participate by Zoom or submit comments by email prior to the
meeting. Those comments will be included in the record of this meeting. The public may also
indicate their intent to provide remote public comments by contacting the Clerk’s Office by 5:00
p.m. the Thursday before the meeting. The public also will have an opportunity to provide brief
comments either by telephone or via Zoom from the 5™ Floor Conference Room of the Municipal
Office building.

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

as shown above.



Approval of standing committee minutes from November 14, 2022. On motion of Commissioner
Kane, seconded by Commissioner Bynum, the minutes were approved. Roll call was taken

and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

COMMITTEE AGENDA
Item No. 1 -212207...ORDINANCE: SHORT-TERM RENTAL USES

Synopsis: Consideration to create a new Short-Term Rental Ordinance and staff review process,

submitted by Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design.

Gunnar Hand, Director of Planning & Urban Design, said we do have a PowerPoint
presentation this evening Commissioner Kane. It is very illustrative and very short. Before I
introduce Mr. Farley with our ordinance studies section, I wanted to give a quick introduction to
him as well. First and foremost I think that the ordinance before you, which is also being heard
due to scheduling issue conflicts will be heard this evening as well at the City Planning
Commission for consideration. We were hoping to go there first then come to you guys like usual
for this agenda in the month and then P&Z, excuse me, Board of Commissioners P&Z, but that’s
where we are today. So, we’re doing two presentations this evening. This ordinance reflects a
whole lot of research that we’ve been doing both nationally and regionally with some of our own
short-term rental operators as well as some community outreach including some additional
outreach that you all asked at the last standing committee.

We believe what’s before you is a streamlined process that adds a new component, an
administrative review, which we’ll go into more detail in the presentation. Basically, what this
puts us at is one short-term rental per block with a heavy emphasis maximum with a heavy
emphasis on owner-occupied short-term rentals. We try to put a lot of prioritization on owner-
occupied, so there’s been some discussion about the balance between short-term and long-term
rentals versus investors, versus people who rent out their homes. There are many definitions, many
differentiations, and again, Mr. Farley will go into some of that detail in a few seconds here.

We wrote an ordinance that we as staff in this constrained environment are ready to execute
now. Is it perfect, no. Is it leaps and bounds over what we have today, absolutely and we’re open
to ongoing conversation or discussion about potential improvements. We do have to reflect that

what we wrote we think is appropriate for the amount of staff levels we have today and into the



immediate future, but also what technology can manage at this time. Again, we’ll talk about that
in some more detail and all in all we think this is a good balance between—reflects a good balance
between private investment and rehabbing single family—predominantly single-family homes
which is what we see with our short-term rentals in Wyandotte County, but also maintaining
community character which has been also a huge issue for those in the public and others that we’ve
talked to. We are recommending approval of the ordinance as written. We would be happy to
take any questions, conversations.

We have one small note, the ordinance before you, we doubled checked and there were a
couple of typos that we fixed. There are a couple of clarifications that we added to some of the
definitions, nothing substantive, and then we did add standards so that we could codify those
standards for both, what we’re proposing as administrative and special use permit short-term
rentals, but those are not reflective of anything major. Those are just reflective of protocols that
we’ve already been requiring for short-term rentals. We just forgot to add them to the draft

ordinance.

Commissioner Kane asked, now what happens if there’s somebody that’s already two people on
the same block that are already doing the same thing? Mr. Hand said we’re going to give a
presentation that goes over all of this, but basically, what we’re proposing is to just let everything
continue on as is today and then as they come back for short-term rentals they either slide into the
administrative process once they’re existing short-term—excuse me, special use permit ends or
starting that day whenever this is adopted, moving forward, we put in those new thresholds. So,
if there was an operating special use permit there today and somebody wanted to join that block,
they would follow the new rules. The other guy would lapse into the new rules once their special
use permit was up. So, there’s a sunset built in. With that, I would like to present Michael Farley
who has about a 10-minute presentation. You’ve seen a chunk of this, but this is shifting from

what do you think to here’s what we’re proposing.

Michael Farley, Ordinance Study Specialist in the Department of Planning & Urban Design,
said I’ll be presenting tonight both an overview of the special use permit—excuse me, the short-

term rental process so far with the specifics that we have added into our draft report.



Background and Existing Conditions
How Short-Term Rentals Currently Operate In Wyandotte County

Department of Planning + Urban Design @

Mr. Hand said I’m sorry, this is the old, old one. Chairman Markley said we’re taking a moment

for the correct version of the presentation to be found, so if you’re watching with us online, give

us just a second here.

EXISTING CONDITIONS =

activities under the UG Code of Ordinances.

+ Growth in these services creates a need for better
administration and balance within neighborhoods.

+ Short-Term Rentals are classified as commercial H

Mr. Farley said just a quick background on the history of short-term rentals within Wyandotte
County. Short-term rentals in one way or another have existed pretty much as long as people have

owned homes and have lived in cities. Sometimes it was known as a boarding house or you would



rent out your back room to a cousin or someone passing through or something like that, but it was
not until approximately the mid-2000s, early 2010s, in which this became much more accessible
and easier for the average citizen to do. That was with the rise of third-party platforms such as
Airbnb and VRBO that have allowed for a private homeowner to advertise their property as a
short-term rental to someone across the country who could then come into Kansas City for the
week, weekend, stay at their house and the payment system through that platform and everything
and it just made the process a lot easier.

What it also did though is it created a very private system that’s hard to regulate. This is,
you know, you’re advertising online and this is for a private home and someone coming from out-
of-town right there. There’s no storefront, there’s no easy, obvious way to know that this is a
short-term rental and so that does create its own challenges.

In the fall of 2017, early 2018, in lieu of—in response to the rise of short-term rentals
within the Unified Government there was an amnesty period that was put into place that would
allow for short-term rental owners to come and apply for a special use permit. It was determined
that a short-term rental was covered as a commercial use and could receive and had to receive a
special use permit in order to operate. From there for the last couple of years the UG has partnered
with HostCompliance to use a tool in order to scrape these third-party platforms identifying
advertisements that go on in the county to get an idea of approximately how many short-term
rentals are being operated, who’s operating them, where they are, what their advertisements look
like and provide some data for us to use and to follow.

As well, there’s been administrative changes to both the short-term rental standards and
we’ve created a short-term rental specific special use permit application that has also helped
streamline the process, but then from there we needed to step up and make additional changes in
order to better regulate short-term rentals as they exist in the 2020s. That’s what we’ve been doing

since last fall, and again, this is just a preview of what we’ve done.
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UP TO 2 YEARS UP TO § YEARS UP TO 10 YEARS
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I mentioned that the special use permit was the tool used for short-term rentals. There was with

distinction that we’ve been making since the beginning and that has been owner-occupancy. A
special use permit—they’re always on a temporary term so you have to come back and you have
to renew, but owner-occupied properties could come in, get up to two years, a two-year term for
their special use permit and then come back later on for a five-year term and a 10-year term if
allowed by the Board of Commissioners and upon recommendation of staff.
Non-owner-occupied properties had to come in and could get a term no longer than one
year at first and then could get on that two, five and ten track so even under this current regime we

do have a distinction between owner-occupied and non-owner-occupied properties as small as it

may be.
* Only 28% of short-term rentals have a Sl Shavt-Tarms Rentaks in Last 30 Doy -
special use permit recorded with the UG Active Short-Term Rentals Special Use Permits Approx. 50
Active Owner-Occupied Short-Term Rentals Approx. 4
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HostCompliance Dashboard

WyCo Data as of January 24, 2023
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» Subtitles/closed captions (¢)

I mentioned before HostCompliance. Again, this is a company that we’ve been using to help
scrape data regarding short-term rentals within the county. This is a graph that they provided based
on the data that they have taken. Basically it shows the rise in short-term rentals throughout the

entire county. We do want to make a distinction and say that some of this could be pulled from



Bonner Springs or Edwardsville so the numbers may not be totally accurate, but you get the idea,
and the rise in short-term rentals. This data is a little old, but approximately the numbers are about
the same. We’re usually getting about 170-180 different short-term rentals that are being
advertised in one way or another within Wyandotte County, adding about 10 to 15 distinct
properties per month are being added and compared to about the 50 short-term rentals special use
permits that we have as of right now. So again, we’re talking about a compliance rate of under

30% at this point, just using special use permits as the tool of compliance.

+ Short-term rentals are concentrated in a few
neighborhoods

Additionally, we have also noticed, and you don’t need HostCompliance to figure this out, but
there have been concentrations of short-term rentals in certain areas of the Unified Government,
especially in Strawberry Hill and Rosedale neighborhoods. Again, all these dots represent short-
term rentals of one form or another and as you can see they are clustering in certain areas, so
obviously, there are portions of the county that are being affected by this in ways that other portions

simply aren’t and simply don’t see the effects of.




In our efforts to create a more robust regulation we have done outreach with several different
neighborhood groups including the Rosedale Development Association and the Strawberry Hill
Neighborhood Association. We have also done pure comparisons with other cities both in the KC
metro area as well as throughout the country identifying different ways that short-term rentals are

being addressed within different municipalities.

TENANCY MODELS ENFORCEMENT NEIGHBORHOOD ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
* Owmer-Occupation * Lumited] Resources * Lmphasize Incremental Changes * Revitalee without Displacement

« Long-Term Rentals + Equitable Application + Provide Property Ownets with + Promote Local Investment with

= Short-Term Rentals More Uses for Land Darect Community Benefits

+ Maintain Opportunity for
Neighborhood Notice and Input

Through all of this we’ve noticed that there are several kind of key considerations that we need
and we need to take a look at and address when we’re creating this regulation. The first is
addressing tenancy models. We can’t have just a city of single-family owner-occupied housing.
We need a room for long-term, we need a room for short-term rentals. There needs to be a balance,
but we do need all of those and we want to create regulations that allow for that good balance of
that.

We also need to address enforcement. Due to the limited resources that both the UG and
the Planning Department specifically have related to zoning enforcement, we need to make sure
that not only is enforcement not the only—not the primary tool, but it cannot be the only tool that
we are using. We need to make sure that compliance is easy especially for those that need limited
oversight such as owner-occupied properties which would be doing a lot of self-policing on their
own.

I also want to address the effects that short-term rentals can have on the neighborhood both
in the positive and negative. We want to make sure that there are incremental changes to our
process so that there’s not huge jolters or shockwaves felt throughout fragile neighborhoods. We

are balancing the property owners being able to use their property for more uses, but also making



sure that neighbors are given notice, they are allowed to give input and that the character of the
neighborhood is relatively maintained.

Additionally, we want to address the economic development aspect of short-term rentals
making sure that we can revitalize blighted communities without causing displacement and

ensuring that we’re promoting local investment that directly affect the community itself.

STAFF BEST PEER CITY COMMUNITY
EXPERTISE PRACTICES COMPARISONS INPUT

GOAL: Establish an owner-occupancy-centric approach to short-
- term rental permits based on building typology and zoning district.

As you can tell there has been a lot of research, a lot of thought, a lot of community input and
outreach going on. As you can see here, staff expertise looking at best planning practices, pure
state comparisons and this community input all comes together to create our goal which is
establishing what we call an owner-occupancy-centric approach to short-term rentals, again based
on building typology and the zoning districts that they’re in. It’s showing exactly what this looks

like, so all this is coming to a head.
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A couple of things we want to address with this new zoning code—excuse me, these new

regulations updating and adding in a couple definitions. A short-term rental, I failed to mention
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this before, but just so we’re all clear, a short-term rental is a rental or lease for 30 days or less.
This is different than a month-to-month lease, it’s different than a long-term lease, this is typically
for people coming in on a weekend, but it could also be for a traveling nurse at KU Med Center
that’s coming in for a four-week stand. That would be about 28 days. That would be considered
a short-term rental and we need to consider that when we are creating these regulations.

Also, identifying who exactly is a homeowner especially if it’s owned by, you know,
finding an exact individual if something’s owned by a corporation or a trust and then not only
identifying and defining owner-occupancy which you can see there, you know, for someone who
lives primarily within the dwelling, but then also distinguishing it from an actively owner-occupied
property which means that the resident is there for at least half the nights in which the property is
being used as a short-term rental so they could be coming and going, but essentially kind of always
on the property, sort of acting as a property manager in their own right.

Lastly, addressing the definition of block which in this case and for the purposes of
addressing concentrations of short-term rentals is going to be both sides of the street between
basically two consecutive bisecting streets. As you see, we have a couple other definitions
depending on when you get off the grid system and start meandering, we just want to make sure
there’s an obvious change you know between the street name intersection and identifying what

that block would be.

PERMITTING LEVEL ONE
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All this leads to what we call a dual approach to permitting. There would be an administrative
review level. This would help with compliance and by being a more efficient expedited process
that would require fewer meetings and it would be tailored for the most part owner-occupied

properties. Sometimes these owner-occupied properties, as you can see on the left, would not meet
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certain requirements whether there is an open zoning or property maintenance citation. There’s a
history of police calls related to disturbances created by the property owner or guests or failure to
meet other administrative requirements such as tenancy or occupancy. Then those properties could
get moved to the special use permit process, and again, if there was also—Commissioner Kane, to
answer your question, if there was also going to be two non-actively owner-occupied properties
on the streets. So, somebody either leaving their home for vacation or a second home, the first one
could get in as we administrative review and after that everyone has to go through that special use
permit process. That’s why I sort of described it before, it’s going to the same process as we know
it now, you know, coming through Planning staff, being heard by the City Planning Commission,

then ultimately coming before the Board of Commissioners for final approval or denial.

P E R M ITTI N G * Owuer occupation of residence, including actively owner-occupied

+ Dwelling unit type to be used (e.g. room/suite, full unit, accessory
dwelling unit, etc.)

* Presence of other non-owner-occupied short-term rentals on the block

+ Percentage of units used within multi-family residential or mixed-use
buildings
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More about administrative review. As you mentioned, it’d be a quicker process. We have a form
that we’re putting together in which an applicant could come in, it would be a one-pager, maybe a
two-pager, but they would apply. It would be very easy. A couple things could be checked to
ensure compliance and they would be on their way while making sure that they’ve gotten a
business license.

As you can see, there are several different building types that could receive administrative
review. | want to focus on single-family because that is the vast majority of short-term rentals
within the UG are our single-family properties. Again, there is emphasis on—this would have to
be owned by the resident, accessory dwelling units could be used as a short-term rental while
someone’s living in the house or the entire property could be rented out again as long as there is

no other non-actively owner-occupied property on the street or—excuse me, on the block.
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Duplexes as well have a little more flexibility because there’s an additional unit, but I do
want to bring attention to the multi-family and mixed-use options. Without getting too in the
weeds here, I do want to briefly talk about sort of the benefits that a actively owner-occupied multi-
family or mixed-use building could be. This could be someone who fixes up an old 4-plex, 8-plex,
12-plex, would live in one of the units and let’s say this was a 12-plex property and that they had—
we were proposing that they could have up to, make sure I have this right, three short-term rentals
plus use short-term rentals for 50% of the additional units in the building provided that they get
long-term rental licenses for all the other buildings so we’re not only—we’re giving them a little
incentive because short-term rentals seem to be easier, you know, an easier, quicker way to make
money and help with those mortgage payments, but at the same time ensuring that we’re not
depleting long-term rental and housing stock by making sure that the other ones aren’t just sitting
vacant. That property owner has to make sure that there’s long-term rental licenses on those
additional properties. Same thing with the mixed-use, we place an emphasis on making sure that
the commercial space is also being used so they can have those vital storefronts that are being
actively occupied by a local business so you’re not just using the upper floors for short-term rentals

of people who come in on the weekends and leave, so we’re trying to find that balance.
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Again, as | mentioned, there are properties that either have to already go through the special use
permit process or would have escalation clauses of one sort or another in zoning violations, police
calls, higher concentration and they would have to go through the special use permit process as
well. Again, I just want to emphasize for a single-family home, a single-family residence would
have to go through a special use permit process if the residence was owned by an off-site owner

and it was not the only non-actively owner-occupied property on the block. So, again, this could
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be someone who is using a second home or an investment property or someone who is simply
going on vacation for two weeks, they would be considered non-actively owner-occupied and you
can get one of those per block. As soon as the second one comes in, that needs to be a special use
permit.

Lastly, I do want to point out again, I know most of us are well familiar with how the
special use permit process works, but I do want to emphasize that there is additional neighborhood
oversight. Every special use permit has to get—or at least ones for short-term rentals, has to go
through a neighborhood meeting and this is where you are required to send out letters to every
property owner within 200 feet of the boundaries of the property that you are asking for a special
use permit on. This neighborhood meeting has to be done either in person, it can be done over
Zoom. There is an option. When we were addressing COVID to do a call and email option, but
either way there is notice being given to these property owners and that would continue as well.
Additionally, there would be a full home inspection for any property that’s required to get a lodging
establishment license from the Kansas Department of Agriculture, so that’s an additional review
that would not have to be conducted by UG staff.

I know I’ve thrown a lot at you. I know there’s a lot of numbers being floated around, a
lot of different kind of scenarios and everything, but there are three points again that [ would like
to just bring back for us to consider if there’s any discussion. Addressing the dual permitting
approach which again would be different than the kind of one-size-fits-all special use permit
process that we have right now. These regulations would prioritize the use of properties by the
property owners themselves and by the residents. It’s an owner-occupied-centric model. Lastly,
just emphasizing that non-owner-occupied short-term rentals would be eligible for administrative
review when they’re basically the only one of their kind on the block. So, this would not affect
anyone who wants to rent out a back bedroom or an accessory dwelling unit above the garage, so
it would be just for people who either do not live at that property or are going to be away from that
property for the term of the short-term lease.

Again, I guess this is time for questions. I can flip back to this if that’s what you would

like to do or I can jump to any other slide if need be.
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* Dual-approach permitting model
improves efficiency and encourages greater
compliance

+ Prioritizes the use of properties by the
owner-occupant, and creates a distinction
between actively-owner-occupied and non-
actively owner-occupied properties

* A non-owner-occupied short-term rental
is eligible for administrative review ONLY
when it is the only non-owner-occupied short-

term rental on the block W,
Chairman Markley said just to clarify on that last bullet point and it was mentioned earlier in the
slides too and I had the same question, so I'm glad we looked back to it. If you’re non-owner-
occupied, you have to get a special use permit unless you’re the only one on the block. If you are
owner-occupied and there are multiple ones on the block, what happens? Mr. Farley said yes, so
that’s where we have to then look at are you owner-occupied but away for the term of the short-
term rental or are you going to be kind of living there, you know, at least coming and going during
that. So, the example that I kind of keep going back to is either someone’s coming in for the
weekend and, yeah, you can go run errands, maybe you can run over to Lawrence for the day or
something, but you’re returning for at least half the nights of that short-term rental. That would
be considered actively-owner-occupied and you can do that regardless of the number of who else
is doing—Chairman Markley said administrative review for everybody if that situation arises.
Mr. Farley said yeah, barring any sort of outstanding code violations, things like that, but then we
have the other scenario that’s just non-actively-owner-occupied, regular owner-occupied and that
is where if you’re going away on vacation for two weeks and just want to rent out your house,
obviously, it’s your primary residence, but you’re not actively there and so we do want to have a
little more review for those types of properties, but we’re allowing one of those per block under

administrative review.

Mr. Hand said our thinking was if you live in your house and you’re renting out your granny flat
above your garage or a room in your house to make supplemental income, we don’t see any
problem with that for every single person to do that if they want so long as they meet the standards.
If the cars are still parked off the street, if they’re not causing noise complaints, if they’re good

managers and stuff like that, if they’re not getting escalated to an SUP, we didn’t see any reason
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why everybody couldn’t go through an administrative review and rent out their granny flat. I think
the building environment in and of itself will sort of both weed out bad actors and weed out bad
properties for short-term rentals because it is a competitive market, but also just the differentially
the diversity of some of these different neighborhoods in Wyandotte County, we thought that was
the best approach.

Chairman Markley said I like the way this is set up. I will express and Commissioner Bynum
may have similar concerns. It’s a little odd how going through the process. You mentioned just
in front of Planning tonight. We got some email comments, extensive email comments, I would
say very well written, but extensive about this item so I guess I’'m wondering, are those people
downstairs making comments right now or—Mr. Hand said the Planning Commission
presentation will happen at the end of Planning Commission, but they’re in BOZA right now, so
that’ll probably be in like another hour, hour and a half. Chairman Markley said because I feel
a little weirdness about us sending it forward knowing that on this same evening there may be
comments happening in the other meeting that would have made us think twice about sending it
forward if that makes sense. Mr. Hand said, again, we’re happy to go whichever direction you

want. Ifthere’s changes to be made, we can come back until it’s ready.

Commissioner Kane said I would like to see what the folks say downstairs and then we see what

they say and then come up with a plan after that is what I would like to do.

Commissioner Bynum said I agree and it’s curious—I’m sorry that they’re waiting to the end of
your Planning Commission meeting when they could be here. Mr. Hand said we did tell them
about both. Commissioner Bynum said okay, that’s fine. So, a couple of my questions are related
to some of the comments we received. I specifically was outreaching Rosedale and Strawberry
Hill Neighborhood leaders. They answered and I made sure to share those with Commissioner
Markley and I just sent them to you, Gunnar, realizing that I had failed to do that.

All of that being said, a couple things that I think are very interesting, I’ve had
conversations with people in the community who indicate that actually kind of like short-term
rentals because of the blight reduction, fix-up, cleanup, beautification that they undergo in order

to make money being a short-term rental and that extends beyond the beautification that might
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happen with a long-term rental and I thought that was a very interesting comment. What it makes
me think about is in general I’m kind of back to the what’s in it for Wyandotte question that we
ask so often about so many things. You know what are short-term rentals doing, the benefits for
our community and residents and I’m open to whatever that might be. I do think some of it is that
beautification that’s occurring in some of these neighborhoods that maybe otherwise wouldn’t
experience that, but on the other hand you have residents in those same areas concerned about the
impact that it’s having on affordable housing. I think that’s an interesting and important question.

What I don’t know is can we associate those things, you know, like your department in
dealing with short-term rentals cannot also be held responsible for answering the long-term, what
are we going to do about affordable housing. I guess I’m asking that more as a question because
we do know that we want to try always to live together and we know we need more affordable
housing, so I have kind of those conversation topics and then I have a specific question. One of
our neighborhood leaders suggests that other cities have shifted the responsibility for the
registration or the permitting to the platforms like VRBO and I’'m wondering is that one way to do
it. Is that possible?

Mr. Hand said there’s a couple things [ would say. I believe allowing a third party system
to track things for us is both untenable and unadvisable. We can do it. The state of Kansas passed
the law I think it went into effect in 2022 where all platforms that make more than $100K in
revenue a year have to collect those hotel taxes and remit them back to us and we’ve tracked that
data down. We’ve worked through the CFO and found Mike Grimm and all those guys in the UG
who track that stuff, it comes back to us as just solid numbers so it’s hard for us to decide how
many were Airbnb, how many were VRBO, how many were whatever. That information
somewhat is kind of irrelevant. It’s about six to eight percent of total. Hotel occupancy taxes
come from short-term rentals in the county, but when we use things like HostCompliance, there’s
a couple of platforms that do this kind of stuff, but these things aren’t the silver bullet. There’s no
panacea because we have something tracking them for us. We have to do a lot of work to manage
the data that it does output to us. We have to go to visit KCK and scrub the numbers, we got to go
through the CFO and scrub the numbers and it’s a task that staff has to do, so we’re already doing
the work. I think we can track the numbers, so I’'m not sure that having some third-party do it for

us is going to be all that successful.



17

As it relates to affordable housing, that is a huge conundrum. We don’t have a housing
strategy in this community. We’ve talked about this in other entitlements and how it would be
great that our master plans point us to these directions, but there are no tools or even people to do
it. I think we’re going to have that conversation, that meaningful conversation through the comp
plan process which will create a housing strategy through the FUSE Fellowship which we’re kind
of dovetailing all into the comp plan. What we tried to do here is find that balance where if you
look at what’s out there now, there are no more than one SUP short-term rental on any block.
There are certainly non-compliant short-term rentals on blocks that do have SUP short-term rental,
but we think part of the problem is they don’t know that they have to or they’re outwardly trying
to avoid an SUP. We know this because we’ve been in engagements with all kinds of working
groups who have investors who do this as their business model and we’ve been talking to them
about how to make these things work the best and so I think I’ve read—I may not have read all of
them if you recently sent to me, Commissioner, but we have read these emails from the community.

I think if we wanted to further limit the amount of short-term rentals per block, the best
advice I would give in terms of what we could do and enforce now, maybe not the best idea that’s
out there, but certainly the one that I think we could handle is if we wanted to also limit it to one
special use permit per block. That would do it. There are thousands of newly defined blocks, so
there is a plethora of supply to go out there and fix up a house and do a short-term rental. It will
start getting limited in those two areas, Rosedale and Strawberry Hill, where there are forming
concentrations and the idea would be it would then push those boundaries farther so more houses
in the greater geographic area were being rehabbed into short-term rentals. So what is, you know
realtors are right, what if Strawberry Hill grows a little bit as you kind of get moved out, so we
hope that we get a little bit more buy-in on the front end. If we feel concerned about constraining
more in those particular neighborhoods, it’s my opinion that it would be a lot harder to do some
sort of number limit in a geographic area because then you’re always changing what that
geographic area is.

It’s much harder to say we’re just going to totally blackout these neighborhoods like some
have than the equity of giving something for everybody in a very diverse county and those are the
balances we were trying to strike. I agree, we didn’t write the perfect ordinance. We think we

wrote the perfect ordinance for right now for us.
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Commissioner Bynum said two more questions. You mentioned the required neighborhood
meeting and then one of the neighborhood leaders suggests a short-term rental advisory committee.
My question on both of those is what powers would that—you know you have the meeting, so
what, you know 15 people said I don’t like it, so what. Same with the powers of an advisory
committee. I mean I’m just curious what powers could that have? Mr. Hand said well, again, |
also think that recommendation is untenable. You already see we’re double-booked tonight. To
add another committee that we have to oversee for a very small sliver of what’s happening both in
this department and in our communities was—I mean just for short-term rentals, I mean we have
problems managing our committee structure for Land Bank for crying out loud. Let’s be honest
with ourselves, I don’t think that’s tenable nor do I think it would be productive in any way, shape
or form because what we’re doing is we’re codifying the things that we’re requiring these short-
terms rentals to give to us now for SUPs both for administrative reviews and for special use permit
reviews. It’s not like you have to do something different if you’re an administrative versus special
use permit, it’s just if you’re the first one on the block you get that benefit and you’re the first and
potentially only one on that block.

But again, I think for me the number two bullet point is the most important. We’ve written
this to prioritize actively-owner-occupied units so that local property owners, local developers,
local business owners who wanted—and we have a couple of these like we’ve seen a couple of
duplexes with short-term rentals, we’ve seen a couple of mixed-use buildings of short-term rentals,
haven’t seen any multi-family with short-term rentals, but we wanted to make sure we covered all
those typologies moving forward. So that’s another big leap, quite frankly, that I think this
ordinance covers, but it really kind of reduces the amount of work you have to do if that’s the
investment you want to make and you’re living on that property. We think it’s encouraging local
people to engage in this business whereas what we’re seeing right now is mostly large real estate

for funds from nationally buying up houses. Commissioner Bynum said okay, thank you.

Commissioner Kane said I agree with Gunnar, the more people you bring on, the harder it is
going to be to control what you’re doing. It’s already hard enough. We’re understaffed in almost
every single department and you throw that one more bailiwick in there and then if you got
somebody like me on the committee that gets excited every now and then, so that’s going—it

would be forever before you get an issue resolved, so I agree with you on that.
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Mr. Hand said if we wanted to add noticing requirements for administrative, I would recommend
two differentiations. Again, if you’re actively-owner-occupied, if I live in a house and I want to
rent my backyard, I don’t think we should be noticing that with the neighbors. I think that’s their
business quite frankly. If you’re a non-owner-occupied, but you’re that first person on that block,
while you might—while our recommendation is to only do an administrative review i.e. don’t go
through a special use permit, you could like send out a letter, you could post—you know we have
those yard signs for different entitlements, you could make a yard sign that was up for the first 30
days that somebody got an administrative review for that type of non-owner-occupied special use
permit, so that’s currently not in there. I mean we could do something like that, but generally
speaking, staff doesn’t believe it needs those notices and the SUP process gives enough noticing

for those others.

Chairman Markley said, Commissioner Johnson, are you hanging out there and do you have any
comments. [ don’t want to forget you on the Zoom. Commissioner Johnson said I’'m here. I

don’t have any comments at this time.

Chairman Markley asked, Clerk, anybody else online who had comments or did we receive any

comments from the public? Mr. Deichler said we’re seeing none and have received none.

Chairman Markley said we do have, and I’ll mention again, we had a lot of attorneys tonight and
I always enjoy sharing the room with most of our legal counsel, so thanks everybody for being

here.

Chairman Markley said any other questions from commissioners and if not, the question is do
we want to move this forward tonight or do we want to wait on it because we want to see what’s

happened downstairs?

Commissioner Bynum said could we make a motion to—Mr. Hand said I would just continue it
to the next AHS which is at the end of March I believe, closer to the end of March and by that time
we’ll have gone through this Planning Commission and we can give you all any changes and

updated ordinance.
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Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson, to
continue to the March Administration & Human Services Standing
Committee meeting. Roll call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane,

Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

Item No. 2 — 212232...RESOLUTION: AMENDING SECTION 203 OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT’S RULES OF PROCEDURE

Synopsis: A resolution amending Section 203 of the Unified Government’s Rules of Procedure
as directed by the Commission on January 12, 2023, submitted by Misty Brown, Chief Counsel.
This item was previously heard by the Full Commission on January 26, 2023, and remanded back

to the standing committee for further action.

Misty Brown, Chief Counsel, said I am here today to discuss the Rules of Procedure amendments
and what we have on the agenda today is what I guess I call it the compromise resolution that was

advanced on January 12, This is an amendment to Section 203 of the Rules of Procedure.
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Appendix C - UNIFIED GOVERNMENT RULES AND PROCEDURE
ARTICLE II. - STANDING COMMITTEES

Sec. 202. - i i created; ing times.

There shall be four standing committees of the commission: (1) neighborhood and community
development; (2) economic development and finance; (3) public works and safety; and (4)
administration and human services;

a.Standing committees shall meet at least monthly in a regular place determined by the
respective standing committee chairperson;

b.The reig et ity B economic development and finance
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at 5:00 p.m. and shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

c.The &l P i neighborhood and community development
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at a time that is immediately upon adjournment of the reighborhood-and-community
develepment economic development and finance committee or, if there is no such committee
meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

d.The public works and safety committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the
second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at 5:00 p.m. and
shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a majority vote of the standing
committee members present;

e.The administration and human services committee shall meet on the Monday immediately
preceding the second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at a
time that is immediately upon adjournment of the public works and safety committee or, if there
is no such committee meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless
authorized by a majority vote of the standing committee members present;

f.When the date of a regular standing committee falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be
held at the discretion of the standing committee chairperson;

g.Standing committee agenda items shall be assigned by the standing committee chairperson
or the mayor, with the advice of the administrator, based upon subject matter and other factors
deemed relevant by the mayor, the standing committee chair, and the administrator; and

I see up online there’s a different Section 202, but the item that I have on the agenda is the Section
203 compromise resolution. Chairman Markley asked, is what we have pulled up—Ms. Brown
said I can’t see it, it’s too far away from me—Commissioner Markley asked, is this the version
that was discussed at Special Session? Ms. Brown said that’s 202, so I guess go back in time for
a little bit of procedural history of what happened on January 12", A compromise resolution that
had an amendment to Section 203 of the Rules of Procedure was advanced. A motion was made
and seconded and passed to advance that item to Administration & Human Services for additional
discussion and then I believe it was maybe the February 2" meeting there was the special meeting
and a straw poll was done asking for some additional amendments to Section 202, 203 and
something else to also be sent to Administration & Human Services. On the agenda we have just

the compromise resolution today.
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Commissioner Kane asked, are we not supposed to have both of them? Ms. Brown said that’s a
good question Commissioner Kane. When there was the special meeting that was held there was
a straw poll that was done on it which is not a binding action. The Mayor has elected to utilize his
agenda authority and the only item that was advanced was the compromise resolution from January

12,

Chairman Markley said Commissioner Bynum might be able to—Commissioner Bynum said
that’s exactly what I was going to say. What’s being specifically brought is the one where we
actually took a vote in a full Commission meeting and we voted unanimously I’m thinking that we
would send this very specific one back to this standing committee—Commissioner Kane said
we’re not seeing that here tonight. Commissioner Bynum said that’s separate. Commissioner
Kane asked, how do we bring that back? Chairman Markley said we as a standing committee
can make any changes we like to this language, so the Mayor insisted that the compromise version
be placed on our agenda and that’s what we’re seeing. That does not prohibit us from making any
changes we would like before moving it forward as we would with any ordinance that came
forward to this committee.

Commissioner Bynum said, Misty, in the packet, in the agenda packet for tonight, it’s
Section 203. As it reads in the packet Section 203 A, B, C, is that how it originally was prior to
the action that was then vetoed by the Mayor? Ms. Brown said no, Commissioner. The original
Section 203 was one section. Commissioner Bynum said right. Ms. Brown said as discussion
occurred regarding the compromise it became clear that with these three different sections, it was
better to break them up into Sections A, B & C and so what you have in your packet tonight is this
new Section 203 broken into three parts A, B & C where you see strikeouts for a language that
was requested to be removed and then underlines for a new language that was added.
Commissioner Bynum said, again, what I’'m seeing—saw, A, B & C are themselves actual
changes that have not been adopted? Ms. Brown said that’s correct. Commissioner Bynum said
okay, there’s the original. (Here, you want to come see this, pointing to her computer showing
Commissioner Kane) Commissioner Bynum said this is what—we wrote that which is the
original into an A, B & C section and then B specifically deals with the items advanced from
standing committee to full Commission may only be returned to the standing committee

recommending the action by the Mayor one time per item. What I’'m suggesting is I like A, B &
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C. It’s different than the original language and you may have to go up there and see it, but Misty,
I’m suggesting for our consideration here in Item A which I believe is just the first two sentences
of what’s showing on the screen, that no changes are made. Commissioner Markley was
inaudible. Commissioner Bynum said no changes are up there. That within Section B—this is
just Melissa’s idea, within Section B we go ahead and say, and Commissioner Kane for you,
Section B starts with the Mayor ultimately determines the final agenda for the full Commission
meetings. That’s Section B and this is what [ would add; however, items advanced from standing
committee to the full Commission may only be returned to the standing committee recommending
the action by the Mayor one time per item for further consideration, analysis, research, review
and/or public input which shall occur within 60 days of the item being sent back to the standing
committee recommending the action and I might suggest 30 days. That’s for conversation. If the
standing committee that recommended the action to the full Commission, again recommends
action to the full Commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at the April Commission
meeting pursuant to Paragraph A of this section, which Paragraph A says within 30 days.

Then in Item C, which I believe is the last two sentences of that original format, no changes.
Does that make sense? I know it’s really hard because as far as I can see we don’t have that

original language of Section 203 in this packet. We have it up there.

Chairman Markley said so for Item C when you say no change, do you mean no change from the
original Commission proposed draft or no change from the packet draft? Commissioner Bynum
asked, can you see that well enough to—Chairman Markley said I have it open in word, so here
last two sentences, any agenda item recommended by a standing committee to the full Commission
for action shall be scheduled for action at the next regular meeting of the full Commission
subsequent to any regular meeting if any held during the same week as the meeting and the
standing committee recommending the items. Nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising
the discretion to place emergency or time sensitive items on any earlier full Commission agenda
in the interest of the Unified Government or the public. So, that I was reading with the red line
incorporated of the last two sentences. Commissioner Bynum said thank you and we would have
to add so long as the management of said agenda item does not conflict with Paragraph B of this
section. We would have to go back and add. If we’re going to leave the last two sentences such

that any agenda item recommended by a standing committee shall be scheduled for action at the
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next regular meeting and then we further say nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising the
discretion. Then we have to go back and say so long as—Chairman Markley said unless it’s the
30 day, yeah, because the B is the 30-day one-time go back so you would be saying Mayor
schedules it unless—Commissioner Bynum said the reason why I’m putting my idea forward is
because it struck me that when the full Commission was debating this, the consternation if you
will, were the words in A and C because B is the crux of the matter. Chairman Markley said
correct. Commissioner Bynum said B is the compromise the Mayor has repeatedly agreed to and
he agreed to it again at our last Commission meeting, which was the 2" of February, so he’s agreed

to it multiple times since the beginning of the year. That is considered the compromise.

Chairman Markley said so is the Item B language—I’m just trying to follow you between the
sections here. Is the Item B language—I think I have the same sense that the concern was in some
of the changes made in the compromise to A and C confused the issue. My only question with the
Item B language that was in the compromise I feel like there is also some discussion that the last
sentence was confusing as to what it meant because it said if the standing committee that
recommends the action of the full Commission again recommends the action of the full
Commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at a full Commission meeting and then it said

pursuant to Paragraph A of this section and I think there was concern as to how it referenced back.
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Appendix C - UNIFIED GOVERNMENT RULES AND PROCEDURE
ARTICLE II. - STANDING COMMITTEES
Sec. 202. - Standing committees created; meeting times.

There shall be four standing committees of the commission: (1) neighborhood and community
development; (2) economic development and finance; (3) public works and safety; and (4)
administration and human services;

a.Standing committees shall meet at least monthly in a regular place determined by the
respective standing committee chairperson;

b.The reighberhoed-and-community-development economic development and finance
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of
each month at 5:00 p.m. and shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

c.The economic-development-and-finance neighborhood and community development
committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the first full commission meeting of

each month at a time that is immediately upon adjournment of the reighberhoed-and-community
development economic development and finance committee or, if there is no such committee
meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a
majority vote of the standing committee members present;

d.The public works and safety committee shall meet on the Monday immediately preceding the
second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at 5:00 p.m. and
shall adjourn by 7:00 p.m. unless otherwise authorized by a majority vote of the standing
committee members present;

e.The administration and human services committee shall meet on the Monday immediately
preceding the second full commission meeting of each month (held on the third Thursday) at a
time that is immediately upon adjournment of the public works and safety committee or, if there
is no such committee meeting that day, at 5:00 p.m., and shall adjourn by 9:00 p.m. unless
authorized by a majority vote of the standing committee members present;

f.When the date of a regular standing committee falls on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be
held at the discretion of the standing committee chairperson;

g.Standing committee agenda items shall be assigned by the standing committee chairperson
or the mayor, with the advice of the administrator, based upon subject matter and other factors
deemed relevant by the mayor, the standing committee chair, and the administrator; and

So, now I'm going to go back to Paragraph A which would be the standing committee
chairperson’s responsible for recommending action to the full Commission concerning the
standing committee agenda items recommended to the full Commission within 30 days of the
standing committee’s vote to recommend. So, then the question was is it another 30—60 days out
now because it says we don’t have to—I think there was concern that it wasn’t clear enough by
referencing back to Paragraph A that wasn’t clear enough in saying it goes on the full Commission
agenda. Maybe we should be referencing Paragraph B instead of Paragraph A, you see what I’'m

saying.
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Commissioner Bynum said but normally if I’'m right, when something passes here, it finds itself
on the next full—when the normal timeframe of finding it on the next full Commission meeting?
Ms. Brown said typically when an item is passed from standing committee it goes—you know
this standing committee you tend to have a meeting on the same week, so unless you fast track it,
it goes not to the one this week, but the one in two meetings. I can advise that when the
compromise language was worked up for Paragraph B there was some concern that if the Mayor
sent something back to standing committee, that 30 days was not enough time, may not be enough
time to evaluate it, but they did not want to have just an open-ended cap where it could languish
in standing committee for six to nine months so the language was put in that the standing
committee would address the concerns that the Mayor had within 60 days. They could do it sooner
but they had to do it at least within 60 days and then if it was passed again, it would have to go to
the next full Commission meeting. It referenced Paragraph A because it would be within 30 days,

that would not go forward.

Chairman Markley said now I’'m following between all these versions and I’ll be confused
forever. I do think there is concern about the 60-day timeframe because I think the Commission’s
thought is if it goes back to the next standing committee meeting that it goes 30 days out, we’re
pushing it 30 days out, if the Commission decides additional time is needed, at full Commission
they can make that motion and send it back and that’s going to be the Commission’s prerogative
and not the Mayor’s. 1 think there is concern with that language that says 60 days. The
compromise was he gets a one-time go-back, that’s a 30-day go-back and then it goes on the full

Commission agenda assuming it sent forward by standing committee. Does that make sense?

(Published )

RESOLUTION NO.
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A Resolution amending original Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission
Standing Committee Rules of Procedure as codified in Appendix C of the
Unified Government Code of Ordinances; and repealing original Section
203 of Appendix C of the Unified Government Commission Standing
Committee Rules of Procedure.

WHEREAS, on December 15, 2022 the Board of Commissioners of the Unified Government of
Wyandotte County/ Kansas City, Kansas voted to approve amendments to Sections 202 and 203
of the Unified Government Commission Rules of Procedure; and

WHEREAS, on January 12, 2023, the Unified Government Mayor/CEO notified the Board of
Commissioners that he was exercising his right to veto the amendments pursuant to the Unified
Government Charter, Charter Ordinance 114, and Section 2-81(7) of the Unified Government
Code of Ordinances; and

WHEREAS, no action was taken to override the veto, and the Mayoral veto subsequently held;
and

WHEREAS, the Unified Government Mayor/CEO and the Board of Commissioners alternatively
and collectively agreed to bring forward an amendment to Section 203 of the Unified
Government Commission Standing Committee Rules of Procedure for consideration at the
January 26, 2023 meeting of the full Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Commission voted 10-0 on January 12, 2023 to direct the County Administrator
to instruct staff to prepare a resolution amending Section 203 of the Unified Government
Commission Standing Committee Rules of Procedure as directed in the motion on January 12,
2023 by the full Commission meeting on January 26, 2023.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS:
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Section 1. That Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission Rules of Procedure,

hereby amended to read as follows:

ARTICLE Ill. STANDING COMMITTEES

Sec. 203. Agenda for meetings.

a.

The standing committee chairperson is responsible for recommending action to
the full commission concerning standing committee agenda items recommended
to the full commission within 30 days of the standing committee's vote to
recommend. The recommendation for action, along with any supporting materials,
shall be forwarded by the standing committee chairperson to the mayor and

administrator-with-the-assistanee-of the-standing-committee's-statf-ecoordinator for

placement on the full commission standing committees' agenda.

The mayor ultimately determines the final agenda for the full commission
meetings; however, items advanced from standing committee to the full
commission may only be returned to the standing committee recommending the
action by the mayor one time per item for further consideration, analysis, research,
review and/or public input which shall occur within 60 days of the item being sent
back to the standing committee recommending the action. If the standing
committee that recommended the action to the full commission again recommends
the action to the full commission, the action shall be placed on an agenda at a full
commission meeting pursuant to paragraph (a) of this Section.

Any agenda item recommended for action by a standing committee to the full
commission for action shall be presumptively scheduled for action at the next
regular meeting of the full commission subsequent to any regular meeting, if any,
held during the same week as the meeting of the standing committee
recommending the items. Nothing shall prohibit the mayor from exercising the
discretion to fully manage an agenda item place-emergeney-or-time-sensitive-ttems
on any agenda in the interest of the unified government or the public so long as
the management of said agenda item does not conflict with paragraph (b) of this
Section.

(Res. No. R-58-98, § 2, 6-4-1998)

Section 2. That said original Section 203 of the Unified Government Commission Rules

of Procedure as Codified in Appendix C of the Unified Government Code of Ordinances be and

the same are hereby repealed.

Section 3. This Resolution shall be in full force and take effect upon adoption.



PASSED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNT/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS,

THIS __ DAY OF , 2023.

Commissioner Kane said I thought we were supposed to have what the original motion was in
the book and the compromise in the book. Chairman Markley said the Mayor chose not to do
that during the agenda review. Commissioner Kane said okay, so if the Mayor chose not to do
that, what’s he going to do when we come back and say you got a 30-day time limit. Is he going

to say I choose not to do that?

Commissioner Bynum said I will be honest in telling you that he may choose not to do that, but
as I stated earlier he’s on the record in January and February stating he agrees with the compromise
language and I’m stating the compromise language is found in Section B. Commissioner Kane
said I’ve been a union rep for a long time. I’ve dealt with management people all across and when
we say we are anticipating one—two different versions, we get one, I think I’'m shortchanged.
Commissioner Bynum said when you say that, what you mean is you wanted to see the original—
Commissioner Kane said I wanted both of them so we could compare. Commissioner Bynum
said (inaudible) then this one we got in our packet. Commissioner Kane said correct because
when you’re doing something and you’re negotiating this and you’re negotiating that and he comes
up with compromise and that’s great, but if we would have had the two to compare them, we could
have figured out something between the two of them, not just this one, then we were like where
was the other one. Commissioner Bynum said I think I remember you kind of making that same
statement in the full Commission meeting. Commissioner Kane said yes. You compare notes,
right, so here’s a compromise, here’s what we had and then we would have came up with
something that was in between the two.

Commissioner Bynum said just to be clear, this language that we’re looking at in the
packet is the language that we worked on with the Mayor to bring to that last meeting where we
sent it back here. Commissioner Kane said okay, [—Commissioner Bynum said I agree with

what your general premise—Commissioner Kane said I get what he was doing, but you know we
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made that decision jointly that it come back. My understanding we would have what we voted on
already and this right here and that frustrates me you know, because hell I can’t remember last
week what we were working on and then when you compare the two, then you X out this, you add
that instead of saying well we’ll just do it 30 days. Well, wait a minute, what were we talking
about before—Chairman Markley said it’s definitely making our job more complicated.
Commissioner Kane said I’'m not trying to be a jerk, but I think we should have got the

information we asked for. Chairman Markley said I agree.

Chairman Markley said, Commissioner Johnson, I don’t want to leave you out. I hope you’ll
just hop in anytime you feel like it, but I definitely want to let you speak if you have something—

Mr. Deichler said he does have his hand raised, so he’s ready to go.

Commissioner Johnson said it seems to me that I recall there being some discussion around two
words. One was shall and the other one was may and I think there was a word behind that that
said presumably. I don’t know where that fits in in this discussion, if it’s on the document that’s
in front of us because it’s so small on my phone or if it’s in that first document from December or
whenever it was. We have seemed to gotten held up on those three words and I do agree that we
should have had both documents so that we could have a full throated discussion about the whole
of it. I don’t know Misty if this information is in there that it talks about that may and shall,
presumably do this, that or the other.

Ms. Brown said yes, Commissioner, that section you’re talking to, what it did involve a
discussion and that’s in the new Paragraph C. I believe the version that was brought to you on
January 12% had read that an agenda item recommended for action by a standing committee to the
full Commission for action may be scheduled for action and it originally said shall, shall be
presumptively scheduled for action. So, based on that conversation and discussion with the Mayor
we got rid of the may, left the shall and struck the presumptively out of this to address it.
Commissioner Johnson said presumptively, I’'m sorry I had the wrong word. Ms. Brown said |
think it all means the same, but you have the gist of it and so the may went back to a shall and we
struck the presumptively. I believe that the presumptively was originally intended to go in there
in the sense that it would allow for fast tracking and for an emergency item to come forward.

Commissioner Johnson said okay, I see it now. I must have been looking in the wrong place, but
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I do see that where it says shall be scheduled for action at the next regular meeting. That’s all that
I really have at this time. Commissioner Markley said you just jump in anytime you need to and

interrupt us as needed. Iknow it’s difficult to be listening that way.

Chairman Markley said [ want to jump back to Commissioner Bynum’s recommendation which
I think I agreed with except for maybe with one additional edit, so I want to jump back there and
see if maybe we can make a password consensus that way. What I think I heard Commissioner
Bynum say is A becomes the first two sentences of the original, original, original non-amended
rule with no red lines. Commissioner Bynum said that’s correct. Chairman Markley said then
B, I’ll jump back to it in a minute because that’s the more complicated one and C becomes the last
two lines of the first red line because we took out the presumptively and we added in at the last
line the earlier full Commission agenda in the interest so that the fast tracking could happen.
Commissioner Bynum said yes. Chairman Markley said okay. Then we look at—I’m going to
toggle to my other version and then we look at Item B which was the compromise language.
Commissioner Bynum was inaudible. Chairman Markley said yes. Commissioner Bynum
said you included that we have to include the language—Chairman Markley said unless the B—
Commissioner Bynum said okay. Chairman Markley said yes, good point, so we add the line
in B that says it’s going to go unless it conflicts with B because that allows us to do the 30-day go
back. Commissioner Bynum said so long as the management of said agenda item does not
conflict with Paragraph B.

Chairman Markley said so then in B I think there were two items of concern when we
discussed as a full Commission. One was the 60 days and the discussion was we don’t need 60
days, it should be 30 days and if the Commission wants more time, they’ll send it back themselves
from the full Commission back to standing so his one day go back is in 30 days. Then, it’s up to
the committee or the Commission depending on where it ends up and then the last question, and
this is I think Gayle and I were having this discussion because it’s may be more of a legal
perspective, was the reference back to Paragraph A in the very last piece of that section. Misty,
you might want to address that, but I just felt like referencing it back to A didn’t make it clear
enough to me that if the standing committee sends it back again, it goes on the full Commission
because if you reference back to A it just kind of goes back through it going to the standing

committee and the standing committee having 30 days to do something with it. I wanted to be
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clear if the 30 day go back happens, standing committee sends it forward again, it goes on full
Commission and I would rather have language to that effect rather than having to go back to A
and B like well does that mean it’s 30 more days or what does that look like.

Ms. Brown said I don’t disagree Commissioner. I think clarity is good. I can’t remember
the rationale at this moment of why we referred back to Paragraph A. So, are you proposing
something along the lines of if the standing committee that recommended the action to the full
Commission again recommends the action to the full Commission, the action shall be placed on
an agenda at a full Commission meeting and strike the pursuant to Paragraph A of this section—
Chairman Markley said at the next full Commission meeting. Commissioner Bynum said not
a full Commission meeting. Chairman Markley said yeah, I agree. Ms. Brown asked, do you
wish it to say at the next regular meeting of the full Commission? Chairman Markley said yes.

Commissioner Bynum said [ want it to say the language about when these things normally
go to the Commission which isn’t always the next full Commission meeting. Chairman Markley
said we don’t necessarily need it to be fast-tracked, but we want it to go on the next agenda like it
ordinarily would. Ms. Brown said I’m thinking of how to draft it. Obviously in C the original
drafters didn’t quite know how to draft around the fast track. Let’s see, the action shall be placed—
Chairman Markley said there’s nothing like us making her draft on the fly here. Commissioner
Bynum said all we’re saying is on its regular schedule—Someone was inaudible. Commissioner

Bynum said sorry okay.

Commissioner Kane said no matter what we do this is still going to go to the full Commission
for discussion. Chairman Markley said the Mayor has indicated that he will move it forward to

the full Commission for discussion.

Commissioner Johnson said if you don’t mind, Chair, I had made a strong recommendation that
whatever we approve tonight could be fast-tracked to the next Commission meeting which would
be this Thursday. I don’t know how strong of a response I got from it, but I got maybe a strong
maybe. I think I might have heard, but I would strongly recommend that whatever we come up
with tonight, we would fast-track to this Thursday’s meeting if it’s okay with our legal counsel.
Chairman Markley said I think when we have reached compromise, we could accept that in the

form of a motion. Commissioner Johnson said alright.
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Chairman Markley said I think the question is, is everybody comfortable with the language that
we have just negotiated and is Misty comfortable that she has the information she needs to draft
the language that we have thrown at her. Ms. Brown said I want to go through it one more time
to make it clear because it’s hard going back and watching the tape and stop and go to see if [ have
it all. Let’s start with Paragraph A. In this version that you have in front of you there was a
underlined of the recommendation for action was new verbiage. Is the Commission okay with
that? Then, there was a strikeout with the assistance of the standing committee staff coordinator
in Paragraph A—Commissioner Bynum said oh yes, essentially I’'m okay with that strikethrough
because it’s not real—Chairman Markley said it’s not being used, yeah, not practical.
Commissioner Bynum said okay. Chairman Markley said and I don’t know, is there a
difference, Misty, is your sense that there’s a difference between the recommendation and/or the
recommendation for action? If we’re making a recommendation, presumably it’s either for action
or against it, otherwise we just table it. Is there a circumstance where we’d be making a
recommendation?

Ms. Brown said there was—I do not recall specifically who wanted the for action in there.
I think there was some discussion about sometimes a matter would come to the standing committee
where they did not wish to decide it themselves. They wanted to forward it to the full Commission.
Things I’m thinking about like were Safe and Welcoming, maybe some other items that they
thought the entire Commission needed to hear it and the standing committee didn’t want to give a
recommendation one way or the other. Chairman Markley said but isn’t just the fact that we’re
sending it forward a recommendation for the Commission to—Commissioner Bynum said I don’t
have strong feelings about the words for action.

Ms. Brown said then if this is the body’s wish, we can remove that language for action—
Commissioner Bynum said but I do agree with continuing to strike with the assistance of the
standing committee staff coordinator and then the rest of A is as presented. Ms. Brown said okay
and I’'m assuming that Commissioner Johnson will chime in if he has an objection since I can’t see
ifhis hand is up. Commissioner Johnson said [ will. Ms. Brown said in Paragraph B I’'m hearing
that you would like the 60 days to go to 30 days. Chairman Markley said correct and the only
question I have on that is from a practical standpoint depending on how our standing committees
fall, are there ever months where it’s 32 days or would it make more sense to refer to the next

standing committee somehow. I don’t know that we’re ever in that situation, but I know a couple
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of times a year there are Monday holidays and we push our meeting a week so the intention isn’t
to make that any more confusing than it has to be. The reality is it goes back to the standing
committee, yeah—Commissioner Bynum said like the next monthly scheduled standing
committee—Chairman Markley said I just don’t want to make it any weirder than it has to be if
there’s that month where we have to push it back one week. It shouldn’t be world ending, right.

Ms. Brown said maybe you could say which shall occur at the next regularly scheduled
standing committee. Chairman Markley said perfect. Ms. Brown said the verbiage I think is
giving me the most fits right now is how we are going to say the last part of Paragraph B. [
understand the intent is to have it—it just goes back to the next regular Commission meeting, but
not at a fast-track. Chairman MarKkley said that is the intent. Ms. Brown said it looks like if we
wanted to be consistent, we could copy the language from Paragraph C below which talks about
scheduled for action at the next regular meeting of the full Commission subsequent to any regular
meeting event—Chairman Markley said yeah, that was just going to be my suggestion. Let’s
just copy the same language. It may be confusing, but at least we feel like we have agreement on
what that means. Ms. Brown said okay, so I’ll copy that in Paragraph B and then as for C we
again have any agenda item recommended, we have the for action. Do you want that struck or do
you want to leave it be? Commissioner Bynum said we took it out in A. Chairman Markley
said correct, take it out in C. Ms. Brown said we have struck presumptively. Chairman Markley
said correct.

Ms. Brown said then we have nothing shall prohibit the Mayor from exercising the
discretion and added into fully manage an agenda item. Commissioner Bynum said we’re taking
that out and we’re leaving it the way it previously was, place emergency or time sensitive items
on any agenda. Chairman Markley said I think we had added in red line in the other version, we
had made it say to place emergency or time sensitive items on any earlier full Commission agenda
to make it clear that it was meant to be fast tracking and not meant to be pushing things out. Ms.
Brown said okay, I see that change and then we would leave in the so long as the management of
said agenda item does not conflict with Paragraph B of this section. Chairman Markley said yes.

Ms. Brown said I think I have the changes down.

February 13, 2023



35

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson,
that we adopt the changes as presented here and worked through with our
Chief Counsel to present to the full Commission being fast-tracked to the

February 16" meeting.

Commissioner Markley asked, were there any comments from the public or is there anyone
online with their hand up other than Commissioner Johnson. Mr. Deichler said for the record
there were two brief comments which I will read into the record that we received from the public.
The first one by Dr. Sheryl L. Stewart. She says Dear Commissioners, I’m writing to you today
to ask you to modernize our Rules and Procedures to ensure the functionality of the Unified
Government. [ ask that you make three changes to help this happen. One, guarantee that every
commissioner has at least two standing committees that meet on the same day to ensure adequate
representation of our county. Two, ensure that items that have the support of the commissioners
are no longer blocked from standing committees and are allowed to be discussed and voted on.
Three, guarantee that every item that is voted on out of the standing committee reaches the full
Commission for a vote. I believe that these items will not only modernize the rules, but will allow
the diverse voices of Wyandotte County to be heard and acted upon. Thank you for considering
these improvements.

The second one is from Marge Gasnick and it reads, I am writing to express my support
for the proposed changes to the Rules and Procedures for standing committee and full Commission
agendas. Since the Unified Government was established there has been a gap in the checks and
balances regarding the items that are placed or removed from the agenda. I believe the proposed
changes resolve the problem by preventing a Mayor from unilaterally removing items from a
standing committee or full Commission meeting. The changes clarify the process to send items
back to standing committees. Most important, the changes allow for each Commission district to
have its issues vetted through its elected commissioner and the standing committee process. This
creates a more democratic and collaborative system that is much needed in the United Government.
Please approve the proposed changes.

Mr. Deichler said those were all the changes.
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Chairman Markley asked, does anybody else have hands up online? Mr. Deichler said seeing
none. Chairman Markley asked, anyone here in the public want to make comment on this item?

Any additional comments here? We do have a motion and a second, roll call please.

Roll Call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum, Markley.

Chairman Markley said thank you Misty for working with us through that. That was definitely
what we call a working session friend. That does conclude our meeting this evening and I’ll

entertain a motion to adjourn.

Public Agenda

No items of business.

Adjourn

Action: Commissioner Bynum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Johnson, to
adjourn. Roll Call was taken and there were four “Ayes,” Kane, Johnson, Bynum,
Markley.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:18 p.m.

dt
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RESOLUTION NO. R-

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE UNIFIED GOVERNMENT TO TRANSFER
REAL ESTATE TO THE KANSAS CITY, KANSAS HOUSING AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, the Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas
(“Unified Government”) is the legal owner of multiple housing units in Kansas City, Kansas as set
out more fully in Exhibit A (collectively referred to as the “Properties™); and

WHEREAS, the Properties were acquired by both purchase and condemnation specifically
for the use of the Kansas City Kansas Housing Authority (“KCKHA”); and

WHEREAS, the Unified Government has adopted procedures for the disposal of real
property as authorized and provided for in K.S.A. 19-211(b) and as authorized by the Unified
Government’s home rule power; and

WHEREAS, KCKHA has been operating these Properties as various public housing
developments since they were built; and

WHEREAS, KCKHA is a separate legal entity from the Unified Government and the
Properties should have been transferred to its ownership back when the developments were built.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE
UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/ KANSAS CITY, KANSAS:

Section 1. That the Unified Government Board of Commissioners hereby approves the
transfer of the Properties listed in Exhibit A, all in Kansas City, Kansas, to the Kansas City Kansas
Housing Authority by way of deed.

Section 2. That the County Administrator and other officials and representatives of the
Unified Government are hereby authorized to execute in the name of the Unified Government of
Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas, such deeds and any such other documents, certificates,
and instruments as may be necessary or desirable to carry out and comply with the intent of this
Resolution.

Section 3. This Resolution will take effect and be in full force from and after its

passage by the Board of Commissioners.

ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF WYANDOTTE
COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS, THIS DAY OF 2024.

Tyrone A. Garner
Mayor/CEO
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Attest:

Unified Government Clerk

Approved as to Form:

Chief Counsel



Exhibit A

Lots 1 through 24, and the South half of Lot 25, Block 3, ROCK ISLAND PLACE NO. 3, an
addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 067545)

Lots 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32, Block 4, ROCK ISLAND PLACE NO. 2, an addition in Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 067553)

Lots 29, 30 and 31, Block 63, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080182)

Lots 7 to 19, both inclusive, Block 6, SPLITLOG PARK, an addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 071389)

Lots 1 to 56, Block 99, and Lots 1 to 28, Block 106, WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080376)

Lots 6, 7, and 8, Block 102, WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080785)

Lots 43 and 44, Block 42, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081122)

Lots 19 and 20, Block 55, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081139)

Lots 17 and 18, Block 55 in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081388)

Beginning at the Southeast corner of Lot 7 in Block 97 in WYANDOTTE CITY now a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas; thence along the North line of an existing 18 foot wide
alley; calling said line due West a distance of 250.00 feet to the Southwest corner of Lot 16 Block
97; thence North 00°00°50” East along the West line of said Lot 16, 103.00 feet; thence East
115.00 feet, to a point 15 feet East of the West line of Lot 12, Block 97 and being 103.00 feet
North of the South line of Lot 12; thence South 85°25°33” East a distance of 135.43 feet to a point
on the East line of Lot 7 Block 97 and being 92.20 feet North of the Southeast corner of said Lot
7; thence South 00°00°50” West, 92.20 feet to the point of beginning. (Parcel No. 082178)

Beginning at a point on the South line of Lot 37, 9 feet West of the Southeast corner of said Lot
37, Block 97 in Wyandotte City, now Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas; thence along the
North line of Nebraska Avenue; calling same due West; a distance of 191.00 feet to the Southwest
corner of Lot 30, Block 97; thence North 00°00°50” East along the West line of said Lot 30, 133
feet to the Northwest corner of Lot 30; thence East along the South line of an 18 foot wide alley,
191.00 feet to a point on the North line of Lot 37 and being 9.00 feet West of the Northeast corner
of Lot 37; thence South 00°00°50” West and being 9.00 feet West and parallel with the East line
of Lot 37; 133.00 feet to the point of beginning. (Parcel No. 082182)

Lots 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42, Block 53, WYANDOTTE CITY, an addition now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 082310)
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Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, in Block 1 in BELMONT, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas, according to the recorded plat thereof (Parcel No. 090600)

Lots 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26, Block 3, LOWELL SPRINGS, an addition in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 092682)

Lots 11, 12, 13 and 14, and the East 17 feet of Lot 15, GOODMAN’S ADDITION, now in and a
part of Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094113)

Lots 24 to 33, in Block 3, MOUNT PLEASANT, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094379)

Lots 21, 22, 23 and 24, in Block 7, EDGERTON PLACE, an addition now in and a part of Kansas
City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094626)

Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4, Block 5, EDGERTON PLACE, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094704)

Lots 10, 11, 12 and 13, in Block 1, HAFNER’S GROVE, an addition now in and a part of Kansas
City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 109204)

Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20, Block 5, all in GORDON PLACE, an addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 111571)

Lots 11, 12, 13 and 14, Block 6, all in GORDON PLACE, an addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas Parcel No. 111592)

Lots 7 through 11, in JULIN’S ADDITION, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte County,
Kansas, also commencing 40 poles East of the Northwest corner of the Southwest 1/4 of Section
10, Township 11, Range 25, thence South 156 3/4 feet, thence East 276 feet, thence North 239.9
feet, thence West 227 1/2 feet, thence South 83 feet, thence West 48 1/2 feet, less the North 92
feet in ELLIS ADDITION, in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 119204)

The North 1/2 and the South 1/2 of the West 1/2 of the Southwest 1/4 of the Northeast 1/4 of
Section 30, Township 11, Range 25, in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas, except that part
thereof taken or used for public road purposes. (Parcel No. 912221)



KANSAS WARRANTY DEED

On this day of , 2024, the City of Kansas City, Kansas now known

as the City of Kansas City, Kansas now known as the Unified Government of Wyandotte
County/Kansas City, Kansas (“Grantor”) CONVEY(S) AND WARRANT(S) to The Housing
Authority of Kansas City (“Grantee”) all of the following-described real estate in Wyandotte

County, Kansas:

See Attached “Exhibit A”
by way of gift or donation.

SUBJECT TO: easements, restrictions, reservations, and covenants of record, if any.

David Johnston, County Administrator

STATE OF KANSAS )
COUNTY OF WYANDOTTE ) ss.

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this day of , 2024,

by David Johnston, who affirms that he is the County Administrator for the Unified Government
of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas and has authority to execute this Warranty Deed as
such.

Notary Public

Pursuant to K.S.A. 79-1437e , a real estate sales validation questionnaire is not required due to
Exemption No. 4.



Exhibit A

Lots 1 through 24, and the South half of Lot 25, Block 3, ROCK ISLAND PLACE NO. 3, an
addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 067545)

Lots 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32, Block 4, ROCK ISLAND PLACE NO. 2, an addition in Kansas
City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 067553)

Lots 29, 30 and 31, Block 63, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080182)

Lots 7 to 19, both inclusive, Block 6, SPLITLOG PARK, an addition in Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 071389)

Lots 1 to 56, Block 99, and Lots 1 to 28, Block 106, WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080376)

Lots 6, 7, and 8, Block 102, WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 080785)

Lots 43 and 44, Block 42, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081122)

Lots 19 and 20, Block 55, in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081139)

Lots 17 and 18, Block 55 in WYANDOTTE CITY, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas (Parcel No. 081388)

Beginning at the Southeast corner of Lot 7 in Block 97 in WYANDOTTE CITY now a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas; thence along the North line of an existing 18 foot wide
alley; calling said line due West a distance of 250.00 feet to the Southwest corner of Lot 16
Block 97; thence North 00°00°50” East along the West line of said Lot 16, 103.00 feet; thence
East 115.00 feet, to a point 15 feet East of the West line of Lot 12, Block 97 and being 103.00
feet North of the South line of Lot 12; thence South 85°25°33” East a distance of 135.43 feet to a
point on the East line of Lot 7 Block 97 and being 92.20 feet North of the Southeast corner of
said Lot 7; thence South 00°00°50” West, 92.20 feet to the point of beginning. (Parcel No.
082178)

Beginning at a point on the South line of Lot 37, 9 feet West of the Southeast corner of said Lot
37, Block 97 in Wyandotte City, now Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas; thence along the
North line of Nebraska Avenue; calling same due West; a distance of 191.00 feet to the
Southwest corner of Lot 30, Block 97; thence North 00°00°50” East along the West line of said
Lot 30, 133 feet to the Northwest corner of Lot 30; thence East along the South line of an 18 foot
wide alley, 191.00 feet to a point on the North line of Lot 37 and being 9.00 feet West of the
Northeast corner of Lot 37; thence South 00°00°50” West and being 9.00 feet West and parallel
with the East line of Lot 37; 133.00 feet to the point of beginning. (Parcel No. 082182)



Lots 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42, Block 53, WYANDOTTE CITY, an addition now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 082310)

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, in Block 1 in BELMONT, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas, according to the recorded plat thereof (Parcel No. 090600)

Lots 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26, Block 3, LOWELL SPRINGS, an addition in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 092682)

Lots 11, 12, 13 and 14, and the East 17 feet of Lot 15, GOODMAN’S ADDITION, now in and a
part of Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094113)

Lots 24 to 33, in Block 3, MOUNT PLEASANT, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094379)

Lots 21, 22, 23 and 24, in Block 7, EDGERTON PLACE, an addition now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094626)

Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4, Block 5, EDGERTON PLACE, an addition now in and a part of Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 094704)

Lots 10, 11, 12 and 13, in Block 1, HAFNER’S GROVE, an addition now in and a part of
Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 109204)

Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20, Block 5, all in GORDON PLACE, an addition in Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No. 111571)

Lots 11, 12, 13 and 14, Block 6, all in GORDON PLACE, an addition in Kansas City,
Wyandotte County, Kansas Parcel No. 111592)

Lots 7 through 11, in JULIN’S ADDITION, now in and a part of Kansas City, Wyandotte
County, Kansas, also commencing 40 poles East of the Northwest corner of the Southwest 1/4 of
Section 10, Township 11, Range 25, thence South 156 3/4 feet, thence East 276 feet, thence
North 239.9 feet, thence West 227 1/2 feet, thence South 83 feet, thence West 48 1/2 feet, less
the North 92 feet in ELLIS ADDITION, in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas (Parcel No.
119204)

The North 1/2 and the South 1/2 of the West 1/2 of the Southwest 1/4 of the Northeast 1/4 of
Section 30, Township 11, Range 25, in Kansas City, Wyandotte County, Kansas, except that part
thereof taken or used for public road purposes. (Parcel No. 912221)
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RESOLUTION: CERTIFYING COSTS OF 2024 PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE PRIMARY
BACKGROUND

THE RESOLUTION CERTIFIES THE COSTS INCURRED BY WYANDOTTE COUNTY IN
CONDUCTING THE 2024 PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE PRIMARY SO THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT CAN SEEK REIMBURSEMENT OF SAID COST FROM THE STATE, SUBMITTED
BY MICHAEL RANKIN, ASSISTANT COUNSEL. PURSUANT TO K.S.A 25-4508, THE STATE
SHALL REIMBURSE COUNTIES FOR ALL NECESSARY AND DIRECT EXPENSES INCURRED BY
THE COUNTY IN CONDUCTING A PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE PRIMARY. ’

RECOMMENDATION

Approve

BUDGET IMPACTS / FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

IT/POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

PROCUREMENT CONSIDERATIONS

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

To adopt the resolution.

Resolution Approving Election Expenses with Attachment

Approved by Mayor and/or Chair and Administrator to add to agenda.
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RESOLUTION NO.

ARESOLUTION CERTIFYING ALL NECESSARY DIRECT EXPENSES OF THE
2024 PRESIDENTIAL PREFERENCE PRIMARY ELECTION

WHEREAS, the State of Kansas elected to utilize a Presidential Preference Primary in lieu
of caucuses to aid political parties in selecting candidates for the 2024 Presidential Election; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to K.S.A. 25-4508, the board of county commissioners is required
to certify, within sixty days after a Presidential Preference Primary, all necessary direct expenses
incurred by the county in conducting such election to the Secretary of State so the costs can be
reimbursed by the state; and

WHEREAS, on March 19, 2024, the Wyandotte County Election Office conducted a
Presidential Preference Primary pursuant to law; and

WHEREAS, the Wyandotte County Election Office has determined the sum of all
necessary direct expenses to conduct the Presidential Preference Primary to be $164,856.25, as set
out in Attachment A; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE
UNIFIED GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS:

Section 1. The Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas,
certifies the expenses described in Attachment A were the necessary and direct expenses incurred
by the county in conducting the 2024 Presidential Preference Primary.

Section 2. This Resolution shall take effect and be in full force immediately after its
adoption by the governing body of the Unified Government.

ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE UNIFIED
GOVERNMENT OF WYANDOTTE COUNTY/KANSAS CITY, KANSAS THIS
DAY OF , 2024,

Tyrone Garner, Mayor/CEO
Attest:



Unified Government Clerk

Approved as to Form:

Chief Counsel



Wyandotte County Election Office
O -t e Michael G. Abbott, Election Commissioner
Zachary L. Hunt, Deputy Election Commissioner

Attachment A

2024 Presidential Preference Primary Election
Direct Election Expenses

In compliance with the provisions of K.S.A. 25-4508; “Not later than sixty (60) days following
a presidential preference primary election held pursuant to this act, the board of county
commissioners of each county shall certify to the secretary of state the amount of all
necessary direct expenses incurred by the county in conducting the presidential preference
primary election. Payment for such expenses shall be made to the county treasurer of the
county upon warrants of the director of accounts and reports pursuant to vouchers approved
by the secretary of state. Upon receipt of such payment and reimbursements, the county
treasurer shall deposit the entire amount thereof in the county election fund.”

Per K.A.R. 6-1-1, the following direct expenses were associated with the 2024 Presidential
Preference Primary Election conducted on March 19th, 2024 in Wyandotte County:

« Election Judges and CIerks .........ccccvvviiiiieeicc $59,014.47
« Printing of Ballots and Preparation of Voting Machines ................. $42,191.18
0 NOLICES oiiieeiiiieiie et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e $37,702.54
« Transportation of Voting Machines and Supplies ...........ccccceeeeennn.. $14,966.27
« Rental of Polling PIAcCeS .........ccccuvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeceee e $8,970.00
o POIIDOOKS ... $2,011.79
0 TOMAI oo ————————— $164,856.25

In testimony whereof, | have set my hand and affixed my official seal this 3rd day of April, A.D. 2024.

| W Wumu,::?f.‘h

A/t~

Aichael G. Abbott
Election Commissioner
Wyandotte County

850 State Avenue Phone: (913) 573-8500 election@wycokck.org
Kansas City, KS 66101 Fax: (913) 573-8580 www.WycoVotes.org
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