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LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE
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LEG2005-49: Consider Building permit and Plan Review fees

Doug Luther

Consider Recreation fees:

LEG2005-43:

LEG2005-44

LEG2005-45:
LEG2005-48:
LEG2005-47:
LEG2005-46:

Swimming pool fees

Josh Farrar

Team Fees

Josh Farrar

Twilight pool fees

Josh Farrar

Swim Team Program addition
Josh Farrar

British Soccer Contract Amendment
Josh Farrar

Facility Reservation Fees
Josh Farrar

RUTH HOPKINS

LEG2005-42:

LEG2006-01

Consider letter of interest in participating in First Suburbs
Coalition/Fannie Mae program
Barbara Vernon

Consider Amendment to 2006 Legislative Program
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LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

LEG2000-07

LEG2000-25

LEG2003-12

LEG2004-31
LEG2005-38

PK2005 -11

LEG2005-42

LEG2005-43
LEG2005-44
LEG2005-45
LEG2005-46
LEG2005-47
LEG20065-48
LEG2005-49

Consider current policies and procedures for code violations (Transferred from CCW
3/18/2002)

Review fee schedules to determine if they are comparable to other communities and
adjust where appropriate (assigned Strategic Plan for 1™ Quarter of 2001)

Consider Resident survey - choices in services and service levels, redevelopment
(assigned 8/7/2003)

Consider Lease of Park Land to Cingular Wireless (assigned 8/31/2004)

Consider proposed ordinance revisions to PVMC 19.44.025 entitled “Height and Area
Exceptions - Fences™ (assigned 11/2/2005)

Consider Use of right-of-way island at Somerset and Lee Blvd (assigned to L/F
Committee)

Consider a letter of interest in participating in the First Suburbs Coalition/Fannie
Mae home improvement and remodeling loan program (assigned 12/15/2005)
Consider 2006 Pool Fees (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider 2006 Team Fees (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider 2006 Twilight Pool Program Addition (assigned 12/15/200%)

Consider Facility Reservation Fees {assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider British Soccer Camp Amendment (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider Swim Team Program Addition (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider Building Permit and Plan Review Fees (assigned 12//21/2005)
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LEG2000-25 Review fee schedules to determine if they are comparable with other
communities and adjust where appropriate

Issue:
Should the City increase its permit and plan review fees?

A
Background:

Like other cities, Prairie Village charges fees for building permits and review of construction plans.
These fees are based on the user fee concept: that the individual receiving a specific benefit for a
City service pay for (at least a portion of) the City's cost of providing the service.

Establishing appropriate user fees can be a challenging task. In the case of building permit and
ptan review fees, the amount should help offset a portion of the cost of processing permit
applications, conducting plan reviews, and inspecting construction projects. However, fees
should not be so high that they deter citizens from improving their propenrties or encourage
residents to perform work without cbtaining the necessary permits.

The current fee schedule was adopted in 1994. For most construction projects, fees are based on
the estimated construction value, with exceptions for projects such as decks, fences, and re-
roofing. In addition to permit fees, a plan review fee is also charged when City staff must review
construction plans prior {0 issuing a permit.

Over the past several years, permit and plan review revenue has been stagnant, while the Codes
Administration Department’s operating costs have increased. Although permit and plan review
fees do not seek to cover full costs, they should be re-evaluated periodically.

Codes Administration Staff recently reviewed the City’s permit and pian review fee schedule in
light of:

» Fees charged by neighboring jurisdictions

» The costs involved with issuing permits and monitoring construction projects

This review revealed that obtaining true “apples to apples” comparisons between jurisdictions is
nearly impossible, as each city’s fee structure is different and each censtruction project is unique.
For example, some cities base permit fees on square footage, while others, like Prairie Village,
base fees construction value.

Staff recommends revising permit and plan review fees to allow the City to recover a greater
amount of the costs associated with processing permits and monitoring construction projects.
Under the proposed fee schedule, fees would, on average, increase approximately 25%. Given
that fees have not been increased in over ten years, this increase represents an annual increase
of approximately 2.5%/year, which is consistent with increases for other user fees charged by the
City.. In addition, the revised fee schedule will continue to keep the permit fees for most
residential projects below 1% of total construction costs.

LAADMINWAGEN_MINWORDALEG-FIN\2005\Permit Fee Re@iew.doc



Significant changes in the fee schedule being proposed include:

The base permit fee will increase from $20 to $25

Re-roofing permits will incase from $25 to $45

Fence permit fees will increase from $25 to $40

A new category will be created for foundation repairs. Under the current schedule the fee
was based on construction value. A flat fee of $30 is proposed.

+ Residential Plan review fees will increase from 5% to 10% of total permit fees, with a
base of $25 vs. the current base of $20.

¢ The minimum permit fee for commercial pian review fee would be $30. There is currently
no minimum fee.

Fiscal impact

An increase in permit and plan review fees will increase City revenue. The amount, however, will
depend on the level and type of construction activity performed in any given year. Assuming a
25% fee increase, however, could result in increased revenue of approximately $20,000 --
$25,000/year.
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Permit/Plan Review Fee Examples:

Residential Construction:

For residential construction projects, permit fees are calculated for each discipline (structural,
electrical, plumbing, and mechanical) with a plan review fee of 10% of the total permit fees.

Example 1. Residential project valued at $50,000

Structural

Electrical

Plumbing
Mechanical

Permit Fees

Plan Review

Total

Fees as % of Value

Value

$43,000
$2 000
$3,500

$1,500

$50,000

Current

$197.00
$35.00
$44.00
$30.00
$306.00
$20.00
$326.00
0.652%

Example 2: Residential Project valued at $100,000

Structural

Electrical

Plumbing
Mechanical

Permit Fees

Plan Review

Total

Fees as % of Value

Value

$86,000
$4,500
$6,500
$3.000

$100,000

Current

$300.75
$48.50
$57.50
$40
$446
$22.31
$468.56
0.469%
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Proposed
$225.00
$47.50
$57.50
$40.00
$370.00
$37.00
$407.00
0.814%

Proposed
$340.00
$62.50
$72.50
$52.50
$527.50
$52.75
$580.25
0.580%

Increase
$28.00
$12.50
$13.50
$10.00
$64.00
$17.00
$81.00

Increase
$39.25
$14.00
$15.00
$13.00
$81.25
$30.44

$111.69

Pct. Increase
14%
36%
31%
33%
21%
B5%
25%

Pct. Increase
13%

29%

26%

33%

18%

136%

24%



Example 3: New home with construction value of $422,100

Value Current Proposed Increase Pct. Increase

Structural $400,000 $857.25 $1,050.00 $192.75 22%
Electrical $5,400 $53.00 $67.50 $14.50 27%
Plumbing $9,400 $71.00 $87.50 $186.50 23%
Mechanical $7,300 $62 $77.50 $15.50 25%
Permit Fees $1,043 $1,282.50 $239.25 23%
Pian Review $52.16 $128.25 $76.09 146%
Total $422,100 $1,095.41 $1,410.75 $315.34 29%
Fees as % of Value 0.260% 0.334%

Commercial Construction
For commercial projects, permit fees are calculated for each discipline (structural, electrical,
plumbing, and mechanical). Plan review fees are calculated at 65% of the total permit fee.

Example 4; Commercial Tenant Finish Project -- $51,000

Value Current Proposed increase Pct. Increase

Structural $6,000 $53.00 $67.50 $14.50 27%
Electrical $12,000 $80.00 $97.50 $17.50 22%
Plumbing $8,000 $62.00 $77.50 $15.50 25%
Mechanical $25,000 $138.50 $162.50 $24.00 17%
Permit Fees $334 $405 $71.50 21%
Plan Review $216.78 $263.25 $46.48 21%
Total $51,000 $550.28 $668.25 $117.98 21%
Fees as % of Value 1.079% 1.310%

RECOMMENDATIOM
Recommend the City Council delete the current Fee Schedule #6 and replace with the following
Fee Schedule #6
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City of Prairie Village
Fee Schedule #6
Permit & Plan Review Fees

The value to be used in computing the permit and plan review fees shall be the total value of all
construction work for which the permit is issued as well as all finish work, painting, roofing,
electrical, plumbing, heating, air conditioning, elevators, fire extinguishing systems and any other
permanent equipment. The determination of value ar valuation under any of the provisions of
these codes shall be made by the Building Official.

Total Valuation:

$1 - $500

$25

$501 -- $2,000

$25 for the first $500, plus $1.50 for each additional $100 or fraction
thereof

$2,001 - $25,000

$47,50 for the first $2,000, plus $5 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof

$25,001 -- $50,000

$162.50 for the first $25,000, plus $3.50 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof

$50,001 -- $100,000

$250 for the first $50,000, plus $2.50 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof

$100,001 -- $500,000

$385 for the first $100,000, plus $2,25 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof

$500,001 -- $1,000,000

$1,285 for the first $500,000, plus $2.00 for each additiona! $1,000 or
fraction thereof

$1,000,001 and up

$2,281 for the first $1,000, plus $2.00 for each additional $1,000 or
fraction thereof

Plan Review Fees

Residential 10% of total permit fees, $25 minimum
Commercial 65% of total permit fees, $30 minimum
Fixed Fees

Signs/banners $30
Residential Decks $40

New footing/foundation $55
Foundation Repair $30

Lawn lrrigation $30
Residential Re-roof {1&2 family structures) $45
Demolition - residential $50
Demolition - commercial $100
Fences $40

Spas / Hot Tubs $40

Temp. Cerificate of Occupancy $100
Certificate of Occupancy $20

Miscellaneous Fees

Moving Structure

$100

After hours inspection
fee

%30/hr, 2 hr. minimum

Re-inspection fee

$50 each
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Value of Construction Permits.

R
‘Commercial

oo e
Total Permit Fees . .. |
Plan Review Fees o

Total Fee Re\.enue

Personnel

Capital Outlay o
Total Expenditures

Fees as % of Personnel Exp.
‘Fees as % of Operatmg Exp
Fees as % of Total Exp.

REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY e

' CODES ADMINiSTRATION

2001 2002

'$19,543,651 ¥ $12,820,084

$16.749 .

$57 802

o
$930

- 2003
511,010,415

$8,337

$1.025
560295
§7.611.

2004
$12 569 298

ST
17480
Sto
$60,594,
prera B

2005 Est
$20,000,000

$55,000
$18,000

$1,000
$74,000
$17,000°

_$95,415

$170910
$57,560

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ §5540

578,132

$197,506

$6,165

$67,906

$224,672

L $25124
$5.031

240,912
$23,228
$4,378.

$73,727

$57,000

$260,569
- $29,189
$5,900

Fees as % of Constructlon Vaiue

QOperating Exp Increase
Total Exp. Increase

T$233,710,
30!

$220,201
$18,614.

$254,827

$268,518.

$16,677

~ $295,638
$0

$233,710.

$247.815,

$285,195

$295,638

e
B R
AT
049%
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Comparison of Permit Fees
Neighboring Jurisdictions
September 2005

Permit Fees

Prairie Leawood Fairway Lenexa Overland Olathe
Village Park
$1.00-$3006.00 $0-3500 Residential Fees: Residential One & Two Family | NewConstruction
525 £0-32000 1 and 2 units Dwellings, Basemts, | Residential Single
$20.60 $25 $0.17 per sq. ft. Garages. &Carports | Family
$50 minimum $0.15 per sq.it $0.15 persq. fi.
$15.00 minimum
$501- $2000.00 | $501-52000 $2001-%10.000 Residential Swimming Pools NewConsriyction
$20 for 1™ $500 | $25 for 1* $500 + $50 3 or more units Duplex

Plis §1 forea
addn! $100 or
fraction thereof.

$3 for
eaaddnl$1000r
fractio thereof

$0.18 per sq. ft.
£100 munimum

$0.15 per sq. ft.
$15.00 minimum

$0.15 persq.fi

$2001-825.000

$2001-$25.000

$35 forl™ $2000
Plus$4.50{or ea
addnl $10000r
fraction thercof,

%70 for 1

$2000 + $14 forea
addnl $1000 or
fractionthereof

$10,000-$25.000

Commercial

575

$0.18 per sq. ft.
$100 minimum
(inciudes tenant
finish, alts, remdls)

Multi-famil
residential

(3 or more units)
$0.19 per sq. fi.
$15.00 minimum

NewCaonstruction
Commercial
{school,
apartment,church)
$0.15 per sq. ft.

$25.001- $25,001-350.000 $25.001-550,000 Shell, Warehouse Commercial Miscellaneoys
$50.000 $392 for 1™ $25,000 | $100 Factory Structures {remodel, tenant
$138.50 for 1™ + $10 for ea addnl $0.12 per sq. ft. {including finish, alteration,
$25,000 %1000 or $50,001-375.000 $100 minimom churches) repair)

Plus $3.25 for fractionthereof $125 $0.12 per sq. It
ea addnl $1000 $0.19 per sq. [t.

or fraction $15.00 minimum

thereof.

$50,001- $50.001-$100.000 §75.001-8100.000 Warehoused Other Structures Footing/Fnd
$100,000 $642 for 19 $150 Factory tenant (i.e. additions} $0.03 persq. fu.
$219.75 for ist $50,000 +%$7 forea Finish, alts

$50,000 plus addnl $100,001-5125,000  Remdls $0.19 per sq. ft.

$2.25forea $1000 or 5175 $0.12 per sq. ft. $15.00 minimum

addn! $1000 or fractionthereof $100 minimum

fraction thereotf.

$1060,001- $100,001-$500,000 § $125.001-§150,000 | Remodels/ Remodels Excavation fee

$500.000 $992 for 1 $200 Alterations not Demolitions Residential $35
$332.25 for 1* $100,000 +%6 attributed to a floor | Foundations, Commercial §75
$100,000 plus For ea addnl $1000 | $150.001-$175,000 | space Fences. Signs,

$1.75 forea or fractionthereof $225 (i.e.. gas pipe, svc Tanks, Towers

addnl $1000 or
fraction thereof

upgrd, cut opening

in existine wall, ete.

Antennas

Fees based upon
following table:

$500.001- $500,001- $175.001&up Per valuation table 21.00- $2.000
$1.000,000 $1,000.000 $225 for 1¥ as follows: $15.00

$1032.25 for 1¥* | %3392 for 1 $175,000+ 325 for | $1.00-$1000 $2,001-51.000.000
$5000,000 plus | $500,000 +35 for ea | ea addnl $25,000 or | $30.00 $20 for 1™ $2000
$i.50 forea addnl $1000 or fraction thereof 31001-$5000 plus $3.00 for ea




addnl $t1000 or
fraction thereof.

$1.000,000 &
up

$1782.25 for 1
$1,000,000 plus
$1.00 for ea
addnl $1000 or
fraction thereof.

fractionthereof

$1.000.000 & up

Commercial Fees:

$30 + 2.5% of
amount over$ 1000

$5001-$25,000

$3892 for 1¢
$1,000,000 +%4 for
ea addnf $1000 or
fractionthereof

Subcontractor
Fees:
New conunl&multi-

4%ofpermitfee
$200min per
subcontr

Existing
commi&multi-fimly:

3%ofpermitfee
$150min per
Subcontr

New! &2 mly:
$100 per subcontr
Existing1 &2
fmly:

$40 per subcontr

$1.00-5500
§$23.50

$501-$2.000
£23.50 for 1* $500
+ $3.05 for ea addnt
$100 or
fractionthereof

$2001-%25.000
$69.25 for 1* $2000
+ $14 for ea addnl
$1000 or
fractionthereof

£25.001-550,000
$391.25 for 1
$25,000 + $10.10
for ea addnl $1000
or fractionthercof

$50.001-$100.000
$643.75 for 1%
$50,000 + %7 forea
addnl $1000 or
fractionthereof

$100,001-5500,000
$993.75 for 1¥
$100,000 +%5.60
for ea addn} $1000
or fractionthereof

$500,001-
$1,000,000
$3233.75 for 1%
$500,000 +%4.75
for ea addnl $1000
or fractionthereof

$1.000.001 & up
$5608.75 for 1
$1,000,000 +$3.15
for ea addnl $1000
or fraction thereof

$130+1.25% of
amount over
£5000
$25001-3100,000
$380 + 1.0% of
amount over
$25,000
$100.001- $500.000
$1130+0.75% of
amount over
$100,000
$500,0008 up
34130 + 0.50% of
amount over
$500,000

addnl
$1000 or fraction
thereof

$1.000,000 and
over

$3014 for 1*
$1,000,000 plus
$1.00

For ea addnt 51,000
or fraction thereof.




Comparison of Fixed/Misc. Permit Fees
Neighboring Jurisdictions
September 2005

Fixed/Misc Permit Fees

Prairie Overland Olathe Lenexa Leawood
Yillage Park Fairway
Signs/Banners Moving Permit | TCO Fte/fnd: Land disturbance: | Fenee
$25 £300 1&2 finly Residential 182 finly 525
Residential $100 1&2fmly $50
Decks Re-insp fee All others $100/bldg Commercial,multi- | Driveway
325 350 ea $2000 Residential fmly.residential $25
Ftg/Fnd Refund 3 or more developments:
£50 After hrs insp $1750 units $250 per disturbed | Roof
Fud repair fee $200/bldg acre($250 $25
%25 $50 per hr. Re-ingp fee Commercigl | minimum)
Irrigation 2 hr minimum $75 $200/bldg Deck
$25 Commercial demo | 540
Re-roofs: TCO Moving permit; Moving §200 per sucture
Commercial & $100 com. Building Permit 1&2 fmly demo Fte/fnd
residential $50 residential | $150+city %150 $100 per structure | §50
525 eXpenses
Residential Expired permits Demolition; Moyving structure HYAC
demolition $30 expiration | Maobile home Entire £500 per structure | $25
$50 fee $10+eity structure:
Commercial expenses Residential Re-insp Phunbing
demolition Septic_tank 1&2 units commercial 540
$100 §75 Mobile/Manufird | $.10 persq.fi. | $60 ea
Fences home insp 320 Re-insp 1&2 fmly | Electrical
$25 Elevator insp $40 minimum 530 ea %40
Spas/Hot tubs 2 landings= Residential 3
$25 $75 per elevator | Misc plumbing or more units | TCO commercial | Demolition
TCO per year not covered by $.15 per sq.ft. | $100 350
$100 3 or more bldg permit $50 TCO 1&2 fmily
co landings= (i.e. repairs} minimum $50
£10 3125 per 530 Commercial
Maoving elevator per $.15 persq.it | Special insp after
Structure year Misc electric not | 350 hrs
3100 covered by bldg | minimum $50 per hr
After hirs insp Escalator insp perniit{i.e. Demolition; $100 mimimum
fee 360 per repairs) Interior
$20 per hr, escalator per 330 Space Special insp
Minimum 2 hrs. | year fno structural | during business
Misc mechanical | work): hrs
Re-insp fee Dumbwaiter/lift | not covered by Residential $50 per hr
$42 ea insp blde penmit{i.c. 1&2 units
$30 per repairs) $50
dumbwaiter/1ift | 330 Residential
Payable in 3 or more
advance units
100
3000sq.ft or
fess ;350
3000-
20,000sg.1t
3100
20.000+sq.f1
$200




Comparison of Plan Review Fees
Neighboring Jurisdictions

September 2005
Plan Review
Prairie Overland Olathe Lenexa Leawood Fairway
Village Park
Commercial: Commercial, Residential: Residential: Residential: Residential:
65% of bldg Multi Famly, 1&2 units
permit fee Townhouses: Up to 5000 sg. ft. | $30 1&2 finly: £0-$25,000
50% of bldg $25 3 or more units 10% of bidg 320
permit fee witha | 5001-7500 sq. fi. | $30 perniit fee 325001 & uwp
$25,000 360 %40
maximum forea | 7301-10.000sq.fi
submittal $120
Residential: New Residential | Commercial: Commercia]: Commegrcial: Commercial:
3% of bldg 1&2 fmly: 20% of bidg 65% of bldg
permit fee $100 per unit Up to 5000 sg. ft. | penmit fee New permit fee
$20 mimmunm $300 $30 minimum commercial&
Permiits issue 5001-7500 sq. ft. | Shell. Warehouse | multi-fmly:
over-the-counter | $550 .Factory: 65% of bldg
515 7501-10,000sq.ft | 20% of bldg permit fee
$750 permit fee
10.001sq.ft + $30 minimum Existing
$1,000 plus commercial&
$0.02 per sq.1t. mutti-fily:
25% of bldg
permit fee

Commercial
Tenant Finish,
alieration/
remodel

20% of bldg
permit fee
$30 minimum

Remodel/
Alteration

i.e..sve uperd,
gas line.etc
Residential 1&2
$15
Residential 3 or
20% of bidg
permit fee

$30 minimum
Commercial:
20% of bldg
permiit ($30miin)

b
3




Park and Recreation Committee
December 14, 20035
Meeting Minutes

The Park and Recreation Committee met on December 14, 2005 in the Council Chambers
of Prairie Village City Hall. Members present were Diana Ewy Sharp — Chairperson,
David Belz — Vice Chairperson, Kathy Peterson, Mary Beth Smith, David Voysey, Peggy
Couch, A.J. LoScalzo, and Andy Peterson. Staff present was Joshua Farrar and Bob
Pryzby.

CALL TO ORDER
Diana Ewy Sharp called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
There was no one present for public participation.

CONSENT AGENDA
David Belz moved to approve the consent agenda for Wednesday, December 14, 2005.

1. Approve Committee minutes from November 9, 2005
2. PK2005-12: Consider 2006 Pool Fees
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE
3. PK2005-14: Consider 2006 Team Fees
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE
The motion was seconded and approved unanimously.

REPORTS

Recreation Report

Josh Farrar told the Committee that the Head Swim Coach, Head Dive Coach, and both
Tennis Professionals would be returning for the 2006 season. Jen Holland will not return
as Synchronized Swim Coach, but Laura Arther, the Assistant Coach should be ready to
take over. Josh also reported that Kim Cobb, the Pool Manager for many years will not
be returning.

Josh also told the Committee he expects that pool members should be able to renew
online this year and that he has been exploring healthier food options for the pool.

Public Works Report

Bob Pryzby reported crews were clearing leaves from the parks and doing some mulch
replacement. He is currently thinking about the 2007 budget and will likely bring
something to the Committee in January. Crews were nearly done with the plantings for
Prairie Park, but would likely wait until spring to put down sod. The furniture for the
park is being placed.



OLD BUSINESS

Update on Entrance Sign Project

Two members of the Arts Council volunteered to work with the Park Committee and Bob
presented sketches from Bob Endres. The first meeting will take place on January 12 at 7
p.m. in Bob Pryzby’s Office. Committee members asked about the cost of the project,
how many signs it would involve and about the potential for replacing park signs to
create uniformity throughout the City. Bob said he did not know the price for the
proposal and Ryan King is creating an inventory of signs which will be ready before the
January 12 meeting. Bob reminded the Committee that park signs were in the process of
being replaced with the white background/blue writing signs and he had not considered
them to be part of this project, but it could be an option.

Porter Park Ball Field Update
Bob explained he will wait for spring to start this project.

Skate Park Plaque

Kathy Peterson presented a paragraph with the proposed language for the Skate Park
plaque. She said the plague would cost approximately $2,400 and the Skate Park
SHARE Committee had volunteered to fundraise to meet the cost. A number of Doctors
who knew Jake when he was in the hospital also volunteered to pay for the plaque.

Kathy said the plaque would likely be two feet by two feet and mounted at the base of the
art sculpture. David Belz asked if amount contributed by the City Council should be
incorporated into the language. After some discussion the Committee agreed to
incorporate this wording. Mary Beth Smith made a motion, seconded by Peggy Couch,
and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE LANGUAGE PRESENTED FOR HARMON PARK SKATE PARK PLAQUE
WITH AN AMENDMENT INCORPORATING THE TOTAL AMOUNT FUNDED
BY THE CITY AND PENDING MUNICIPAL FOUNDATION APPROVAL.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
MUNICIPAL FOUNDATION

NEW BUSINESS

PK2005-13: Consider Twilight Pool Entry Fee

Joshua Farrar explained that some Council members raised concerns with this fee when 1t
was approved over the summer and asked that it be reconsidered for 2006. Joshua said
the reduced fee was used 658 times between August 1 and the end of the season. The
total cost for the reduced fee was $1,316.00. A number of Committee members
questioned the City Council’s concerns by saying there was potentially an increase in the
total number of users after 5:30 because of the reduced fee. Diana also said it ts
important to consider the fact that the pool is a service to residents and the reduced fee is
intended to induce more people to take advantage of that service. Commitiee members
asked if some type of survey could be used to see if people were taking advantage of the



reduced fee if it were continued through 2006. Josh said he could work on the issue.
Peggy Couch made a motion, seconded by Kathy Peterson, and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS
CONTINUATION OF THE TWILIGHT POOL ENTRY FEE AT A PRICE OF
$3.00 AFTER 5:30 P.M.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

PK2005-15: Consider Swim Team Program Addition

Joshua Farrar explained the Swim Coach’s recommendation to offer semi-private
coached swim lessons for participants of the Swim Team. He said the program would be
administered to offer an additional service to team participants and also offer an
opportunity for Assistant Coaches to earn more over the course of the summer. The
lessons would be held between 10:30 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. when the meter pool is closed
for Synchronized Swim Team practice. Assistant Coaches would be sure to work around
that practice and also use the adult pool. Committee members agreed the program was a
good idea and could also be made available to family of swim team members as long as
team members received priority. Peggy Couch made a motion, seconded by David
Voysey, and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
AN ADDITION TO THE SWIM TEAM PROGRAM BY OFFERING LESSONS
TO BE TAUGHT BY SWIM TEAM ASSISTANT COACHES FOR A FEE OF
$5.00 PER ¥ HOUR PER PARTICIPANT AND LIMITED TO THREE
PARTICIPANTS PER 2 HOUR PER COACH.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

PK2005-16: Consider Facility Reservation Fees

Joshua Farrar explained the current facility reservation fee structure and how it is
administratively incompatible with the recently updated RecNet software. He made the
distinction that the reservation fees for the Community Center and ball fields were being
changed simply for administrative convenience and to allow the opportunity for online
scheduling viewing and eventually reservation. A fee for park pavilion reservation was
being added in order to generate revenue related to a service provided by the City. He
explained that the $5.00/ hour and $10.00/hour fees were generally in line with other
Cities throughout the County.

Committee members discussed the impact these changes would have on citizens. Josh
explained that the group that would be most effected were those in the “civic” category.
These groups reserve the Community Center more than any other, and depending on the
number of times per year which they make reservations, could be the ones who would



feel the greatest increase in fees. Committee members agreed the impact could be
difficult for a select few users, but felt overall the change was necessary. David Voysey
made a motion, seconded by Kathy Peterson and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE FACILITY RESERVATION FEE SCHEDULE AS PRESENTED.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

Recreational Water Illness

Bob Pryzby presented an article on recreational water illness which described a
2002event which occurred in the Kansas City metro area. He said the City is very active
in monitoring chemical levels in the pool, but this can’t always be relied upon as the only
safeguard. Pool patrons must take responsibility for their children in a number of ways.
He suggested that the City begin a campaign this summer to educate all pool patrons,
especially the parents of young children on the dangers of recreational water iliness. He
said three main rules would be emphasized, 1.) Don’t drink the pool water; 2.) Do not
change diapers on the pool deck or throw diapers in the waste baskets on the deck; 3.)
Take small children on frequent bathroom breaks.

The Committee suggested the article presented be distributed at pool membership sign up
and made available throughout the pool during the season. Josh said lifeguards could be
instructed and reminded at in-service training sessions to keep an eye out for these
behaviors.

PK2005-11: Consider 2006 British Soccer Camp Contract Amendment

Josh Farrar explained that British Soccer would like to offer an additional camp in 2006
to make up for the camps that the Kansas City Comets will not be offering. He explained
the camps would be administered in the exact same way as other British Soccer camps.
The additional week would be held during the week of June 5, 2006 through June 9, 2006
in Meadowlake Park. British Soccer is open to moving the Park to Porter Park if
necessary. Kathy Peterson made a motion, seconded by A.J. LoScalzo and passed
unanimously.

MOTION

THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE 2006 BRITISH SOCCER CAMP CONTRACT WITH AN AMENDMENT TO
INCLUDE A SECOND WEEK LLONG CAMP TO BE HELD IN MEADOWLAKE
PARK.

OLD BUSINESS (Continued)
Business Plan Presentation

Before beginning Bob Pryzby suggested the Committee be up front and ask the other
community program committees about their willingness to cooperate in the area of parks,



community and recreation programs. He reminded the Committee of the Kansas City
Star’s articles on rating the suburbs. While Prairie Village was ranked high at number
four, the one item the Star said was really lacking were great community and recreation
programs. He felt these ratings could be a rallying point to inspire all of the City’s
Committees to work together on the issue. The Committee agreed and decided an
invitation should be sent to all the members of the other committees to attend the next
Park & Recreation Committee meeting.

Bob Pryzby walked the Committee through Sections one and two of the draft business
plan. Specifically, he explained the five ordinances directly relating the Parks &
Recreation Committee.

- Chapter I. Administration. Article 8: Committees

- Chapter XIII. Article 3: City Tree Board

- Chapter XII. Public Property. Article 1: City Parks

- Chapter XIL Public Property. Article 2: Municipal Swimming Pool

- Chapter XI1. Public Property. Article 3: Tennis Program

He made a point to show the Committee areas of the ordinance where authority is
discussed and areas that may be outdated, duplicated or in need of revision.

Bob also read through a list of Council Policies identified by staff as pertaining to the
Parks & Recreation Committee. Once again identifying areas that may be outdated,

duplicated or in need of revision.

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
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LEG2005-43: Consider 2006 Pool Fees

Background:

Pool fees were restructured in 2005. The good news is that the new fee structure received
positive feedback from staff and residents while also allowing us to effectively use our
new membership and activity management software. The bad news is that it led to a
decrease in pool membership revenue for the season. The reason for the decrease is an
error in the assumption of the number of two person families versus that of larger
families. The decrease in revenue in this particular area was made up by a very good year
for daily entrance sales and an increase in almost every other membership type sales.

Prairie Village pool fees are currently the highest of those in Johnson County in nearly
every membership category. At the same time, the pool is aging. Maintenance costs will
only continue to increase as the pool gets older. The budget for personnel for the pool
should remain constant as turnover continues to keep wages on the low end while other
costs should remain relatively flat. The Legislative/Finance Committee has requested
that the pool attempt to cover as much of its costs as possible and also recommended that
fees increase 2.5% each year. The pool fee schedule presented on the next page
maintains the current fee structure and presents an increase of 2.5%.

Financial Impact:
The increase in fees will increase revenue. Depending on the amount maintenance to be
done, the fee increase should help the pool continue to cover 60-70 percent of cosis.

Program Impact:

Based upon the response from 2005, the fee structure seems to be both practical from a
staff perspective and user friendly from a pool member perspective. For that reason, the
structure of the fees will remain the same.

You will notice that the Twilight Pool Fee approved last year is not included in this fee
schedule. A number of Council members had a difficult time approving this fee last year,
and one in particular asked that the Park Committee specifically reconsider it for 2006.
For that reason I have included it as a separate agenda item.

Recommendation:
The Parks & Recreation Committee recommends approval of the proposed 2006 pool fee
schedule.



Resident

Individual Membership

2 Person Family Membership

Family Membership {more than 2 people)
Senior Citizen Membership (age 60 and over)

Non-Resident

Individual Membership
Family Membership

Senior Citizen Membership
Child Membership

Other

10 Swim Card

Daily Admission Fee
Lost 1D Card

Pool Rental

2005
$60.00
$120.00
$125.00
$45.00

$130.00

$250.00
$85.00
$85.00

$40.00
$5.00
$3.00

$350.00

2.5%
$1.50
$3.00
$3.13
$1.13

$3.25
$6.25
$2.13
$2.13

$1.00
$0.13
$0.08
$8.75

2006
$62.00
$123.00
$128.00
$46.00

$133.00
$256.00
$87.00
$87.00

$40.00
$5.00
$3.00

$359.00

Actual
Increase
3.33%
2.50%
2.40%
2.22%

2.31%
2.40%
2.35%
2.35%

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
2.57%



LEG2005-44: Consider 2006 Team Fees

Background:

Prairie Village teams and tennis lessons were very successful in 2005. As reported 1n the
Season End Report, all teams, except the Dive Team, had revenues exceeding
expenditures. The tennis lesson program is also structured to ensure that revenues exceed
expenditures. All coaches, except the synchronized swim team head coach, are expected
to return in 2006, so salary expenditures can be expected to increase. Miscellaneous
other costs such as tennis balls, copying costs, and league registration should remain
constant.

Team fees are currently slightly higher than other cities, but not to the extent they should
discourage participation. The Legislative/Finance Committee has requested that teams
attempt to break even each season and also recommended fees increase 2.5% each year.
The team fee schedule presented on the next page maintains the current fee structure and
presents an increase of 2.5%.

Financial Impact:
The proposed fee increase will have a positive impact on the revenue generated by the
programs. It will increase the extent to which revenue already exceeds expenditures.

Program Impact:

The fee increase should not have a significant impact on the programs. For those
individuals or families who may be at or below the poverty line the City offers recreation
scholarships of 50% and 100% for all recreation programming and pool memberships.

Recommendation:
The Parks & Recreation Committee recommends approval of the 2006 Team Fee
Schedule.



Consider Team and Lesson Fees

Swim Team: 2004 Fee 2005 Fee 2006 Fee
Resident $79.00 $81.00 $83.00
Resident, second child on swim team $74.00 $76.00 $78.00
Non-resident without PV Pool
Membership $116.00 $119.00 $121.00
Non-resident with PV Pool
Membership $79.00 $81.00 $83.00
Synchronized Swim Team: 2004 2005 2006
Resident $84.00 $86.00 $88.00
Resident, second child on
synchronized swim team $79.00 $81.00 $83.00
Non-resident without PV Pool
Membership $116.00 $119.00 $121.00
Non-resident with PV Poot
Membership $84.00 $86.00 $88.00
Dive Team: 2004 2005 2006
Resident $65.00 $70.00 $71.00
Resident, second child on Dive team $65.00 $65.00 $66.00
Non-resident without PV Pool
Membership $65.00 $80.00 $82.00
Non-resident with PV Pool
Membership $65.00 $70.00 $71.00
Tennis Lessons: 2004 2005 2006
Youth Group $34/%44 $35/%45 $35/%46
Aduit $50.00 $51.00 $52.00
Private $18/ 1/2 hour $18/ 1/2 hour $18/ 1/2 hour
$11.00/person/1/2 | $11.00/person/t/2 | $11.00/person/1/2
Semi-Private hours hours hours
Three and a Pro $13/hour $13/hour $13/hour
Junior Tennis League: 2004 2005 2006
Participant $77.00 $79.00 $80.00
2nd Participant from same family $72.00 $74.00 $75.00




LEG2005-45: Consider Twilight Pool Entry Fee

Background:

During the 2005 season, the Park & Recreation Committee recomunended creating and
implementing a twilight pool entry fee. Anyone coming to the pool after 5:30 p.m. would
only pay $3.00. The City Council then approved the fee with a few members questioning
its logic. They felt the reduced fee was essentially giving away money and that one of
the arguments used for justification of the fee was not correct. The Park Committee
argued that it was unfair to charge those who could only come to the pool for a few hours
after work the same fee as those who could show up at 11:00 and stay for the entire day.
While there is not accurate data to support either argument, some criticized this argument,
claiming that very, very few pool patrons come and stay the entire day. Instead they felt
most patrons only come for a few hours in the same manner as those coming after 5:30
p.m.

Financial Impact:
In 2005, the twilight fee was put into effect on August 1. From that point until the end of
the season the reduced fee was used 658 times at a cost of $1,316.00 in lost revenue.

It is difficult to judge what the impact would be having the fee in place for an entire
season. In August, fewer patrons traditionally attend the pool because the hours are
reduced to 4:30 — 8:30 p.m. half way through the month. For this reason, August is
unfortunately a poor month to base future projections on.

That said, based on the limited data available, approximately 10% of all daily entrance
sales occur after 5:30 p.m. Based on daily entrance sales of $151,880 for the year in
2005 we can assume that approximately $15,200 (10%) or 3,040 sales occurred after 5:30
p.m. This would result in an estimated loss of $6,080 for the season.

Recommendation:
The Parks & Recreation Committee recommends continuation of the twilight pool entry
fee at a price of $3.00 after 5:30 P.M.

2
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LEG2005-48: Consider Swim Team Program Addition

Background:

Our new swim coach recommended a way to increase the level of instruction offered for
swim team participants and also increase assistant coach salaries. The proposal includes
offering semi-private swim lessons taught by the Swim Team Assistant Coaches.

Financial Impact:

The program would be structured in a manner to increase revenue for the Swim Team
program. Cost of the program for swim team participants would be $5.00 per ¥ hour
session. Ideally, each Y2 swim lesson provided by a coach would generate $15.00. Tt is
expected that the coach giving the lesson would receive $4.00 of the total $5.00 charged,
leaving $1.00 for the City.

Program Impact:

The Swim Lesson program would be administered as follows. Lessons could be
scheduled for ¥4 hour from 10:30 — 12:00, Monday through Thursday. Each of the three
assistant swim coaches would be available for the three ' hour time slots for three
children at a time. The lessons would be taught in the meter pool which does not open
until 12:00 p.m. It is understood that the Synchronized Swim Team also has practice in
this pool during these hours and swim coaches would be expected to work around the
Synchronized Swim Team practice or use the adult pool. Lessons would be available to
Swim Team participants and their family members only. The Head Coach will work with
Assistant Coaches to ensure lessons are structured and taught in an effective manner.

Recommendation:

The Parks & Recreation Committee recommends approval of an addition to the swim
team program by offering lessons to be taught by swim team assistant coaches for a fee of
$5.00 per ¥ hour per participant and limited to three participants per % hour per coach.



LEG2005-47: Consider 2006 British Soccer Camp

Background:

At their November meeting the Parks & Recreation Committee approved a contract with
British Soccer. The contract was also approved by the Legislative Finance Committee.
On Monday, December 12, 2005 our representative from British Soccer called to ask if
he could add an amendment to the contract to add another week. He heard about the
Comets canceling their camps and felt British soccer could then justify offering another
camp in the City.

Program Impact:

The camp is fully run by the British Soccer organization. The City provides use of the
park space. The previously approved camps for 2006 will take place from July 17, 20006
through July 21, 2006. The first camp will be held from 9:00 — 12:00 in the morning and
the second camp will take place from 5:00 — 8:00 in the evening. These camps will be
held in Meadowlake Park.

The additional week long camps would be administered in the exact same manner during
the week of June 5, 2006 through June 9, 2006. They would like to keep the camps in
Meadowlake Park, but would accept Porter Park (where the comets would have held their
camp during this week) if the Committee feels moving the location is necessary.

Financial Impact:

British Soccer will charge camp participants a fee of $100.00 per session. The City will
charge British Soccer a fee of $10.00 per camp participant. In 2005 the camps had thirty-
two participants which generated $320.00 revenue for the City. The additional camp
offering should generate additional revenue.

Recommendation:

The Parks & Recreation Committee recommends approval of the PK2005-11: 2006
British Soccer Camp Contract with an amendment to include a second week long camp to
be held in Meadowlake Park.



LEG2005-46: Consider 2006 Facility Reservation Fee Schedule

Background:

As staff continues to work with our recreation software we also continue to try to expand
the ways in which we can use it to improve the experience of our customers. One thing
which a number of other municipalities and sports/athletics organizations are doing is to
offer online room reservation and calendar search functionality. If we attempt to offer
this service, a significant change would be necessary in the structure of our current
facility reservation fees.

Our current facility reservation fees are confusing and incompatible with our software
(see attached spreadsheet).

Currently, the City does not charge for reservation of park pavilions. If someone wants
to reserve a park pavilion they must be a resident or have a resident sponsor fill out the
appropriate paperwork.

Fiscal Impact:

Based upon permits issued in 2005 this new proposed fees would generate approximately
$1,285 in additional revenue. It should also be assumed that some groups may decrease
their total number of meetings or total hours reserved if the total amount to be paid would
go up. The difference in the decrease in Community Center reservation revenue could be
made up by starting to charge for park pavilion reservation. The overall fiscal impact is
likely to be minimal.

The proposed fee schedule includes a $1.00/hour field charge for baseball, softball and
soccer fields. In previous years teams would schedule 1.5 hour practices by booking
certain time slots established by the City. The teams would pay $50.00 for 3 hours of
practice per week. This averaged out to approximately $.77 per hour. The fee of
$1.00/hour with certain stipulations will keep scheduling the same by offering two 1.5
hour practices per week, but converting to the “per hour” charge will allow staff to book
and charge through the city’s recreation software.

Program Impact:
If the entire facility reservation schedule is adopted “as 18” it will be a significant change
in a number of ways.

1.) The total paid for reservation of the Community Center by many “civic”
organizations will go up. At the same time, facility reservation and availability
will be offered online to the community.

2.) Groups who wish to reserve the park pavilions will now have to pay to do so. The
often annoying process of non-residents finding a sponsor to “sign” for them will
be eliminated.

3.) Facility calendars will be available for all to view for City baseball, softball and
soccer fields, as well as park pavilions.

[y}



Current Fee Sfructure

Proposed Fee Structure

Facility Internal Civic Private internal Resident Non-Resident
Prairie Village Community Center 50.00 1-2 Uses - $20.00 each $20.00 per hour $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour
3-12 Uses - $50.00 total | $25.00 Maintenance Fee
$5.00/hour for 13+

Multi-purpose Room, PV City Hall $0.00 NA NA $0.00 NA NA
Executive Conference Room, PV City
Hall $0.00 NA NA $0.00 NA NA
EQC, PV City Hall $0.00 NA NA $0.00 NA NA
Council Chambers, PV City Hall $0.00 NA NA $0.00 NA NA
Harmon Park Pavilion $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour
Santa Fe Pavilion $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour
Windsor Park Pavilion $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour
Bennett Park Pavilion $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour
Porter Park Pavilion $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5.00/hour $10.00/hour

$359 for the
Prairie Village Pool $0.00 350.00 for the evening $350.00 for the evening $0.00 $359 for the evening evening

> | Tennis Courts $0.00 $5.00/hour/court $5.00/hour/court $0.00 $5.00/hour/court $5.00/hour/court
. $60.00/team/season for 3 $1.00/hour - max 2
Baseball Field $0.00 hours/week $0.00 practices/3hours/week
$50.00/team/season for 3 $1.00/hour - max 2
Soccer Field $0.00 haurs/week $0.00 practices/3hours/week
$25.00

All Community Center and Pavilion $25.00 refundable Refundable
Reservations Deposit Deposit

Definitions:

Internal:

Civic:

Private:
Resident:

Non-Resident:

PV Governing Body, committees, boards and personnel, other governmental entities, residents and
groups participating in City-sponsored programs, home association meetings
Educational, cultural, recreational, civic or political groups which are nonprofit organizations. (A

copy of the group's Nonprofit Corporation State Certification must be provided.)
Meetings, seminars, private parties or receptions where no admission is charged.

A person residing within the City limits of Prairie Village or owning a business with a physical
location in Prairie

Village.

An individual whose primary living domicile is outside the City limits of Prairie Village.




LEG2005-4Z Consider a letter of interest in participating in the First Suburbs
Coalition/Fanni¢ Mae home improvement and remodeling loan
program

Issue: Should the Council authorize a letter of intent based on a preliminary
proposal

Background:

Mid America Regional Council has a First Suburbs Coalition group working on ways to
attract and retain home owners to older homes in the Kansas City first tier cities. The
first project of the group was the Plan Book which has been very successful and won
several awards.

The next program proposed by the group is a program to encourage the remodeling of
post-WW II homes in the suburbs. Information about the new project is attached.

The issue for this meeting is to make a recommendation about whether the City should
consider participating in the program regardless of the actual cost, suggested language of
the letter is attached. MARC needs to tell potential lenders the number of cities they
think will participate.

Recommendation:

There should be no disadvantage to expressing interest when the program may benefit the
City and no firm commitment is required. Once the loan rates and loan requirements are
finalized, the City can evaluate whether the program would be beneficial before making a
final commitment.



B16/421-7758 FAX
WWW,IMAre.org

60t Broadwsy, Suite 300
Kansas City, Missourt 64105-1554
816/474-4240

Mid-America Regional Council

December 7, 2005

Mr. Ronald L. Shaffer
Mayor

City of Prairie Village
7700 Mission Road
Prairie Village, KS 04212

Dear Mayor Shaffer:

The First Suburbs Coalition and Fannie Mae have formed a partnership to develop a home
remodeling finance program to encourage the remodeling of post-WW 11 homes in suburbs. Over
half the homes in first suburbs were built between 1940 and 1970. These homes are obsolete in
terms of modern consumer desires and expectations. The First Suburbs Coalition developed its
widely praised Idea Book of how to go about remodeling and expanding these post-WW 11
homes. But how do you finance such improvements?

The First Suburbs Coalition has been working in partnership with Fannie Mae to tailor one of its
programs to encourage remodeling of post-WW II homes. A working group of the First Suburbs
Coalition has worked with Fannie Mae to develop a model for this finance program. The key
provisions of the program as outlined by the working group are found in the enclosed program
description.

A key element of the program is to minimize the risk to the cities as well as provide a financial
guarantee of repayment to Fannie Mae. While the primary source of repayment would be the
individual homeowners participating in the program that repay their individual home
improvement loans, a financial guarantee for repayment from the cities and the third party lender
/ program administrator is requived by Fannie Mac. The program proposes to approach this by
having a private bank provide a financial guarantee for 90% of the program and utilize
conservative lending criteria,. Participating cities would be asked to provide the financial
guarantee for the remaining 10% of the program. This guarantee can be provided by setting aside
funds or through a letter of credit. It is the intention of the program that these set-aside funds or
letters of credit would not be accessed unless an individual home improvement loan defaulted in
the program and the funds could not be recovered from the property owner.

A more detailed program description is enclosed. As you will note, there have been many
provisions crafted by the First Suburbs Coalition with the goal of encouraging reinvestment in
these neighborhoods while at the same time minimizing the risk to the cities, the lender, and

Fannie Mae.
Chair 1st Vice Chair 2nd Vice Chair Treasurer Secretary Executive Director
Ronald L. Shafter Gary Mallory Tom Cooley Carol McCaslin Jim Schuliz David A. Warm
M“)_"UT Presiding Commissioner Comnssioner Presiding Commissioner Councilmember
Prairic Village, Kan. Cass County, Mo. Unified Government Ciay Counly, Mo. independence, Mo.

of Wyandotte Counry/
Kansas City, Kan.
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The first step in implementing this program is to assess the interest on the part of first suburbs in
participating in the program and assuming responsibility for a portion of the loan guarantee.
Once we have determined that there is sufficient interest in the program we will begin to identify
a bank, set up the program, and then retumn for specific commitments from cities.

At this point we are asking each first suburb if they believe they would be interested in
participating in the program to provide MARC with a letter of interest. This letter should indicate
that the city is interested in participating, that they would be interested in assuming either
$10,000 of the city guarantee (and designating two eligible neighborhoods for the program) or
$20,000 of the city guarantee (and designating five eligible neighborhoods for the program). This
is a totally non-binding letter of interest and does not obligate the city in any fashion to
participate in the program. However, it is importan! for us to gather this information at this time
in order to issue a Request for Proposals to potential lenders and proceed with the program.

We have provided a sample letter of interest to use as a template for your letter. We appreciate
you taking the time to consider this and if you have any questions do not hesitate to contact
Shelley Temple Kneuvean at Fannie Mae (816-360-3602 or

<helley t kneuvean@fanniemae.com) or Dean Katerndahl at MARC (816-474-4240 or
deankiimarc.org). Please return the letter of interest to Dean Katerndahl.

(e bl

Yours truly,

Shelley Temple Kneuvean Dean Katerndahl
Senior Deputy Director Director, Government Innovations Forum
Fannie Mae Parinership Office Mid-America Regional Council

¢. Ms. Barbara Vermon
City Administrator



First Suburbs Coalition
Housing Finance Working Group
Preliminary Program Description

The Housing Finance Working Group has been working with Fannie Mae to develop a loan
program to assist in remodeling of post-WW II homes. The Housing Finance Working Group
recommended and the First Suburbs Coalition approved the following draft program description.

The loan program would operate under the following general guidelines:

® Loans would be processed by a local bank selected through an RFP process using
conventional lending criteria '

Loan amounts would be up to $25,000 with loan to value ratios of up to 105% (most
loans will be second mortgages)

Properties must be owner occupied single family homes or duplexes

Borrowers must have an income no higher than 120% of the area median income
Loans would be for a term not to exceed 5 years

Loan proceeds could be used for improvements such as suggested in the Idea Book. A
limited amount of the loan funds, 20%, can be used for maintenance items.

Loan rates are estimated to be between 6 and 6.5 percent while conventional rates are
running about 1.5 to 3.0 percent above that

8 8 8 8 =
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The approach developed by the Working Group calls for an inifial loan from Fannie Mae of $1.2
million with $200,000 acting as a loan reserve. The money is to be loaned out and repaid to
Fannie Mae within seven years. Participating cities would provide cash set astdes or letters of
credit insuring 10% of the loan peol. The remaining %0% of the loan pool would be
collateralized by the originating bank selected through an RFP process. The program would be
admimstered through MARC’s not-for-profit or the HBA development corporation.

It is recommended by the Working Group that participating cities be asked to designate eligible
neighborhoods to target the loans and provide a letter of credit or cash set aside for a
commensurate part of the 10% city guarantee. The following formula will be used:

City designates up to five neighborhoods with no more than a total of 1,000 homes in
their combined target areas and commits to provide designated cash or a letter of credit to
support the pool in an amount of $20,000 to be maintained for seven years. (A $20,000
ietter of credit is estimated to cost about $400 per year.)

City designates up to two neighborhoods with no more than a total of 500 homes in their
target area and commits to provide designated cash or a letter of credit to support the pool
in an amount of $10,000 to be maintained for seven years. (A $10,000 letter of credit is
estimated to cost about $200 per year.)

The overall goal is to leverage letters of credit from the cities for 10% of the total fund
($1.2 million) for the program.

o



Two key element of this program were of special interest to the Working Group. First, what is
the risk to cities and how is that risk mitigated? Second, how can we assure a fair distribution of
remodeling loans and risk assumed by cities?

The risk fo cities is that they may lose some or all of their cash set aside or letter of credit should
a sufficient number of loans default. However, a number of safe guards are built into the program
to Limit this exposure:

® $200,000 of the loan pool will be set aside as a loan reserve to facilitate cash flow while
the loss recovery process commences

A quarter of a percent will be charged to each loan to build a loan reserve for the pro gram
Lending criteria will be conservative IR :
The pool will have a second mortgage lien against the property

Risk will be spread out over 40 or more loans with improvements that are adding value to
the properties

e 8 e &

There is no guarantee that loans will be distributed exactly prorata to the distribution of cost and
risk among the cities. Where loans are originated will depend on local marketing efforts and
interest of neighborhoods and individuals. So to a large degree the program investment by cities
should be seen as creating an opportunity, not a guarantee. However, the program has been
structured to balance benefit and risk to the extent possible by:

® Limiting the eligible neighborhoods and number of homes based on the amount of risk
assumed

® After the first year and second year of the program the amount of letter of credit or set
aside will be rebalanced based on the distribution of loan amounts among the cities,
however every participating city will be responsible for at least $5,000 of the collateral
for the pool and the full 10% collateral must be covered.

If the program is of interest to the First Suburbs Coalition the Working Group recommends the
following process:

@ Cities asked to provide letters of interest to participate (no firm commitment at this point)
® Convene a meefing of potential bank partners to discuss the program and the RFP

® Send RFP and committee of interested cities and Working Group select bank and
finalizes terms of participation

@ Round up firm comumitments from city
@ Execute agreement with bank and Fannie Mae

For more information contact Shelley Temple Kneuvean at Fannie Mae (816-360-3602 or
shellev t _kneuvean@fanniemae.com) or Dean Katerndahl at MARC (816-474-4240 or

deank{@marc.org).




SAMPLE LETTER of INTEREST

Dean Katerndahl

Director, Government Innovations Forum
Mid-America Regional Council

600 Broadway, Suite 300

Kansas City, Missouri 64105-1554

Dear Mr. Katerndahi;

The city of (NAME OF CITY) is interested in participating in the First Suburbs
Coalition/Fannie Mae home improvement and remodeling loan program targeting post-WWII
housmg. This letter is provided as an expression of interest and does not obligate the city to
participate in the program once it is developed and a lender / program administrator has been
selected. At that ime, firm letters of commitment will be required and the City will reconsider
its level of involvement. This letter of interest is being submitted to support continued
development of this program.

The city of (NAME OF CITY) would be willing to provide a loan guarantee in the form of a
letter of credit or cash set aside for a period of seven years in the amount of ($10,000 or
$20,000). Such a provision would entitle the city to designate (2 neighborhoods for $10,000 or
5 neighborhoods for $20,000) and participate in the loan program by leveraging our local funds
mto a home improvement loan pool of approximately $1 million.

As a part of this letter of interest we designate (NAME OF CITY REPRESENTATIVE) to
participate in the development of this program.

Finally, we reiterate that this is a letter of interest only and does not obligate the city in any
fashion to participate in the home improvement and remodeling financing program or to provide

any kind of support to that program.

Yours truly,

(CITY OFFICIAL)
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Consider Amendment to 2006 Legislative Program

issue:
Should the City Council amend the 2006 Legislative Program to include a plank regarding funding
for regional infrastructure initiatives?

Background:

For some time, the Mid America Regional Council (MARC) has been assessing and evaluating
transportation and infrastructure needs in the metropolitan area. in its 2006 Legislative Program,
MARGC is encouraging State Legislatures In Missouri and Kansas to adopt legislation allowing
voters to consider a sales tax to fund regional infrastructure initiatives, such as SmartMoves,
MetroGreen, and Operation Greenlight. MARC Is encouraging area cities to incorporate this item
into their legisiative program.

Attached is a copy of the MARC 2006 Kansas Legislative Platform and findings from a Reglonal
Transportation Funding Survey which MARC conducted in November, 20035.

Recommendation:
Recommend the City Council amend the 2006 Legislative Program to include the following
statement:

“Support enabling legislation for regional public infrastructure systems.”
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¥ City af Prairic Vilfage, Konsas 2006 Legisintive Program *

2006 Legislative Priorities

EDUCATION
e Funding of Public Education — The City of Prairie Village supports legislation that would remove or raise school

icts” focal option budget cap - the limit on money a district can raise through taxes above its basic state aid. The City |
 not oppose a state tax increase to fund K-12 public education. '

REVENUE AND TAXATION

nicipal Revenue - The City of Prairie Village supports legislation that preserves existing municipal revenue sources,
1ding state aid, or provides authority for local option municipal revenue enhancement.

unded State Mandates — The City of Prairie Village opposes legislation that imposes additional state mandated
tions, activities, or practices on units of local povernment.

nding Limitations and Tax Lids - The City of Prairie Village opposes legislation imposing limits to either taxing or
ding by local governments. Consistent with the concept of Home Rule authority, locat governing bodies most '
ropriately make local taxing and spending decisions.

nchises and Franchise Fees — The City of Prairie Village encourages the Kansas Congressional Delepation and the
sas Legislature to protect the ability of cities to manage their rights-of-way and impose franchise fees regarding
communications and cable companies.

LEGISLATIVE ITEMS

al Control of Firearms - The City of Prairie Village supports legislation which defends local control and opposes
=mption of local ordinances regarding firearms, :

inent Domain ~ The City of Prairie Village supports lepislation which continues to allow for the use of eminent |
iain for economic development purposes, and strengthens the process which balances private property interests and the
fare of the community at large. ;

Listing of Elected City Officials

public officials and appointed staff can be reached at the Prairie Village Municipat Building by calling 913-381-6464
y sending an e-mail to their respective addresses.

Mavor
4/2007 Ron SHAFFER
mayor{@pvkansas.com

Councit Member

WARDI1 WARD I WARD 111
4/2006 Bill GRIFFITH 4/2006 Steve NOLL 4/2006 Greg COLSTON
beriffithig:pvkansas.com snoll@pvkansas.com geolston{ipvkansas.com
4/2008 Al HERRERA 4/2008 Ruth HOPKINS 4/2008 Andrew WANG
aherrerai@pvkansas.com rhopkins@pvkansas.com awang(@pvkansas.com
WARD IV WARD YV WARD V1
472006 Laura WASSMER 4/2008 Wayne VENNARD 4/2006 David BELZ
lwassmer(pvkansas.com wvenardi@pvkansas.com dbelz(pvkansas.com
4/2008 Pat DANIELS 4/2006 Jeff ANTHONY 4/2008 Diana Ewy SHARP

pdanielsipvkansas.com

janthony@dpvkansas.com

desharp{@pvkansas.com

e
-

&l




2006 Kansas
State Legislative Platform
Mid-America Regional
Council

Transportation Funding

Regional Infrastructure Funding
The MARC Board urges the legislature to

support enabling legislation for regional
public infrastructure systems. This
enabling legislation would allow voters in
the eight-county metro area (Cass, Clay,
Jackson, Platte and Ray counties in
Missouri, and Johnson, Leavenworth and
Wyandolte counties in Kansas) to raise and
distribute funds on a metropolitan basis for
programs and investments of regional
importance and benefit. This flexible
mechanism would allow voters to consider a
regional sales tax of up to % cent for public
transit, trails and greenways, and traffic
management. Local government elected
officials would work together to determine
the ballot issue and how any funds
authonized by a public vote would be spent.

The Kansas Legislature is urged to
continue its support of the Comprehensive
Transportation Program, including the
System Enhancement Program. The
Kansas legislature approved the
Comprehensive Transportation Program,
including the System Enhancement
Program, in 1999. The Program outlined $6
billion in highway and other transportation
investments throughout the state. Although
the legislature is under tight budgetary
conditions and new revenues from the
federal transportation law are not as hoped,
the success of the program is dependent
upon the Legislature's actions to appropriate
funding to implement the plan.

Approved September 20, 2005
Mid-America Regional Council Board of Directors

Transportation Safety

Red Light Camera Law

Local governments have identified the
problem of drivers running red lights as a
major traffic safety problem. Technology
exists to identify and record drivers running
red lights so that traffic citations may be
issued. Pilot tests and full implementation in
local communities around the country have
demonstrated both the problem of red light
running and the capability of existing
technology to document incidents of red
light running to better enforce existing
traffic laws. State law does not permit local
law enforcement agencies to use this
approach, and authorizing legislation is
needed. The MARC Board supports
legislation that would allow local
governments to issue citations for running
a red light when identified by an automated
camera.

Primary Seat Belt Law
The MARC Board encourages state

legislators to support legislation for a
primary seat belt law. Local governments,
not-for-profit organizations such as
Children’s Mercy Hospital and the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration are
working on traffic safety issues. The lack of
seat belt use continues to be a prime factor
in traffic fatalities,. MARC is working on a
three-pronged effort with local governments
~ increased public education, law
enforcement and transportation facility
design. Kansas does not have a primary seat
belt law, meaning that law enforcement
officials cannot stop a motorist for the
reason of not wearing his or her seat belt, A
change in this law in other states has shown
a sizable increase in the proportion of
motorists wearing seat belts.

%
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Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta
recently announced that 80 percent of all
Americans wear seat belts. The Kansas City
area’s record falls below this national figure
with Johnson County at 80 percent,
Leavenworth County at 72 percent and
Wyandotte County at 57 percent.

Public Safety

The state legislature is encouraged to
review existing state statutes and amend
them as necessary fo enstre that all first
responders, particularly law enforcement
personnel, have the ability to work together
across jurisdictional and state boundaries
on a large emergency incident, including
acts of terrorism,

Local governments and emergency response
agencies in the Kansas City area support one
another on a daily basis, and during major
disaster events, Law enforcement agencies
need support under state mutual aid laws to
cross state lines to work together on major
incidents. In some cases, such as the area’s
bomb squads, personnel are federalized and
can cross the state line to provide mutual
aid, In other cases, law enforcement
personnel are limited in their ability to
respond in major incidents across the state
line unless a formal disaster declaration is
made. Section 70.837 allows Kansas officers
to assist Missouri agencies in response to
natura) disasters. This statute could be
amended to include a terrorist act, a school
shooting or other man-made incident,
Section 70.875 establishes multi-
jurisdictional anti-fraud investigation
groups. This statute could be amended to
allow for investigative units or response
teams composed of officers from multiple
jurisdictions, including those in Kansas, to
address or respond to & violation of any law,

Approved September 20, 2003
Mid-America Regional Council Board of Directors

Human Services

The MARC Board urges the state
leislature to sustain current levels or
increase funding for important early
learning programs, Nationally, one in three
children arrive at school without the skills
necessary to succeed; quality early learning
programs are the single most effective way
to improve young children’s school
readiness. It is critical that current funding
be maintained for Smart Start Kansas, Smart
Start Kansas provides community-based
partnership grants through the Kansas
Children’s Cabinet, to improve the quality
and availability of services for young
children and families. A collaboration
serving Johnson, Leavenworth and
Wyandotte counties has received Smart Start
funding to enhance early leamning services
by reducing staff turnover in 16 programs
from 45 to 22 percent and impacting over
1,106 children. The state legislature
increased funding for Smart Start in 2005,
and funding should be sustained at the $8.45
miltion level.

MARC encourage the legislature to pravide
universal access to quality pre-
kindergarten for all four year olds.
Increased funding for the current at-risk
preschool program by $1 million to $13.8
million would allow this program to serve
500 additional Xansas four year olds.
Currently, the program only serves 15
percent of eligible children. The funding
comes from the state’s general revenue fund,
including tobacco settlement dollars.
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MARC encourages the legislature to
require early learning programs to use a
consistent rating system to evaluate
program qualify. A Quality Rating System
has been piloted in the Kansas City region,
and provides programs with information and
assistance to improve care provided to
young children. A recent evaluation of the
pilot program shows improvement in the
quality of programs and improvements in
young children’s language and social skills.
The QRS is being expanded to 120
programs in the metro area this year, witha
goal of serving 250 programs over the next
three years, The states of Missouri and
Kansas are working with MARC’s
Metropolitan Council on Early Learning to
develop a rating system that conld be
consistently applied at the regional and state
levels. The state is encouraged to begin
using this rating system for all early learning

programs.

MARC enceurages the legislature to
maintain the income eligibility for families
1o receive child care subsidies at 185
percent of the poverty level. Child care
subsidies are essential to ailow low income
families to enter and remain in the
workforce. By the end of fiscal year 2006,
the budget for subsidies will fall short by
approximately $820,000 and by $9 million
by fiscal year 2007. Additional funding from
the state general revenue fund is needed to
maintain these important services.

Approved September 20, 2005
Mid-America Regional Council Board of Directors

Local Government
Revenues/Rights

The state legislature is urged to allow local
governments to retain their ability to
manage the public right-of-way to ensure
the provision of critical public
infrastructure and services.

The last decade has brought changes to
telecommunication services that have
transformed the technology and the industry.
State and federal laws will need to be
adjusted to reflect this change. As these
changes are made the essential role,
responsibilities, and rights of local
governments must be maintained. Changes
to state and federal telecommunication laws
should reaffirm local jurisdictions’ authority
to manage their public rights-of-way, allow
jocal jurisdictions to set fair compensation
for use of the rights-of-way, and allow local
governments to provide to its citizens
essential telecommmunication services.

The state legislature is urged to retain local
government ability to use eminent domain
for appropriate health, safety and economic
development purposes. Recent Supreme
Court decisions have raised the issue of the
appropriate use of eminent domain by local
jurisdictions. State law allows cities and
counties to use eminent domain powers for
important public purposes. This authority
has allowed local jurisdictions to proceed
with planned transportation and other public
infrastructure improvements in a timely
fashion, providing fair compensation for
property owners impacted by local plans.



2005 Regional Transportation Funding Survey
Findings Report

Overview of the Methodology

Purpose. Mid-America Regional Council conducted a survey during November 2005. The
purpose of the survey was to gather input from residents about ways to fund improvements for
public transportation, greenways, and traffic management in the Kansas City area.

Method of Administration. A four-page survey and cover letter were mailed to a stratified
random sample of 3,375 households in the Kansas City metropolitan area, which included the
counties of Johnson, Leavenworth, and Wyandotte in Kansas and Cass, Clay, Jackson, and Platte
in Missouri. The goal was to obtain at least 300 completed surveys from Johnson and Jackson
counties and 150 surveys from each of the other five counties for a total of 1,350 completed
surveys. The survey was mailed during the last week of October and first week of November
2005, Approximately five days after the survey was mailed, residents who received the survey
were contacted by phone. Those who indicated that they had not returned the survey were given
the option of completing it by phone.

Of the households that received a survey, 856 completed the survey by phone and 776 returned it
by mail for a total of 1,632 completed surveys. At least 350 surveys were completed in Jackson
and Johnson counties, and at least 170 surveys were completed in each of the five other counties.
The overall results for the region have a precision of at least +/-2.6% at the 95% level of
confidence. The results for Jackson and Johnson County have a precision of at least +/-5% at the
95% level of confidence. The resuits for each of the five other counties have a precision of at
least +/-7% at the 95% level of confidence, There were no statistically significant differences in
the results based on the method of administration (phone vs. mail).

Weighting. Since the sample was stratified to provide statistically representative data for each of
the seven counties that were included in the study, the overall results for the region were
weighted based on the actual population of each county.  This was done to ensure that the
overall results for the region would not under represent larger counties, such as Jackson County.
The actual population of each county, the number of completed surveys that were obtained from
each county, and the weighting factors that were used to ensure that the overall results for the
region were representative of the region’s actual population are shown in the table on the
following page.

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page |



Sample Distribution and Weighting Factors

Actual Weighted  Weighted

2000 Census Population Surveys Weighting Distribution Distribution
County/Area Population (%} (N} Factor (N) {%)
Johnson County (KS) 446,108 . .
Leavenworth County (KS) 68,691 4.1% 177 0.41 73 4.5%
Wyandotte County (KS) 157,882 89.5% 191 0.79 151 9.3%
Cass County (MO) 82,092 5.0% 177 0.46 82 5.0%
Clay County (MO) 184,008 11.1% 184 0.98 181 11.1%
Jackson County (MO) 643,170 38.8% 377 1.67 630 38.6%
Platte County (MO) 73,781 4.5% 173 0.43 75 4.6%
Major Findings

Finding #1: Residents of the Kansas City area overwhelmingly think State
Legislators in Kansas and Missouri should pass legislation that
would let residents of the Kansas City area vote on a regional

sales tax for improvements to public transportation, greenways,
and traffic management.

Supporting evidence:

® 78% of those surveyed thought that state legislators in Kansas and Missouri should
pass legislation that would let residents of the Kansas City area vote on a regional
sales tax for public transportation, greenways, and traffic management; only 18% did
not support the idea, and 4% did not have an opinion.

® More than 70% of those surveyed in each of the seven counties that were included in
the survey thought that state legislators in Kansas and Missouri should pass
legislation that would let residents of the Kansas City area vote on a regional sales tax
for public transportation, greenways, and traffic management. Support was highest in
Jackson (81%) and Wyandotte (79%) counties.

Q14. Do You Think State Legislators Should Pass Legisiation | | Q14. Do You Think State Legislators Should Pass Legisiation

that Would Let Residents of the Kansas City Area Vote that Would Let Residents of the Kansas City Area Vole
on a Regionat Sales Tax to Improve Public Transportation, on a Regional Sales Tax to Improve Public Transportahon.
Greenways/Trails, and Traffic Management? Greenways/Tralis, and Traffic Management? - By County
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Sewsris ETU hasservets Sord 3 Nt aniecs 28251 Somaie ET0 draitenigs izt o3 st vanbee Meat, E

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 2

¥
e



Finding #2: There is strong support in all seven counties in the Kansas City
area to expand public transportation services in the region
(Smart Moves).

Supporting evidence.

® 73% of those surveyed were very or somewhat supportive of the implementation of a
regional plan, such as Smart Moves, that would greatly expand public transportation
services in the Kansas City area. Only 8% of those surveyed were not supportive,
and 19% did not have an opinion.

® More than 60% of those surveyed in each of the seven counties indicated that they
supported the implementation of Smart Moves. Support was highest in Jackson
(77%). Wyandotte (73%), and Johnson (73%) counties.

Reasons that may be contributing to widespread support for the implementation of initiatives
identified in the Smart Moves Plan inciude:

® 77% of those surveyed thought that public transportation services were important to
the quality of life in Kansas City.

® 75% of those surveyed thought Kansas City needs more transportation options to get
people to and from work.

® (1% of those surveyed indicated they would be willing to pay a regional sales tax for
public transportation even if they would never use the service.

® 78% of those surveyed thought that rising fuel prices will make public transportation
services more important over the next few years.

® Many residents use public transportation when the service levels are reasonable. The
results of this survey showed that Kansas City area residents were 2.5 times more
likely to have used public transportation in another major city during the past year
than they were to have used public transportation inside the Kansas City area.
Residents of Johnson County were actually the most likely to have used public
transportation somewhere during the past year. Johnson County residents were 10
times more likely to have used public transportation in a city outside the Kansas City
area (42%) than they were to have used public transportation in the area (4%).

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 3
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Finding #3: There is strong support in the Kansas City area for the
implementation of a regional plan that would coordinate traffic
signals along major streets that cross city and county boundaries
(Operation Green Light).

Supporting evidence.

® 90% of those surveyed were very or somewhat supportive of the implementation of a
regional plan, such as Operation Green Light, that would help coordinate traffic
signals along major streets that cross city and county boundaries in the region. Only
2% of those surveyed were not supportive, and 8% did not have an opinion.

® More than 80% of those surveyed in each of the seven counties indicated that they
supported the implementation of initiatives that are identified in the Operation Green
Light Plan. Support was highest in Johnson (92%), Clay (91%) and Platte (91%)
counties.

Reasons that may be contributing to widespread support for the implementation of initiatives
identified in the Operation Green Light Plan include:

® 80% of those surveyed indicated they thought traffic congestion in the Kansas City
area could be reduced with improved coordination of traffic signals along major roads
in the region.

®  74% of those surveyed thought that the quality of life in the Kansas City area would
improve if traffic congestion on major city streets were reduced.

® Residents in many Kansas City area cities (including Olathe, Lenexa, Overland Park,
Gardner, and Blue Springs) have identified traffic flow as the most important issue
for their city to address over the next two years. [Source: ETC Institute’s
DirectionFinder® Survey]

Finding #4: There is strong support in the Kansas City area for the
implementation of a connected system of greenways and trails
along streamways in the region (MetroGreen).

Supporting evidence:

® 54% of those surveyed were very or somewhat supportive of the implementation of a
regional plan, such as MetroGreen, that would provide a connected system of
greenways and trails along streamways in the Kansas City area. Only 10% of those
surveyed were not supportive, and 26% did not have an opinion.

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 4
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® More than 50% of those surveyed in each of the seven counties indicated that they
supported the implementation of initiatives that are identified in the MetroGreen Plan.
Support was highest in Jackson (70%) and Johnson (66%) counties.

Reasons that may be contributing to widespread support for the implementation of initiatives
identified in the MetroGreen Plan include:

® 86% of those surveyed thought it was important to preserve natural areas along
streamways in the Kansas City area to help protect the quality of water in the region’s
takes and rivers; only 4% did not think this was important, and 10% had a neutral
opinion.

® 92% of the residents in the Kansas City area are very or somewhat concerned about
pollution in lakes, streams, and other waterways in the Kansas City area, [Source:
ETC Institute Survey, October 2005]

® 82% of the residents in the Kansas City area think it is very or somewhat important
for cities and counties in the Kansas City area to develop a connected system of
walking and biking trails. [Source: ETC Institute Survey, July 2005]

®  43% of the residents in the Kansas City area are not satisfied with the availability of
biking facilities in the community where they live; 28% are satisfied, and 29% have a
neutral opinion. [Source: ETC Institute Survey, July 2005]

® 87% of the residents in the Kansas City area walk for exercise or recreation. [Source:
ETC Institute Survey, July 2005]

Finding #5: There is widespread support for the implementation of a
regional sales tax to fund improvements for public
transportation, greenways, and traffic management in the
Kansas City area.

Supporting evidence:
® 62% of those surveyed were very or somewhat supportive of the implementation of a
regional sales tax to fund improvements for public transportation, greenways, and
traffic management in the Kansas City area. One-fourth (25%) of those surveyed
were not supportive, and 13% did not have an opinion.

® A majority of the residents surveyed in each of the seven counties indicated that they
supported the implementation of a regional sales tax to fund public transportation,

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 5
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greenway, and traffic management improvements in the Kansas City area. More than
60% of those surveyed in Johnson, Clay, Cass, Jackson, and Platte counties supported
the implementation of a regional sales tax.

Finding #6: Residents of the Kansas City area were significantly more likely
to support a regional tax for public transportation, greenways,
and traffic management than they were to support a local one.

Supporting evidence:

® Residents were significantly more likely to think that public transportation,
greenways, and traffic management improvements should be funded by a regional
tax (57%) that is paid by residents of all seven counties in the Kansas City area than
they were to support a local tax (12%) that is only paid by residents in particular
cities or counties. Fifteen percent (15%) of those surveyed did not have an opinion,
and 16% did not support any increase in taxes.

® Residents in each of the seven counties preferred a regional tax over a local tax to
fund improvements to public transportation, greenways, and traffic management
improvements. Residents of Platte and Jackson counties were the most supportive of
the regional tax.

Finding #7: Although there is strong support for the general concepts that
are contained in the Smart Moves, MetroGreen, and Operation
Green Light Plans, most residents are not familiar with the
details of these three plans.

Supporting evidence:

® Ajthough residents supported the general concepts that are contained in the Smart
Moves, MetroGreen, and Operation Green Light Plans, only 20% of those surveyed
indicated that they were familiar with MetroGreen, 18% of those surveyed indicated
they were familiar with Operation Green Light, and just 16% indicated they were
familiar with the Smart Moves Plan. This suggests that more education about all
three plans is needed.

® Residents who were familiar with the MetroGreen Plan were more supportive than
those who were not familiar with the plan. More than three-fourths (76%) of those
surveyed who indicated they were familiar with MetroGreen supported the
implementation of a connected system of greenways and trails along streamways in
the Kansas City area compared to 62% of those who were not familiar with the plan.

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 6
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& Residents who were familiar with the SmartMoves Plan were more supportive than
those who were not familiar with the plan. More than three-fourths (81%) of those
surveyed who indicated they were familiar with SmartMoves supported the expansion
of public transportation services in the Kansas City area compared to 71% of those
who were not familiar with the plan.

® Residents who were familiar with the Operation Green Light Plan were slightly more
supportive than those who were not familiar with the plan. Almost all (94%) of those
surveyed who indicated they were familiar with Operation Green Light supported the
implementation of a regional plan that could coordinate traffic signals along major
streets in the Kansas City area compared to 88% of those who were not familiar with
the plan.

ETC Institute (November 2005) Page 7
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POLICY / SERVICES COMMITTEE
Tuesday, January 3", 2006
Agenda

6:00 P.M.

Courcil Chambers

Al Herrera

Page #

POL2005-36: Policy/Services Committee Agenda Item Deletions 1
Bob Pryzby

POL2005-35: Tlicit Water Discharge 2-12
Bob Pryzby

POL.2005-37: Council Policy 042 Construction Estimate 13-18
Bob Pryzby

POL2005-38: Agreement with City of Overland Park 19-25
Bob Pryzby

POL2005-13: Consider Project 1910012 — 2005 Concrete Repair Program 26 - 28
Bob Pryzby
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POLICY/SERVICES

POL2003-14
POL2004-06
POL2004-08
PO1.2004-09
POL2004-10
POL2004-11
POL2004-12
POL2004-11
POL2004-15
POL2004-16
POL2004-18
POL2005-02
POL2005-03
POL2005-04
POL2005-11
POL2005-12
POL2005-13
POL2005-14
POL2005-17
POL2005-21
POL20O05-23
POL2005-28
POL2005-29

POL2005-30
POL2005-31
POL2005-33
POL2005-34
POL2005-35
POL2005-36
POL2005-37

POL2005-38

Consider Project 190845:
Consider Project 190715:
Consider Project 190841:
Consider Project 190848:
Consider Project: 190847:
Consider Project 190849:
Consider Project 190714:
Consider Project 190847:
Consider Project 190707:
Consider Project 190708:

Mission Road — 75" St to 79 St (CARS) (assigned 7/3/2003)
2005 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 2/25/2004)
Mission Road — 71% to 75" (CARS) (assigned 2/25/2004)
Mission Rd — Somerset to 83" (CARS) (assigned 2/25/2004)
2005 Street Paving Program (assigned 2/25/2004)

Roe Avenue — Somerset to 95 St. {CARS) (assigned 2/25/04)
2004 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 3/30/2004)
2005 Street Paving Program {assigned 7/29/2004)

Somerset, Delmar to Fontana Street (assigned 8/26/2004)

Tomahawk Road Nall to Roe (assigned 8/26/2004)

Consider Sidewalk Policy (assigned 9/18/2004)

Consider Project 190616:
Consider Project 190850:
Consider Project 190809:
Consider Project 190715:
Consider Project 190854
Consider Project 191012:
Consider Project 190852:

Harmon Park Skate Facility (assigned 1/31/2005)

Reeds Street — 69™ to 71 St. (assigned 1/31/2005)

75" Street and State Line Road {assigned 2/1/2005)

2005 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 6/2/2005)
2005 Pavement Repair Program {assigned 6/2/2005)

2005 Concrete Repair Program (assigned 6/2/2005)

2005 Crack/Shury Seal Program (assigned 6/2/2005)

Consider revising bidding ordinance (assigned July 19, 2005)

Consider Project 190851:
Consider Project 190857:

2006 Paving Program - Sidewalks (assigned 8/30/2003)
Roe Avenue — 95" to 91% Street (CARS) (assigned 8/28/2005)

Consider Charter Ordinance No. 12 “Public Improvements” (assigned 11/1/2005)
Consider Council Policy No. 041 “Selection of Professional Consulting Services

(assigned 11/1/2005)

Consider Project 190855: Tomahawk Road Bridge (assigned 11/1/2005)

Consider Canterbury Street Sidewalk Petition (assigned 11/1/20035)

Consider establishment of school crossing guard policy (assigned 11/14/20053)
Consider Project 190717: 2006 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 11/20/2003)
Consider illicit water discharge (assigned 11/30/2005)

Consider Policy/Services

Committee Agenda item deletions (assigned 12/21/2005)

Consider Council Policy 042 entitled “Construction Estimate” (assigned

12/21/2005)

Consider Agreement with the City of Overland Park (assigned 12/21/2005)

LAADMINVAGEN _ MINYWORD\Policy-Services\2006\polseragenda010306.doc



POL2005-36  CONSIDER POLICY SERVICES COMMITTEE

AGENDA DELETIONS

Background:

As part of the year end housekeeping, Public Works staff is recommending that the
following Policy Services Committee agenda items be eliminated.

POL2004-11Consider Project 190849: Roe Avenue paving — this is a replaced by
POL2005-23

POL2004-12 Consider Project 190714: 2004 Storm Drainage Program — project is
closed

POL2005-14 Consider Project 190852: 2005 Crack/Slurry Program — project 1s
closed

POL.2005-17 Consider revising bidding ordinance — this is replaced by POI.2005-
28

POL2005-22 Consider Storm Drainage Consultant — completed
POL2005-32 Consider Tree Trimming Area 43 — completed

Financial Impact:

There is no financial impact.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends City Council approve the above deletions.

PAGE 1 0F 1
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[llicit Water Discharge December 2005

POL2005-35 CONSIDER ILLICIT WATER DISCHARGE

Background:

The City of Prairie Village residents and Public Works frequently experiences many problems
with discharge of water from sump pumps, roof drains, and swimming pools. Because of the
heavy clay soils 1n this region of the country, the clay soil does not allow water to drain into the
ground so it must often be collected and directed to a specified location.

Consequently, much of this water is discharged to the City right-of-way and causing:

Increased deterioration of curbs and gutters and asphalt pavement

Creating safety issues from water and silt on sidewalks

fcing of sidewalk areas in the winter

Icing of streets during the winter

Deposit of quantities of water on City right-of-way, such as park areas, thus
prohibiting grass growth and potentially creating breeding areas for mosquitoes
Growth of fungus and attracting mosquitoes from constant water being in the gutter
areas

L I
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Sump pumps are probably the biggest cause of the above problems. They are utilized by many
property owners to remove the ground water that may be entering the basement areas. In some
locations in the City, the sump pumps operate often throughout the year, regardless of the amount
of rainfall. Due to the large amount of water being pumped, many property owners cannot
discharge it in their yard, but have chosen to pipe it to the City right-of-way and outlet it at the
back of sidewalk, curb and gutter or sometimes even cut the curb to outlet it directly to the gutter
and street surface.

As with sump pumps, property owners have piped their down spouts to the City right-of-way.
This 1s often done because their yard cannot handle this channelized flow. Roof drains are not as
much of a problem in the City right-of-way as sump pumps, because they are only discharging
water during rain events when everything is wet anyway. However, sometimes roof drains are
combined with sump pumps into one pipe which outlets in the right-of-way:.

There are property owners who have piped their swimming pool drains and backwash to the City
right-of-way or public lands. This has caused standing pools of water, which prevent use of the
area and a potential breeding ground for mosquitoes.

Currently the City does not have a city code regulating the placement of private drainage outlets
or the directing of channelized flow on to City right-of-way. There is City Council Policy No.380
Sump Pump Discharge. Public Works has counseled property owners on how to resolve the
problem with those discharges that are causing a hazard on public lands or right-of-way, Due to
the continuous flow or large amount of water, City Council Policy No.380 does not work with the

clay soils in the city. Without a City code or Policy, there is currently little that Public Works and
Codes can do remove these illicit discharges.

The ideal solution would be for property owners to pipe their sump pumps, roof drains and
swimntiing pools into the City’s storm water system. Some residents have asked to have their

1of2
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Ilhicit Water Discharge December 2005

sump pumps connected to the existing sanitary sewer system. This is strictly prohibited by
Johnson County Wastewater. The only other choice is the City storm drain system.
Unfortunately most property owners do not have storm drain systems on their street or are a long
distance from the nearest system for them to utilize. To solve this problem it is possible to install
small drainage pipe in back of the curb and gutter and to a storm drain or creek outlet.

Public Works has obtained cost estimates for installing a 4-inch PVC pipe behind the curb at a
depth of 30-inches. The range of cost is from $18.00 to $21.00 per foot. The question is should
the City or the property owner or both pay for the installation. There is the question of who pays
for the connection tap to the 4-inch pipe.

In researching what other cities do, the possibilities are:
1. The property owner pays 100% of the installation cost
2. The City pays 100% of the installation cost and thereby maintains ownership and control
of the pipe
3. The City pays 100% of the installation cost and charges a property front foot fee to the
property owner for connection to the pipe.

Public Works has written for City Council consideration a new section, 16-535, for Municipal
Code Chapter XVI ZONING AND PLANNING, Article 5 Stormwater Management. Public
Works is also recommending the City Council Policy No.380 be deleted and a new City Council
Policy No.371 Water Discharges to City Lands and Right-of-Way be approved..

Financial Impact:

A budget of $50,000 is recommended to install the new 4-inch PVC pipes. This cost will
be offset by revenue from a $21.00 per property front foot assessment.

Recommendation:

Public Works staff recommends the approval of:
« A new section, 16-535, for Municipal Code Chapter XVI ZONING AND PLANNING.,
Article 5 Stormwater Management
» Replacement of City Council Policy No.380 be deleted
+ City Council Policy No.371 Water Discharges to City Lands and Right-of-Way.

20f2
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16-535 ILLICIT WATER DISCHARGE. Any water discharge point of non-polluted water from
a sump pump system, roof drain, or swinuning pool shall not be within ten (10) feet from any property
line. Any pipe/hose carrying the discharge shall not be cut into the curb or gutter without first obtaining
a drainage permit from Public Works. Any person who causes a discharge that is polluted or causesa
hazardous condition, such as icing, slipperiness or debris, on any City sidewalk or City street shall be
charged with a violation of this section and shall be subject to a penalty in accordance with City of
Prairie Village Municipal Code 1-116.
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Al Herrera asked if policies could be written on a school by school basis. Chief felt if
separate criteria were used for different locations it would give the appearance of being
discriminatory. He would rather see the policy provide a review of several factors in the
consideration of the establishing a school crossing guard location.

Steve Noll stated he felt it was appropriate to develop background research for criteria for
providing school crossing guards. He noted very few cities are still providing this
service.

Chief stated he felt comfortable with the direction of the committee to develop an outline

of a policy/criteria/guidelines for school crossing guards and stated he would return to the
committee at a later date with a draft for consideration.

POL20605-35 Consider IHicit Water Discharee

Bob Pryzby stated Prairie Village residents and Public Works crews frequently
experiences many problems with discharge of water from sump pumps, roof drains, and
swimming pools. Because of the heavy clay soils in this region of the country, the clay
soil does not allow water to drain into the ground so it must often be collected and
directed to a specified location.

Consequently, much of this water is discharged to the City right-of-way and causing:

1. Increased deterioration of curbs and gutters and asphalt pavement

2. Creating safety issues from water and silt on sidewalks

3. Icing of sidewalk areas in the winter

4. Icing of streets during the winter

5. Deposit of quantities of water on City right-of-way, such as park areas, thus
prohibiting grass growth and potentially creating breeding areas for
mosquitoes

6. Growth of fungus and attracting mosquitoes from constant water being in the
gutter areas

Sump pumps are probably the biggest cause of the above problems. They are utilized by
many property owners to remove the ground water that may be entering the basement
areas. In some locations in the City, the sump pumps operate often throughout the year,
regardless of the amount of rainfall. Due to the large amount of water being pumped,
many property owners cannot discharge it in their yard, but have chosen to pipe it to the
City right-of-way and outlet it at the back of sidewalk, curb and gutter or sometimes
even cut the curb to outlet it directly to the gutter and street surface.

As with sump pumps, property owners have piped their down spouts to the City right-of-
way. This is often done because their yard cannot handle this channelized flow. Roof
drains are not as much of a problem in the City right-of-way as sump pumps, because
they are only discharging water during rain events when everything is wet anyway.

o



However, sometimes roof drains are combined with sump pumps into one pipe which
outlets in the right-of~way. Mr. Pryzby showed slides of several locations identified in
the City discharging water onto City streets and right-of-way. He noted his staff has
identified 52 separate locations discharging water inappropriately.

There are property owners who have piped their swimming pool drains and backwash to
the City right-of-way or public lands. This has caused standing pools of water, which
prevent use of the area and a potential breeding ground for mosquitoes.

Currently the City does not have a city code regulating the placement of private drainage
outlets or the directing of channelized flow on to City right-of-way. There is City
Council Policy No.380 Sump Pump Discharge. Public Works has counseled property
owners on how to resolve the problem with those discharges that are causing a hazard on
public lands or right-of-way. Due to the continuous flow or large amount of water, City
Council Policy No.380 does not work with the clay soils in the city. Without a City code
or Policy, there is currently little that Public Works and Codes can do remove these illicit
discharges.

The ideal solution would be for property owners to pipe their sump pumps, roof drains
and swimming pools into the City’s storm water system. Some residents have asked to
have their sump pumps connected to the existing sanitary sewer system. This is strictly
prohibited by Johnson County Wastewater. The only other choice is the City storm drain
system. Unfortunately most property owners do not have storm drain systems on their
street or are a long distance from the nearest system for them to utilize. To solve this
problem it is possible to install small drainage pipe in back of the curb and gutter and to a
storm drain or creek outlet.

Public Works has obtained cost estimates for installing a 4-inch PVC pipe behind the
curb at a depth of 30-inches. The range of cost is from $18.00 to $21.00 per foot. The
question is should the City or the property owner or both pay for the installation. There is
the question of who pays for the connection tap to the 4-inch pipe.

In researching what other cities do, the possibilities are:
1. The property owner pays 100% of the installation cost
2. The City pays 100% of the installation cost and thereby maintains ownership and
control of the pipe
3. The City pays 100% of the installation cost and charges a property front foot fee
to the property owner for connection to the pipe.

Mr. Pryzby reviewed language he drafted City Council consideration as an amendment to
the City’s existing Municipal Code to address this problem as well as proposed changes
to City Council Policies. He recommends Council Policy No.380 be deleted and a new
City Council Policy No.371 Water Discharges to City Lands and Right-of-Way be
approved.

Mr. Pryzby invited residents to share with the committee their problems in this area.
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Rick Cato, Doctor’s Land and Landscape, contractor working with Bill Barr, 8600
Delmar Drive, addressed the Council explaining the proposed solution to address water
problems they are experiencing. They are proposing to run a 1% pipe along the curb
across their neighbor’s property and connect with the city’s drainage system.

Bernie Fremerman, 5301 West 84" Terrace, stated he had a problem in that he needs to
replace his sanitary sewer because of frequent blockages. Johnson County Wastewater is
requiring that he install a sump pump to remove the basement water from the sanitary
sewer. He does not want to install a sump pump and is requesting that Johnson County
allow him a variance to install a new sever line that does not cut off the flow of ground
water into the sanitary sewer.

He was told that they will probably not approve the request and will insist the flow be cut
off. He is concerned that pumping it into the street could present an icing problem.

Mr. Fremerman stated that connecting with Sanitary sewer System was a County issue as
the sanitary line is not a city line, stating the County policy allows for waivers to be
granted by the Board. Mr. Pryzby restated connecting into the Wastewater System is not
allowed and noted he is not aware of any waivers being granted. Steve Noll pointed out
that the city is a customer of Johnson County Wastewater the same as residents and
would not have any more ability to get a waiver than a resident.

Pat Daniels stated this solution assumed the availability of an underground system
everywhere. Mr. Pryzby noted some may require the resident to go a long distance to
connect, but it could be done.

The resident adjacent to the Barr’s expressed concern with potential damage to sprinkler
systems, invisible fences and yards with the placement of 4” pipe and would prefer use of
smaller pipe. Mr. Pryzby stated that Public Works construction re-installs sprinkler pipes
and dog fences. He stated the 4” pipe was selected to allow for multiple residents to
connect into the line.

Steve Noll announced that he would have to adjourn the meeting of the Policy/Services
Committee for the start of the scheduled City Council Meeting and noted this item would
continue to be discussed under New Business during the Council Meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m.

Steve Noll
Co-Chair
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future as technology provides more accurate understanding of water flow and design
criteria are revised.

Pat Daniels confirmed this study by the county is the same one that impacted the

River Woods project in Mission. He fecls the City needs to support these changes even if

the area may need to be revisited in the future.
The motion was voted on and passed unanimously,

POL.2005-20 Consider 2005 Traffic Consultant

On October 17th, the City Council approved the selection of TranSystem
Corporation as the City’s Traffic Consultant. The 2005 Traffic Consultant Agrecment
contains the following tasks: #1 Traffic Safety Study Report; #2 Traffic Signal Operation
and #3 ~Traffic Counts. The ngreement has been reviewed and approved by the City
Attorney and the Public Safety and Public Works Department.

On behalf of the Policy/Services Committee, Steve Noll moved the City Council
approve the 2005 Traffic Consultant Agreement with TransSystems Corporation using
Public Safety Department 2005 budget funds of $40,652 for Task #1 and #2 and Public
Works Department 2005 budget funds of $9,534 for Task #3. The motion was seconded
by Jeff Anthony and passed unanimously.

POL2005-34 Consider Project 190717: 2006 Storm Drainage Repair Program

On November 7th, the City Council approved the selection of URS to serve as the
City's Storm Drainage Consultant. The standard design agreement consists of four
phases:  Concept Study, Preliminary Design, Final Design and Bidding has been
reviewed and approved by the City Attomey.

On behalf of the Policy/Services Cominittee, Steve Noll moved the City Council
approve the Drainage Consultant Agreement with URS Corporation in the amount of
516,700 with funding from the Capital Infrastructure Program for Project 190717, The

motion was seconded by David Belz and passed unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS

PO1,2005-35_ Consider Hlicit Water Discharge

Steve Noll stated carlicr in the evening the Policy/Scrvices Committee was unable

to complete their discussion and action on this item and called upon Mr. Pryzhy to
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present information. Bob Pryzby stated the City is experiencing problems with residents
discharging sump pumps onto city right-of-way and streels. The city has identified
approximately 52 such problems. As a possible solution to this he is proposing offering a
program to install 47 PVC pipe behind the curb in the right-offway to collect the
discharge of sump pumps. The program could be done with the city covering the entire
cost, or shared costs with the residents or with the residents covering the entire costs. His
recommendation would be a shared cost for the pipe as a cost of $21.00 per foot with the
resident paying based on the linear footage of their frontage.  The program could be
started with o budget of $50,000 with these funds being offset by revenue from a $21 per
property front foot assessment.

Laura Wassmcr asked if the proposed $50,000 would correct the 52 identified
situations.  Mr. Pryzby responded the $50,000 is basically starter funding for the
program.

Bill Griffith agreed that this is a real issue; however, stated he is leerv to approve
$50,000 start up program without an idea of the long-term financial impact. He stated
this could become yet another capital infrastructure program account.

Pat Daniels felt the issue should be returned to the committee to reconsider and
come back with a policy for consideration by the City Council,

Mr. Pryzby asked if the Council could address the situation of for the Barr’s

Rick Cato, with Doctor's Land and Landscaping, a contractor working with Bill
Barr at 8600 Delmar Drive, reviewed the probiem experienced by the Barr's and his
proposed solution. They are propesing to run a 1'4™ pipe along the curb across their
neighbor’s property to connect with the City's drainage system.

Bill Griffith confirmed that a 1 '4” pipe could be pulled through, whereas, a 47
pipe would need to be buried causing more disruption to the property. Mr. Pryzby noted
use of 4" pipe would allow others to connect to the same line,

David Belz confirmed that the property owner who has the pipe going across his
property would not be assessed.

Diana Ewy Sharp stated she was not ready to vote and felt that doing so would set
precedence, The City Attorney noted that every action taken by the Council does not

necessarily sel precedence. It would be better to take action based on an approved policy,
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but noted the time involved to establish a policy. Permission for this resident to take this
action does not mean others could take the same action in the future.

Laura Wassmer questioned if there are other houses with this problem that may
want to conneet to this pipe and confirmed that 1'4” pipe is the largest size that could be
publed through the ground. She noted if 114" pipe is allowed and others want to conneet,
the city is looking at the possibility of multiple lines. Mr. Cato stated there was sufficient
space in the right-of-way for multiple lines.

Mr. Pryzby stated he does not need the policy approved this evening. Bill Griffith
asked if an agreement would be made allowing Mr. Barr to conneet to the city’s system
with their 1!4” pipe.

Steve Noll confinmed the work would be dane in the city right-of-way and need
city approval and permits.

Bill Griffith moved the city allow Mr. Barr to conpect to the City's storm
drainage sysiem as proposed using a 1/4” pipe and exempt them from any future fees if a
4” line is put in by the City. The motion was seconded by Pat Daniels.

Wayne Vennard confirmed that any repair to the pipes would be made by the
City.

Laura Wassmer questioned il the work was being funded jointly or totally by the
resident.

Bill Barr stated the cost estimate received for the work was $2000 and he would
like to see the cost shared by the City. Ms. Wassmer stated she was not comfortable with
the city sharing the cost without the policy being in place, but would support allowing
Mr. Barr to connect if no city funds were used.

Steve Noll questioned who owned the pipe once instalicd. Mr. Pryzby responded
it would be considered the city’s property.

The motion was voted on and passed unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS
ADA Appeal

Al Herrera reviewed the procedures for the Appeal by Mr. James Olenick ot a
decision of the ADA Compliance Commitice relative to the Skate Park Facility at

Harmon Park.
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Policy No. 380
Date: 07/15/91

_ Page: 1 of 1
SUMP PUMP DISCHARGE

1. PURPOSE:

To establish a uniform policy for sump pump discharge.

II. RESPONSIBILITY:

Director of Public-Works

I1I. PROCEDURE:

A. No.sump pump watér draining from private property shall be
discharged or caused to flow upon the surface of any sidewalk,
street or gutter,

B. The proper methods of discharge are illustrated on Figure No. 1
(attached). In addition, it shall also be permissible to
discharge directly into drainage channels where adequate under-
ground conduits are installed and approved by the Director of
Public Works.

C. Where none of the above are applicable, the proposed method of
discharge shall be approved by the Director of Public Works.

D. Swimming pool drainage facilities shall be provided as set out
in Chapter 19.28.022, "Other Accessory Uses", in the Municipal
Code., ' .
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POL2005-37 __ CONSIDER _CITY COUNCIL POLICY NO. 042
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE

Background:

Charter Ordinance No.12 pertains to obtaining cost estimates for projects costing more
than $10,000.00. Recently, because of increased costs of oil, construction bids have
exceeded the detailed estimate of construction cost. In reviewing Charter Ordinance No.
12 that was adopted by the City on 5 June 1989, Public Works Staff have determined
that:

1. The Charter Ordinance provides that the City of Prairie Village “exempts itself
from and makes inapplicable to it, the provisions of K.S.A. 13-1017".

2. The Charter Ordinance provides “substitute and additional provisions™.

3. The “substitute and additional provisions” are the exact language contained in
K.S.A. 13-1017, except the amount for sealed proposals is changed from $2,000
(as in K.S.A. 13-1017) to $10,000.

““Public Improvement” is defined as to not include the making of repairs or the
maintenance of any building, street, sidewalk, or other public facility in Prairie Village by
employees of Prairie Village or the making of any expenditures from the city budget for
such purposes.”

Public Works has discussed the ordinance with the City Attorney.

Public Works staff has prepared a new City Council Policy No.042 Construction Cost
Estimate. This new policy provides definitions that clarify provisions of Charter
Ordinance No.12. The new policy also details a procedure to assist the Public Works
Director in administering the policy.

Financial Impact:

There is no direct financial impact.

Recommendation:

The Public Works Director recommends the City Council adopt City Council Policy
No0.042 Construction Cost Estimate.

PaGe 1 OF 1
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City Council Policy No.042 CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
Effective Date:
Amends: NEW POLICY

Approved By: Page 1 of 2

I.  Purpose:

1. To establish policy for receiving Cost Estimate for a Public Improvement
Project ‘

II. Responsibility:
1. Public Works Director.

III. Definition:
1. “City” shall mean the City of Prairie Village.

2. “City Clerk” shall mean the City Clerk employed by the City of Prairie
Village or designee.

3. “Engineer/Architect” shall mean the company or individual whose services
are rendered by engineers, architects, landscape architects and surveyors
licensed by the Kansas State Board of Technical Professions.

4. “Construction Cost Estimate” shall mean and include the cost of the entire
construction of the Project, including all supervision, materials, supplies, labor,
tools, equipment, transportation, and/or other facilities furnished, used or
consumed, but such cost shall not include Consultant Engineer/Architect fees
or other payments to the Consultant Engineer/Architect and shall not include
the cost of land or right-of-way and easement acquisition.

5. “Engineer/Architect” shall mean those professional services, labor, materials,
supplies, testing, surveying, title work, if applicable, and all other acts, duties,
and services required of the Engineer/Architect.

6. “Project” shall mean any work undertaken by the City for the construction or
reconstruction of any public infrastructure, including without limitation,
streets, bridges, sidewalks, storm drains, traffic control devices, street lights,
parks, buildings or lands work.

7. “Public Works Director” shall mean the Director of Public Works employed
by the City or that person’s designee.
IV. Policy:

1. If the projected construction cost is less than $100,000, no Construction Cost
Estimate is required.

C:\Documents and Settings\BarbVe\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK2B\Draft Construction
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City Council Policy No.042 Page 2 of 2

2. If the projected construction cost is $100,000 or more, the Public Works
Director will prepare a Construction Cost Estimate for review by the governing
body.

Y. Procedure:

1. If a bid does not exceed the Construction Cost Estimate, then the Public Works
Director may recommend that the City governing body consider awarding a
construction contract.

2. If all bids exceed the Final Construction Cost Estimate, the City may consider
four options. .

a. Approve the bid award if the bid cost does not exceed the Final
Construction Cost Estimate by 10% and additional funding is available.

b. Request staff to revise the Project scope and/or specifications as
necessary to reduce the construction cost.

Reject all bids and authorize staff to obtain new bids.

d. Terminate the project and the agreement with the Engineer/Architect.

CADOCUMENTS AND SETTINGS\BARBVE\LOCAL SETTINGS\TEMPORARY EINTERNET FILES\OLK2B\DRAFT
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CHARTER ORDINANCE NO. 12

CHARTER ORDINANCE EXEMPTING THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE,
KANSAS FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF K.S.A. 13-1017, RELATING T0
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, ESTIMATE OF THE COST OF SUCH IMPROVE-
MENTS, CONTRACTS, BIDS, BOND 1ISSUE, WHEN, AND PROVIDING
SUBSTITUTE AND ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS ON THE SAME SUBJECT.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF PRAIRIE
VILLAGE, KANSAS:

Section 1.

The City of Prairie Village, Kansas, by the power vested
in it by Article XII, Section 5, of the Constitution of
the State of Kansas, hereby elects and exempts itself
from and makes inapplicable to it, the provisions of
K.S.A. 13-1017, which apply only to certain cities of
the first class, and to provide substitute and addition-
al provisions as hereinafter provided.

Section 2.

Before undertaking the construction or reconstruction of
any sidewalk, curb, gutter, bridge, pavement, sewer, or
any other public improvement of any street, highway,
public ground, or public building or facility, or any
other kind of public improvement, shall be commenced or
ordered by the Governing Body, or under its authority, a
detailed estimate of the cost of the improvement shall
be made under oath by the City Engineer (or some other
competent person appointed for such purposes by the
Governing Body), and said estimate shall be submitted to
the Governing Body for its action thereon. In all cases
where the estimated costs of the contemplated building,
facility, or other improvement, amounts to more than
$10,000.00, sealed proposals for the improvement shall
be invited by advertisement, published by the City Clerk
once in the official city paper. The Governing Body
shall 1let all such work by contract to the lowest
responsible bidder, if there is any whose bid does not
exceed the estimate. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the
Governing Body reserves the right to refuse all or any
part of any bid when it is felt that such action is in
‘the best interest of the City.



If no responsible person proposes to enter into the
contract at a price not exceeding the estimated cost,
all bids shall be rejected and the same proceedings as
before repeated, until some responsible person by sealed
proposal offers to contract for the work at a price not
exceeding the estimated costs. If no responsible bid is
received within the estimate, the Governing Body shall
have the power to make the improvement within the
estimated cost thereof, and shall further have the power
to purchase the necessary tools, machinery, apparatus
and materials; employ the necessary labor; and construct
the necessary plant or plants for the purpose of
carrying into effect the provisions of this act. In no
case shall the City be liable for anything beyond the
estimated cost or the original contract price for doing
such work or making such improvements.

Before any type of public improvement is commenced, the
money to pay for the same must be available in the city
treasury as provided by law or provision may be made for
‘the issuance of internal improvement bonds to pay for
any such improvement as provided by law. Provided that
this section shall not be construed to include any
repair or maintenance work not amounting to substantial
alteration, addition or change in any structure, street
or facility. *Public improvement" as used herein shall
not include the making of repairs or the maintenance of
any building, street, sidewalk, or other public facility
in Prairie Village by employees of Prairie Village or
the making of any expenditures from the city budget for
such purposes.

Section 3.

This Ordinance shall be published once each week for two
consecutive weeks in the official city newspaper.

Section 5.
This is a Charter Ordinance and shall take effect sixty-
one (61) days after final publication unless a suffi-
cient petition for a referendum is filed and a referen-
dum held on the Ordinance as provided in Article XII,
‘Section 5, subdivision (c){(3) of the Constitution of
Kansas, in which case the Ordinance shall become
effective as approved by a majority of the electors
voting thereon.



PASSED by the Governing Body of not less than two-thirds of
the members elect voting in favor thereof the _. day of
DNt srne , 1989. —

Monroe Taliaferro, Mayo

ATTEST:

Lo e Mn
ce Ha Muﬁgg;_ﬂigy Clerk

Approved as to Form:

= 0 Ga

Charles E. Wetzler
City Attorney




POL2005-38 CONSIDER PROJECT 190857: NALL AVENUE - 83%°
STREET TO 95™ STREET

Background:

Nall Avenue from 83™ Street to 95™ Street was last paved in 1999. The City of Overland
Park who shares the ownership of this portion of Nall Avenue with the City of Prairie
Village has requested consideration to micro-surface this section of Nall Avenue. An
Interlocal Agreement has been prepared by the City of Overland Park and reviewed by the
City of Prairie Village City Attorney.

The micro-surfacing is planned for the summer of 2006 and will be administered by the
City of Overland Park.

Financial Impact:

The estimated project total cost is $55,000.00. The City of Prairie Village share is 50%
($27,500.00) of the estimated cost. Funds are available in the 2006 Public Works
Operating Budget.

Recommendation:

Public Works staff recommends the approval of the Interlocal Agreement with the City of
Overland Park for a 50% sharing of the estimated project cost of $55,000.00.
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS AND THE CITY
OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS FOR THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT OF NALL AVENUE
FROM 83"P STREET TO 95™ STREET.

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this day of

, 2005, by and between the CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS,

and the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS, each party having been organized and now
existing under the laws of the State of Kansas,

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parties hereto have determined it is in their best interest to make the public
improvement to Nall Avenue from 83" Street to 95™ Street as such improvement is hereinafter
described; and

WHEREAS, K.S.A. 12-2908 authorizes the parties hereto to cooperate in making the public
improvement; and

WHEREAS, the governing bodies of each of the parties hereto have determined to enter into
this Agreement for the aforesaid public improvement, as authorized and provided by K.S.A. 12-2908
and K.S.A. 68-169; and

WHEREAS, the governing body of the CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS, did
approve and authorize its mayor to execute this Agreement by official vote of the body onthe

day of , 2005.

WHEREAS, the governing body of the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS, did
approve and authorize its mayor to execute this Agreement by official vote of the body on the

day of , 2005.

-1-
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NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals, the mutual covenants and
agreements herein contained, and for other good and valuable considerations, the parties hereto agree
as follows:

1. PURPOSE OF AGREEMENT. The parties hereto enter into this Agreement for the purpose
of constructing the public improvement on Nall Avenue as heretofore described by
performing the following work: The street improvement of Nall Avenue from 83" Street to
95" Street including microsurfacing the existing street and repair of asphalt pavement,
pavement markings and other items incidental to the street reconstruction.

2. ESTIMATED COST OF PROJECT.

A. The estimated cost of construction for the public improvement covered by this agreement

is FIFTY-FIVE THOUSAND DOILLARS ($55.000.00).

B The cost of making the public improvement shall include:
(1)  Labor and material used in making the public improvement; and
(2) Such other expenses which are necessary in making the public improvement,
exclusive of the cost of acquiring real property and any improvement thereon
for the location of the public improvement. These costs include but are not
limited to project administration, construction inspection, material testing and
utility relocations.
C. The local share of the‘cost for construction of said public improvement, as described
hereinabove, shall be distributed within each CITY as follows:
(1) The CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS shall pay 50% of the local

share of said public improvement (estimated to be $27.500.00).

2-
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2) The CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS shall pay 50% of the local
share of said public improvement (estimated to be $27.500.00).

FINANCING. THE CITIES OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS, and PRAIRIE VILLAGE,
KANSAS, shall pay their portion of the cost with monies budgeted and appropriated funds.
OVERLAND PARK ADMINISTRATION OF PROJECT. It is acknowledged and understood
between the parties that since there are two separate cities included within the proposed
improvement, one of the cities should be designated as being “in charge” of the project to
provide for its orderly design and construction. However, both cities shall have the right of
review and comment on project decisions at any time throughout duration of this Agreement,
and any subsequent agreements hereto. The public improvement shall be constructed and the
job administered by the CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS, acting by and through the
Director of Public Works for Overland Park, Kansas, who shall be the principal public official
designated to administer the public improvement; provided, that the Director of Public Works
shall, among his several duties and responsibilities, assume and perform the following:

A. Make all contracts for the public improvement, including the responsibility to solicit
bids by publication in the official newspaper of Overland Park, Kansas. In the
solicitation of bids, the appropriate combination of best bids shall be determined by
the aforesaid governing body administering the project, except that the governing
body of the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS reserves the right to reject the
successful bidder in the event that the bid price exceeds the engineer’s estimate. Ifall
bids exceed the estimated cost of the public improvement, then either CITY shall

have the right to reject the bid. In such case, the project shall rebid at a later date.

-3-
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B. Submit to the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE on or before the 10th day of each
month, or as received, estimates of accrued costs of constructing the public
improvement for the month immediately preceding the month the statement of costs
is received; provided that the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE shall within thirty (30)
days after receipt of a statement of costs as aforesaid, remit their portion of the
accrued costs to the CITY OF OVERLAND PARK as herein agreed.

C. Upon completion of the public improvement, the Director of Public Works shall
submit to the CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE a final accounting of all costs incurred
in making the public improvement for the purpose of apportioning the same among
the parties as provided herein.

D. The CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE shall be named as additional insured on all
applicable certificates of insurance issued by the contractor for this project.

E. The CITY OF OVERLAND PARK shall require performance and completion bonds
for the improvement from all contractors and require that all contractors discharge
and satisfy any mechanics or materialman's liens that may be filed.

F. The CITY OF OVERLAND PARK shall require that any contractor provide a two-
year performance and maintenance bond for the Improvement. As Administrator, the
CITY OF OVERLAND PARK will, upon request of PRAIRIE VILLAGE, make any
claim upon the maintenance bond or performance bond and require that the
contractor fully perform all obligations under the performance and maintenance

bonds.
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G. The CITY OF OVERLAND PARK shall include in contracts for construction a
requirement that the contractor defend, indemnify and save OVERLAND PARK and
PRAIRIE VILLAGE harmless from and against all liability for damages, costs, and
expenses arising out of any claim, suit or action for injuries or damages sustained to
persons or property by reason of the act or omissions of the contractor and the
performance of his or her contract.

DURATION AND TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT. The parties hereto agree that this

Agreement shall exist until the completion of the aforesaid public improvement, which shall

be deemed completed upon certification to each of the parties hereto by the Director of

Public Works advising that the public improvement has been accepted by him as constructed;

provided that upon the occurrence of such certification by the Director of Public Works, this

Agreement shall be deemed terminated and of no further force or effect.

PLACING AGREEMENT IN FORCE. The attorney for the administering body described in

paragraph 4 hereof shall cause this Agreement to be executed in triplicate. Each party hereto
shall receive a duly executed copy of this Agreement for their official records.
AMENDMENTS. This Agreement cannot be modified or changed by any verbal statement,
promise or agreement, and no modification, change nor amendment shall be binding on the
parties unless it shall have been agreed to in writing and signed by both parties.

JURISDICTION. This Agreement shall be construed according to the laws of the State of

Kansas and may be enforced in any court of competent jurisdiction.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the above and foregoing Agreement has been executed in

triplicate by each of the parties hereto on the day and year first above written.

CITY OF OVERLAND PARK, KANSAS

By

CARL GERLACH, MAYOR
ATTEST:

MARIAN COOK, CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JANE NEFF-BRAIN
SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS

By

RONALD L. SHAFFER, MAYOR

ATTEST:

JOYCE HAGEN-MUNDY, CITY CLERK

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

CHARLES E. WETZLER, CITY ATTORNEY
-6-
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CONSIDER 191012: 2005 CONCRETE REPAIR PROGRAM

Backgroundé

This project is complete. A review of the final construction quantities has resulted in a
Construction Change Order #1 for an increase of $25,256.00. The significant increases
are in the amount of curb-gutter replacement and ADA sidewalk ramps.

Financial Impact:

Funds are available in the Capital Infrastructure Program Project allocation.

Recommendation:

Public Works staff recommends approval of Construction Change Order #1 for Project
191012 to McAnany Construction for an increase of $25,256.00 using Capital
Infrastructure Program Project Allocation.
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CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. (1 (FINAL) Y

Consultant's Name: None
Project Title: 2005 Concrete Repair Program
Date Requested:  December 16, 2005
Owner's Project No.: 191012 Contract Date: June &, 2005
Contractor's Name;  McAnany Construction
REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT
Contract Quantity Previous Amount | Unit Item Description Adj. Quant. Unit Price | Adjusted Amount
9218 $216,623.00f LF Concrete Curb & Gutter 10716.5 $23.50 $251,837.75
449 $26,267.00F SY §" Concrate Driveway 428.7 $50.50) $25,137.45
3480 $167,040.00] Sy 4" Concrete Sidewalk 3208.6 $48.00 $154,060.80
6 510,200.00] EA ADA Sidawalk Ramps 19 $1,700.00 $32,300.00
2000 $8,000.00] S5Y Sod 0 $4.00 $0.00
20 $2,000.00] EA Lawr Sprinkler Heads 16 $100.00 $1,600,00
50 $2.600.00] LF Lawn Sprinkler Pipe g $50.00 $450.00
50 $2.500.00f LF Gravel Fiiter Bags 1] $50.00 50.00
50 $2,500.00] LF Straw Balas 0 $50.00 $0.00
50 $2.60000] LF Silt Fence Q $50.00 $0.00
Contingent [tams
1]
TOTAL $440,130.00 0 TOTAL $465.386.00
NET 0 Deerease | § 15.256.00
TR
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Explanation of Changes

Project191012; 2005 Concrete Repeir Program Program. This change ordet is to cover the following items:

Adjustment of quantities.
This change order increases the contract amount by $12,285.00, Calendar days were not added as result of this change order.
Original Contract Price $471.036.00
Current Contract Price,
as adjusted by previous Change Orders $471,036.00
Nm@rmﬁe this Change Order s 25.256.00
New Contract Price 3 496,292.00
Change to Contract Time
The current contract deadiine of _ December 1, 2005 will remain the same.

The City does not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order.

9{2« A v lalos

Thomas Trienens, Manager of Engineering Services Date
City of Prairie Viliage, KS

Ronald L. Shaffer, Mayor Date
City of Prairie Village, KS

Jads o) Dyers, (719 05

Panl McAnany, Project Mansger / Date
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COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
Tuesday, January 3, 2006
7:30 p.m.

L CALL TO ORDER

IL. ROLL CALL

HI. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Iv. CONSENT AGENDA
All items listed below are considered to be routine by the Governing Body and will be enacted by
one motion (Roll Call Vote). There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Council
member so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and
considered in its normal sequence on the regular agenda.
By Staff:

1.
2.
3.

8.
By C
9.

10.

11

Approve Regular Council Meeting Minutes — December 19, 2006.

Approve Claims Ordinance 2622.

Approval of Construction Change Order #3 for a deduction of $2,583.08 and #4 for a deduction
of $65,080.09 to McAnany Construction for Project 190841 and the transfer of project
unexpended funds to Capital Infrastructure Program Street Unallocated.

Approval of Construction Change Order #4 for a deduction of $9,112.30 and #5 for a deduction
of $31,485.09 to McAnany Construction for Project 190847 and the transfer of project
unexpended funds to Capital Infrastructure Program Street Unallocated.

Approval of Construction Change Order #1 for a deduction of $9,214.11 and #2 is for a
deduction of $1,257.72 to McAnany Construction for Project 190848 and the transfer of project
unexpended funds to Capital Infrastructure Program Street Unallocated.

Approve a letter of understanding with the Johnson County Department of Human Services and
Aging for administration of the Utility Assistance Program for Prairie Village residents.

Ratify the Mayor's appointment of Richard Bills to the Prairie Village Sister City Committee
for a three-year term expiring in April 2008 and Pam Marshall to the Prairie Village Arts
Council to complete the unexpired term of Joan Kemp expiring in April, 2006.

Approve interim agreement for planning services with Bucher, Willis and Ratliff.

ommittee:

Affirm the decision of the ADA Compliance Committee denying the appeal of Mr. James
Olenick {Council Committee of the Whole Minutes - December 19, 2005)

Direct staff to move forward with the construction of a sidewalk on the west side of Canterbury
as approved by the City Council on November 21, 2005. (Council Committee of the Whole
Minutes — December 19, 2005)

Adopt an ordinance to dissolve the current restricted residential parking district located on
Eaton, 74™ Terrace and 74" Street as the criteria required by the ordinance no longer exist.
(Council Committee of the Whole Minutes — December 19, 2005)

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI NEW BUSINESS

V1L ANNOUNCEMENTS

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

lrec/agen min'CCAG.doe  12/30/2005



If any individual requires special accommodations -- for example, qualified interpreter, large print, reader, hearing
assistance -- in order to attend the meeting, please notify the City Clerk at 381-6464, Extension 4616, no later than
48 hours prior to the beginning of the meeting,

If you are unable to attend this meeting, comments may be received by e-mail at eitvelerkim PYKANSAS.COM

Veeragen min/CCAG.doe  12/30/2005



CONSENT AGENDA

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KS

Tuesday, January 3, 2006

Fee/agen min/CCAG.dae  12/30/2003



CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
December 19, 2005
-Minutes-

The City Council of Prairie Village, Kansas, met in regular session on Monday,

December 19, 2003, at 7:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Building,

ROLL CALL

Mayor Ron Shaffer called the meeting to order with the following Council
members responding to roll call: Al Herrera, Bill Griffith, Ruth Hopkins, Steve Noll,
Greg Colston, Andrew Wang, Laura Wassmer, Pat Daniels, Jeff' Anthony, Wayne
Venmnard, Diana Ewy Sharp and David Belz.

Also present were: Barbara Vemon, City Administrator; Charles Grover, Chief
of Police; Bob Pryzby, Director of Public Works; Doug Luther, Assistant City
Administrator; Josh Farrar, Assistant to the City Administrator and Joyce Hagen Mundy,

City Clerk.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

There was no one present to address the City Council.

CONSENT AGENDA

Wayne Vennard asked that item #10 be removed from the Consent Agenda. Jeff
Anthony moved approval of the Consent Agenda for Monday, December |9, 2005 as
amended:

1. Approve Regular Council Meeting Minutes — December 5, 2005

2. Approve a carry-over of $500 in unspent funds from the Environmental
Committee's 2005 budget to 2006 for installation of informational streamway signs

3. Approve a one-year agreement between the Cily of Prairie Villape and Daymark
Solutions, Inc. for photo identification system and card printer service

4. Approve a iwo-ycar agreement between ihe City of Prairie Village and the Board of
Police Commissioners of Kansas City, Missouri for the Police Department’s use of
the Automated Law Enforcement Response Team {(ALERT)

5. Approve the issuance of 2006 Cereal Malt Beverage Licenses to the Hen House #22
al 4050 West 83" Street, the Hen House #28 at 6950 Mission Road and Hy-Vee, Inc.
at 7620 State Line Road

6. Approve an agreement with Synerpetic Solutions to audit the City's workers
compensation, modification rate, classification and premium charges for the plan
year 2005-2006.

7. Approve the transfer of $32,300 from Project 191001 ADA improvements to project
191012: 2005 concrete repair program

8. Approve the interlocal agreement with the City of Leawood permitiing the
instajlation of School zone beacons on Mission Road near 85" Street in the City of
Leawood



9. Adopt ordinances amending Chapter 3 of the Code of the City of Prairie Village to
permit the sale ol alcoholic Hquor and cereal malt beverage on Sundays
10, Removed

1. Approve an agreement wilh British Soccer Camps to conduct a camp in Meadowlake
Park from 17-21 July, 2006
A roll call vote was taken with the following members voting “aye": Herrera,
Griffith, Hopkins, Nell, Colston, Wang, Wassmer, Daniels, Anthony, Vennard Ewy
Sharp and Belz.

Mr. Vennard noted that he is a member of the Board of the Johnson County

Mental Health Association and as such would have to recluse from voting on this item.

Pat Daniels move to approve the contribution of $15,000 to the following agencies
with 2006 Alcohol Tax funds:

Cypress Recovery ¥

Friends of Recovery 5

The Family Conservancy $ 197
Intensive Family Counseling $ 668
Johnson County Court Services $ 760
Johnson County Dept. of

Corrections 3 304
Johnson County Library b 76
Johnson County Mental Health
Center: Adolescent Treatment
Center 5 2,131
Johnson County Mental Health
Center: Adult Detox Unit h) 3,852

Johnson County Mental Health

Center: Regional Prevention

Center 3 1,210
National Council on Alcoholism &

Drug Dependence b3 150
SAFEHOME b 152
Salvation Army / Shield of Service § 759
Substance Abuse Center of

Eastern Kansas 3 310
TLC for Children and Families 3 588
Shawnee Mission School District 3 1,006
DAC Administration b 1,033
Total 3 15,000

The motion was seconded by Laura Wassmer and passed by a vote of 11 to 0 with Mr.

Vennard abstaining.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Legislative/Finance Comimittee

COU2005-40 Consider Economic Development Incentive Policy

Bill Griffith stated Kate Michaelis met with the Legislative/Finance Cormmittee to
discuss the adoption of an economic development incentive policy. Ms Michaelis feels it

would be beneficial to the Northeast Johnson County Economic Development Council if



all the participating cities adopted economic development incentive policies. Mr. Griffith
noted Prairic Village has already adopted policies addressing TIF (Tax Increment
Financing) and IRB (Industrial Revenue Bonds),

Mr. Griffith noted the proposed resolution in Section 1 should read “The City of
Prairie Village may adopt an economic development incentive policy . . " not shall as it
reads in the packet. The committee recommends looking at each policy individually and
secking advice from the city’s professional bond counsel . The proposed resolution tells
developers that the nine citics in the arca are gencrally open to using the types of
programs listed in the resolution.

On behalf of the Legislative/Finance Committee, Mr. Griffith moved the City
Council adopt a resolution providing for the consideration of the adoption of an economic
development policy with the correction noted changing “shall” to “may™ in the first
sentence in Section 1. The motion was seconded by Laura Wassmer and passed
unanimously.

Pat Daniels expressed support for the development of polices and commended the

committee for bringing this forward.

LEG2005-41 Consider the 2006 Legislative Program

Bill Griffith stated cach year the City adopts a list of priority legislative issues and
forwards it to the Legislative Representatives. The proposed 2006 program has a couple
of minor changes reflecting rewording of iterns regarding franchises and franchise fees
and two major changes. Commitice members agreed to remove items regarding the
Kansas Public Records Act and Kansas Open Meetings Act from the 2006 program.
Added to the 2006 program was opposition to any legislation which preempts local
regulation of firearms. Mr. Griffith noted the Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights (TABOR) was
discussed but not included in the recommended program.

On behalf of the Legislative/Finance Committee, Bill Griffith moved the City
Council adopt a 2000 Legislative Program confaining the same items as the 2005
program with the following exceptions: 1) Removal of the item regarding the open
records and open meetings acts; 2) Rewording of the eminent domain item from the 2005

program to read: “The City of Prairie Village supports legislation which continues to



allow for the use of eminent domain for economic development purposes and strengthens
the process which balances private property interests and the wellare of the community at
large; 3) Rewording of the franchises and franchisc fees item to read: “The City of
Prairie Village encourages the Kansas Congressional delegation and the Kansas
Legislature to protect the ability of citics to manage their rights-of-way and impose
franchise fees regarding telecommunications and cable companies; 4) Adding an item to
read:  “The City of Prairic Village opposes any legislation which preempts local
regulation of firearms.” The motion was seconded by Laura Wassmer.

Diana Ewy Sharp noted the National League of Cities, League of Kansas
Municipalities and the Shawnee Mission School Board have all adopted resolutions on
TABOR and she feels this should be included in the city’s 2006 Legislative Program.

Josh Farrar explained TABOR is generally a policy statement in opposition to a
state imposed taxing or spending limitation on local governments.

David Belz asked why the committee chose not to include TABOR. Bill Griffith
responded he felt the Colorado TABOR was a big mistake and did not work. There were
some concems expressed with getting a TABOR following the Colorado medel, there
was not total opposition to the concept.

Pat Daniels stated he would support the inclusion of TABOR in the 2006
Legislative Program.

Diana Ewy Sharp moved 1o include opposition to TABOR in the 2006 Legislative
Program. The motion was seconded by Wayne Vennard.

Steve Noll asked what the specific affect of TABOR would be. Diana Ewy Sharp
responded it impacts social services. Josh Farrar responded it would put a cap on
spending that is tied to growth.

Steve Noll confirmed anyone can write their own bill of rights on a particular
platform and asked what the Council was really voting on with the proposed motion.
Diana Ewy Sharp responded ‘Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights™ noting it really comes down to
“home rule”.

Wayne Vennard noted the Colorado TABOR was ok when the economy was

growing.
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Steve Noll expressed concern witlt the vagueness and unclarity of the motion as to
what it was actually opposing. Diana Ewy Sharp responded the lepislative
representalives are familiar with TABOR and would understand the statemet.

Laura Wassmer suggesied rewording the motion to add more clarity.

Diana Ewy Sharp offered the following friendly amendment to the motion to read
as follows: “move to include in the 2006 Legislative Program for the City of Prairie
Village a policy statement in opposition to & state imposed taxing or spending limitation
on local governments.” The amendment was accepted by Mr. Vennard who seconded the
motion, The amendment fo the motion was voted on and passed by a vote of 9 to 3 with
Griffith, Hopkins and Anthony voting “nay”.

-Mayor Shaffer called for a vote on the original motion for the adoption of the
recommended 2006 Legislative Program including the amendment just approved. The

motion as amended was passed unanimously..

OLD BUSINESS

There was No Old Business to come before the City Council.

NEW BUSINESS

Bill Griffith reported on the Planning Commission meeting of December 6", The
Commission heard approximately three hours of testimony on the requested special use
permit for the placement of communication antenna and related equipment factlity at
McCrum Park. The Commission found two of the criteria for approval not to be present
and is forwarding to the City Council a recommendation for denial of the special use
permit. Steve Noll stated it was his understanding that most of the opposition was not to
the installation of the antenna, but the ground level facility.

Mayor Shaffer noted this item would come to the Council Committee of the

Whole for consideration on Tuesday, January 17%.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Committee meetings schieduled for the next two weeks include:

Policy/Services Committce (Tuesday) 01/03/2006 6:00 p.m.
Legislative/ffinance Committee (Tuesday) (1/03/2006 6:00 p.m.
Council {Tuesday) 01/03/2006 7:30 p.m.




The Prairie Village Arts Council is pleased to feature the Julie Johnson exhibit in the R.G.
Endres Gallery during the month of December. The Gallery will host an exhibit of mixed
media by Gary Mehl and Art Whorton in January.

The Mayor’s Holiday Tree Lighting Ceremotty has received $10,024.50 donations as of
December 15%, 2005. Donations to the Holiday Tree Fund will be utilized in assisting Prairic
Village families and Senior Citizens needing help to pay their heating and electric bills
during the cold winter months, as well as with home maintenance throughout the year. Your
tax-deductible contributions are appreciated.

Mayor Shaffer weleomed Lauren Claas who was in attendance at the meeting. Lauren
will be covering the January 3™ meeting for the City Clerk while she covers the Planning
Commission meeling that evening.

Deffenbaugh will observe the Christmas Day holiday with the nommal Monday pickup being
done on Tuesday. The Municipal Offices will also be closed in observance of the holiday on
Monday. Deffenbaugh will observe the New Year's Day holiday on Monday, January 2,
2006 with the normal Monday pickup being done on Tuesday. The Municipal Offices will
also be closed in observance of the holiday on Monday.

Holiday tree recycling is available until January 16" at Harmon Park, Franklin Park, Porter
Park and Meadowlake Park.

Mayer Shaffer reminded Council members of the information items distributed this evening
regarding the paperless packet, convener reception and NEJC Chamber annuval dinner.

The 50" Anniversary books, Prairie Village Our Story, and Proirie Village Gift Cards
continue to be sold to the public.

ADJOURNMENT

With no further business to come before the Council, the meeting was adjourned

at 7:55 p.m.

Joyce Hagen Mundy
City Clerk



CITYTREASURER'S WARRANT REGISTER

DATE WARRANTS ISSUED: Warrant Register Page No. __ 1

January 3, 2006 Copy of Ordinance Crdinance Page No.

2622
An Ordinance Making Appropriate for the Payment of Certain Claims.
Be il ordained by the governing bedy of the City of Prairie Village, Kansas.
Section 1. That in order to pay the claims hereinafier staled which have been properly audited and approved, there is hereby
appropriated out of funds in the City treasury the sum required for each claim.

WARRANT
NAME NUMBER AMOUNT TOTAL
EXPENDITURES:
Accounts Payable
Check # 81906 11/29/2005 625.00
Check # 81907-82009  12/5/2005 358,350.81
Check # 82010-82016  12/9/2005 7,901.28
Check # 82017 12/12/2005 2,500.00
Check # §2018-82123  12/19/2005 348,203.91
Check # 82124-82128 11112008 60,023.38
Check # 82129-82133  12/28/2005 546.41
Payroll Expenditures
December 9/2005 187,382.70
December 23/2005 195,439.60
Electronic Payments
Intrust Bank - November credit card fees (General Oper) 271.48
Intrust Bank - November credit card fees (Bonds) 356.51
State of Kansas - October sales tax remittance 5.53
Marshall & llsley - November Police Pension remittance 5,760.84
Intrust Bank - November fee 315.16
MHM - Section 125 admin fees 232.92
UNUM Long-term Care Premium - November 867.09
Intrust Bank - November purchasing card transactions 5,925.80
TOTAL EXPENDITURES: $ 1,184,708.42
Voided Checks
Store Financial Services #1773 {(185.00)
Kim Cobb #81818 {3,000.00)
Holman Handsen Colville & Coates, P.C. #81835 {1,661.00})
A&L Masonry Repair #81907 {2,500.00)
Accurate Auto Prod Inc. #81908 (91.80)
Cintas #81925 (81.01)
TOTAL VOIDED CHECKS: {7,522.81)
GRAND TOTAL CLAIMS ORDINANCE 1,177,185.61
Seclion 2. Thal this ordinance shali take effect and be in force from and after its passage.
Passed this 3rd day of January 20086.
Signed or Approved this 3rd day of January 2006.
(SEAL)
ATTEST:
City Treasurer Mayor




CONSIDER PROJECT 190841 MISSION ROAD — 71T STREET TO
75™ STREET

Background:

Construction Change Order #3 is a deduction for concrete material not meeting the
specification. Construction Change Order #4 is for adjustment of final pay quantities
based on work completed.

Financial Impact:

Construction Change Order #3 is for a deduction of $2,583.08 and #4 for a deduction of
$65,080.09. The unexpended project funds will be transferred to Capital Infrastructure
Program Street Unallocated.

Recommendation:

Public Works Staff recommends the approval of Construction Change Order #3 for a
deduction of $2,583.08 and #4 for a deduction of $65,080.09 to McAnany Construction
for Project 190841 and the transfer of project unexpended funds to Capital Infrastructure
Program Street Unallocated.

Page f oF 1
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CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. 3

Consultant's Name: Affinis Corp.

Project Title: 190841: 2005 CARS Program, Mission Road {75th Street to 71st Street)

Date Requested: 15-Nov-05

Owner's Project No.: 19084} Contract Date:  6-Jun-05
Contractor's Name: McAnany Construction, Inc,

REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT

Contract Quantity | Previous Amount | Unit| Hem Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price} Adjusted Amount
0 $0.00} LS. | Deduct for concrete 1.0 $2,583.08 $2.583.08
TOTAL $0.00 TOTAL $2,583.08
NET lmerease Decrease $2.583.08
Explanation of Changes

Project 190841; 2005 CARS Program (75th Street to 71st Street). This change order is to cover the following items:

This decrease in contract amount is a result of concrete material being out of specification. Attached is an
itemized summary of the material, location and cost adjustment.
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This change order increased the contract amount by $2,583.08
Original Coniract Price $  582,195.50

Current Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders ¥ 629085.00
NET inereaseor decrease this Change Order 3 2,583.08
New Contract Price $  626,505.92

Change to Contract Time
N/A

The Engineering Consultant does not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

‘7%[7 /e f5

Kristen E. Leathers, P.E. Date
Project Engineer for Consultant

Ronald 1.. Shaffer Pate
Mayor, City of Prairie Village, KS

j2-/~05
Jake Allefi, McAnany Construction, Inc. Date

Project Manager for Contractor

?r{%»u J}u‘u sl

Thowet Tions, (o FPY e
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Revised 10/08/05 by KEL

190841
#] DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC TESTED SPEC! OFF [SUPPLIER TICKETNG. | MIX# Deduct % : Load Slze | item Quantity Itam Price Deduct (5)
1| 7605 | 50 /07ist | nletsxy | Smp | 45 | 4 | 05 | Pennys | 300642 ASE425G44|  12.50% 3 oo FTBTR00 4 $98438
2| 7/605_ | 74th TerracaiMisslon. € Curp | Alrcompression; 3060.0 140000 -840.0 ;  CM. 78461 |GKBAKOS4Y  23.F 8 79 . 33000y SEBES5
| 34 770s | 18 | ECwb | .. A1 47 | 50| 03 | CM 1 T7B4 800% | 8 o0 ($3000 ' $360.00
4] 1705 | 7ad SLSMWRadus]  ECub 4 A 47 | 80 | 03 | GM | 78510  |QKB4KOS4Y = B.00% - 200 i 83000 E B380.60
51 7/8/05 [100 fest S/0 T4th Ten Sldewalk Alr 8,5 8.0 0.5 CM 79565 QKB4K0544] 8,25% 10 80 £57.20 1 $321.75
| $2,583.08
100847
# LOCATION FEATURE SPEC___ [TESTED SPEC| OFF _'SUPPLIER| TICKETNO. | MiX# Deduct % | Load Size | [tem Quantity | item Price Deduct ($)
Al TAgeS0ES | ACub ;A | 42 | 80 ; 08 | GM__j 799848 | QFAKOS3S JB00% 18 Co2i2 b 82280 1 576330
2 _ ACut | ATeme | 47@1| 50 ! 03 CM | 7908312 |QF4KOSIOT  800% I L 21z b S2280 1 §28820
3 “LindenDriva__|__ Drwys _ | Compression { 3930 | 4000 | 70 CM_ i |QF4KOSd2)  1.75% Sl 45 78 i 8se00 | §2B70
4] a8 84th Tar A Curb Temp 91,0 | 90.0 1.0 CM 81089 [OKB4KOS4|  1.41% 10 212 { §22.50 $53.00
| : $1,131,10
190848
#| DATE LOCATION FEATURE | SPEC  |TESTED SPEC| OFF |SUPPLIER. TICKETNO. | MIX# Deduct % | Load Size | Item Quantity |  Item Price Deduct {§)
1¢.7112008 1 Corinth Square EcCub 1 Temp | 920 | 900 Loa0 L CM o TETRE QKBAKO54Y  222% 8 .. =0 . 83200 1 §14222
2| 7/28/05 | 83giMission | Pavement .E-_A.".-_QQFI]R@?}E?!! 3270.0|5000.0° 17300 L | . 1 QFGKOSAD]  34.80% ¢ | .es28 | %8400 ;  $8.213.49
3| arzei05 Mission Bank Drwy | Slump 6.0 6.0 ! 10 | €M 20478  |QKB4K0544]  20.00% | : 58 $74.00 $856,40
| i | i | ! ! $8,214,11
? i 0 L ! , Grand Total Deduct | ‘ $12,628.29
) T WAx A | KGMMB Mix# | Strength T f - E T ' ) e
i | crFexos3s | Qraxos(y | 400e | | | '1 :
| arakosso | Qrakos(z) | 4000 f i ; . T .
3  _GQFaKDs4t | QF4KOH3) 4000 F L L : i ! . | E !
. . QFakosaz | QF4Kosie) | 400 | 3 | " ;
. __ QFSKO540 | QFSKOS(2) 5000 [T T N e Lo : i
QF5K0538 QF5KO5(4) 5000 . i I P ; b ; ‘
e {Note QK.B.m'.&.e.%aralt@wMﬁuapp_rgv?sﬂ_ R e . | b i j g X A
i i I i ! I H




Consultant's Name:

Affinis Cormp.

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. 4 ‘(jl TN

Project Title:

190841: 2005 CARS Program, Mission Road {75th Street to 715t Street)

Date Requested:

2-Dec-05

Owner's Project No.:

190841

Contract Date:  6-Jun-05

3\766

Contractor's Name: McAnany Construction, Inc.
REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT
Contract Quantity! Previous Amount { Unit Item Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price] Adi. Amount
1,574.00 $70,830.00f L.S. [2” Asphalt Surface 1630.77 §45.00 $73,384.65
}1,433.00 £75,949.00 5.Y. |Full Depth Pavement patch - Arterial 496 65 $53.00 $26,481.45
150.00 $3,000.00; 8.Y.{12" Subgrade modification 0.00 $20.00 $0.00
1,256.00 $62,800.00f 5.F. |Clay brick crosswalk 1275.00 $£50.00 $63,750.00
158.00 $5,372.00] L.F. |Replaced concrete curb & gutter 27.40 $34.00 $931.60
2,709.00 $81,270.00] L.F. |Replaced Type E curb 2846.40 £30.00 $85,392.00
70.00 $4,130.00] S.Y. [Replaced 6" Conccrete Drive 60.61 $59.00 $3,575.99
4].060 $3,444.00| 5.Y. |Replaced 8" Conccrete Drive 4960 $84.00 $4,166.40
640.00 $36,608.00; 5.Y. {Replaced 4" sidewalk 811.57 $57.20 $46,421.80
504.00 $44,100.00] 5.¥. |JADA Ramp 525.86 $87.50 $46,012.75
413.00 $12,803.00] 5.F. | Truncated Dome Pane} 412.00 531.00 $12,772.00
30.00 $6,300.00] L.F.[15" RCP 21.50 £210.004 $4,515.00
269.00 $24,008.25| LF.|21" RCP 280.0¢ $89.25 $24,990.00
640.00 $10,080.00] L.F. {Underdrain 0.00 $15.75 $0.00
300.00 $3,939.00] L.F. [Drain Tile Connection 0.00 $13.13 $0.00
11.00 $9,240.00] Each|Mashole Adpustment 3.00 $840.00 $2,520.00,
8.00 $84.00] Each|Temporary Iniet Sediment Bamier 0.00 $10.50 $0.00
1,200.00 $1,140.00| L.F. [Temporary Sediment Barrier (Silt Fence) 0.00 $0.95 $0.00
380.00 $2,660.00| 8.Y. |Blueprass sod 825.00 $7.00 $5,775.00
380.00 $2,660.00 5.Y. {Fescue sod 0.00 $7.00 $0.00
190.00 $1,520.00} S.Y. [Zoysia sod 0.00 $8.00 $6.00
452.00 $167.24; L.F. [4" White paint pavemen! marking 192.00 $0.37 $71.04
310.00 $114.70| L.F. 4" Yellow paint pavement marking 0.00 $0.37 $0.00
95.00; £498.75| L.F.|24" White paint pavement marking 60.00 §5.25 $315.00]
9.00 $£70R.75} Each} Arrow symbol paint 6.00 $78.75 $472.50]
1.00 $131.25{ Each|ONLY symbol paint G.00 $131.25 $0.00
1,493.00 $791.29] L.F. [4" White thermoplastic pavement marking 122300 $0.53 $648.19
4,674.00] $2,477.22 LF. 14" Yeliow thermoplastic pavement markin 4988.00 $0.53 $2,643.64
163.00 $1,540.35| 1LF.[12" White thermoptlastic pavemeni marking 155.00 $9.45 £1,464.75
20.00 $189.00} L.F. {12" Yellow thermoplastic pavement marking] 21.00 §9.45 $198.45
194.00 $2,444 40| L.F. |24" White thermoplastic pavement markind 204.00 $312.601 $2,570.40
13.00 $2,047.50{ Each| Arrow symbo} thermoplastic 1.00 £157.50 £157.50
2.00 $525.00] EachiONLY symbel thermoplastic 1.00 $262.50) $262.50
2 $2,000.00| Each|Land Comer Monumens 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00]
TOTAL $475,572.704 TOTAL $410,492.61
NET Inerease Decrease -$65,080.0
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Explanatior of Changes

Project 150841; 2005 CARS Program {75th Street to 71st Street). This change order is to cover the following items:

This decrease in contract amount is a result of the final adjustments to quantities based on work completed.

This change order decreased the contract amount by $65,080.09.
Original Contract Price $ 582,195.50

Current Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders §  626,505.92
NET inerease-or decrease this Change Order §  {65,080.09)
New Contract Price $ 561,425.83

Change to Contract Time
N/A

The Engincering Consultantdoes not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

Knisten E. Leati'hl’ers, PE. 4 " Date
Project Engineer for Consultant

Q’QM- Ar‘—u alslos

Tom Trienens Date
Manager of Engineering Services, City of Prairie Village, KS

Renald L. Shaffer Date
Mayor, City of Prairie Village, KS

(L (P2 /2-5-05

Jake AHﬁn, McAnan)‘ll Construction, Inc. Date
Project Manager for Contractor
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CONSIDER PROJECT 190847 2005 PAVING PROGRAM

Background:

Construction Change Order #4 is adjustment of concrete and asphalt material not meeting
the specification. Construction Change Order #5 is the final adjustment of pay quantities
based on work completed.

Financial Impact:

Construction Change Order #4 is for a deduction of $9,112.30 and #5 is for a deduction
of $31,485.09. The unexpended project funds will be transferred to the Capital
Infrastructure Program Street Unallocated.

Recommendation:

Public Works Staff recommends the approval of Construction Change Order #4 for a
deduction of $9,112.30 and #5 for a deduction of $31,485.09 to McAnany Construction
for Project 190847 and the transfer of project unexpended funds to Capital Infrastructure
Program Street Unallocated. .

PAGE 1 OF 1
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Consultant's Name:

Project Title:

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEFPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. 4

Affinis Corp.

190847 2005 Street Resurfacing Program

TS

Date Requested: 15-Nov-05
Owner's Project No.: 190847 Contract Date:  6-Jun-05
Contractor's Name: McAnany Construction, Inc.
REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT
Contract Quantity | Previous Amount | Unit Item Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price|  Adjusted Amount
0 $0.00} L.S. {Deduct for asphalt 1.0 $7.981.20 $7,981.20
0 $0.00] L.S. |Deduct for concrete 1.0 $1,131.10 $1,131.10
TOTAL $0.00 TOTAL $9.112.30
NET jnerease Decrease $9,112.30

Explanation of Changes

Project 190847; 2005 Street Resurfacing Program. This change order is to cover the following items:

This decrease in contract amount is & result of asphalt and concrete material being out of specifciation. Attached is an
itemized summary of the materiat, location and cost adjustent.
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This change order decreased the contract amount by §9,112.30
Original Contract Price $ 982,750.40

Current Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders $ 1.024,706.06
NET inerease-or decrease this Change Order 3 9,112.30
New Contract Price $ 1,015,593.76

Change to Contract Time:
N/A

The Engineering Consultant does not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

P AV, 1 Jr6fo 5"

Kristen £-. Leathers, P.E. Date/
Project Engineer for Consuliant

Ronald L. Shaffer Date
Mayor, City of Prairie Village, KS

A /2-/-05

, McAnany Construction, Inc. Date
Project Manager for Contractor

?’Q@mﬁ gw ﬂ{"a"ﬁg

Toowes Taerons , Gy o PV Dake.
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Proposed Final Adjustments for Out of Specification Asphalt

15-Nov-05
190847 Streets Program _ -
DATE LOCATION FEATURE ITEM OUT OF SPEC TESTED SPEC Ditference | U DITT. Peduct % | wuantity Item Price Total Deduct
8/9/05 |Linden sireet ~ Base Gradation (3/4") 86.0 85.0 1.0 1.18% 10.00% 222 $50 $1,110.00
Gradation {1/2"} 65.0 63.0 2.0 317%
Gradation (3/8") 58.0 55.0 3.0 5.45%
Gradation (#4) 44.0 39.0 5.0 12.82%
Gradation (#8) 33.0 30.0 3.0 10.00%
Gradation (#18) 26.0 23.0 3.0 13.04%
Gradation (#30) 21.0 18.0 3.0 16.87%
Gradation (#50} 16.0 12.0 4.0 33.33%
Gradation (#200) 0.7 6.7 3.0 AL.78%
9/20/05 [Canterbury Surface Gradation (3/87) 86.0 82.0 4.0 4.88% 10.00% 241.0 $52 $1,263.20
Gradation (#4) 74.0 61.0 13.0 21.31%
Gradation (#8) 58.0 47.0 11.0 23.40%
Gradation (#16) 42.0 36.0 6.0 16.67%
— o Gradation (#200) 7.5 7.4 0.1 1.35%
9/20/05 |Canterbury Base Gradatlon (3/4") 86.0 85.0 1.0 1.18% 10.00% 470.0 $50 $2,350.00
Gradation (1/2") 64.0 63.0 1.0 1.58%
Gradation (#4) 45.0 39.0 6.0 15.38%
Gradation (#8) 35.0 30.0 5.0 16.67%
Gradation (#16) 28.0 23.0 5.0 21.74%
Gradation (#30) 22.0 18.0 4.0 22.22%
Gradation (#50) 16.0 12.0 3.0 25.00%
_ Gradation (#200) 8.9 6.7 2.2 32.84%
10/24/05 |78th Street Base Gradation {3/8"} 56.0 55.0 1.0 1.82% 10.00% 430.0 $50 $2,150,00
Gradation (#4) 46.0 39.0 7.0 17.95%
Gradation (#8) 35.0 30.0 5.0 16.67%
Gradation (#16) 29.0 23.0 6.0 26.09%
Gradation (#30} 23.0 18.0 5.0 27.78%
Gradation (#50) 15.0 12.0 3.0 25.00%
Gradation (#200) 7.3 6.7 0.6 8.96%
10/25/05 |76th Street Surface Gradation (#4) 65.0 61.0 4.0 6.56% 10.00% 215.0 $52 $1,118.00
Gradation (#16} 38.0 36.0 2.0 5.56%
Gradation {#30) 29.0 27.0 2.0 7.41%
Gradation (#50) 19.0 16.0 3.0 18,75%
Gradation (#200} 4.7 5.4 -0.7 -12.96%
$7,981.20

Summary




Revisad 10/06/05 by KEL | } ! % | i |
190841
#| DATE LOCATION FEATURE SFEC  TESTED SPEC| OFF |SUPPLIER| TICKETNO. | MIX# Deduct% | LoadSize | Iltem Quantity | ttem Price Deduct (3)
1] _7/8/05 50' S/0 718t I.n?gﬁ'ﬁ'____ . Slump 1 45 | 4 | 05 | Pennys ; 3006423 |ABB425G44] 12.50% | 3 L $7.875.00 | 598438
2| 76105 |74th TerraceiMission|  E Curb | Alr.compression! 3060.0 1 4000,0| -8 _CM_ | 70461 |oKB4kos4d 2350% | 8 | 79 L 830.00 $556.95
3| _Trnes 15 nfo7athTer | ECurb AT 80 3 | _EM 7483 |QOKB4KOS4Y - 600% . B | 200 d3000 . $360.00
41 7705 | T3rd S, S/WRadius|  ECurb | AT 1 80 | 03 | CM ¢ 78510 |OKB4KDS4%  6,00% L. 8 200 . 83000 . $360.00
5| 7/8/05 |100feet SIO 74th Ter  Sidewalk 85 | 8.0 05 CM 70565  |QKB4KDS44  6.25% 10 90 $57.20 $321.75
$2,583.08
190847
#{ DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC ITESTED SPEC | OFF |SUPPLIER! TICKET NO. MIX # Deduct % Load Size | item Quantity Item Price Deduct ($)
1] 7116/05 19+50E/6 | _AQub | _AIr 4.2 50 | 08 CM__ | 79884/8 | QF4KOS3@Y 1600% | 10 | 282 1 $2250 (76320
2| 7M6/05! B+B3Llinden | ACurb | ATemp | 47/911 50 | 03 | CM | 79883/t2 |QF4KO538f 6.00% _| 10 212} §22580 | §28620
3] v/2eios | Llinden Drive Drwys | Compression | 3930 | 4000 | Y0 | CM | QFAKDS42]  175% | A4S 1 .. 2TB . $59.00 | %2870
4 smwos B4th Ter A Curb Temp 91,0 | 800 1.0 oM 81080 |OKB4kos541]  1.11% 10 212 $22.50 553.00
$1,331.10
100848
#| DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC  |TESTED SPEC| OFF [SUPPLIER| TICKET NO. | MIX# Deduct % | Load Size | Item Quantity | ltem Price Deduct (§)
1{_712/05 | Corinih Square _ECurb Temp 920 ;| 90,0 2.0 M ..19738  |QKB4KOS4N  2.22% | B ....200 | %3200 | @ §H4222
2| 726/05 |  B3diMission | Pavement |Air, Compression 32700 150000| 17360 | | 1 QFS5K0540)  34.60% 2826 | seaop | $8,213.49
3| 820105 |  MissinBank | Drwy Stump 50 | 50 1.0 cM 20478 |OKB4K0S44]  20.00% - $74.00 $858,40
$9.214.11
I N A |Grand Total Deduct $12,928.29
CM Mix # KCMMB Mix#1  Strangth . L i )
~ | araxosas | arakesty | 4000 | o )
1] orakosao | aFakos) | dooo | )
1| _oFekosas | aQFakosty) | 4000 B R ) N R Y S
. QFakosaz | aFakosy | 4000 |
_QF5K0540 | QFS5KO05(2) 5000 - I i | )
B , QF5K0538 QF5KO5(4) 5000 _ )
_iNote; QKB mixes .@r%l!SQMM_B__épp_rey_?_&___.____._____ . _ g , ,




Consultant's Name:

Project Title:

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. 5 { &N AL)

Affinis Corp.

190847: 2005 Street Resurfacing Program

Date Requested: 2-Dec-03
Owner's Project No.: 190847 Contract Date:  6-Jun-05
Contractor's Name: McAnany Construction, Inc.
REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT
Contract Quantity | Previous Amount j Unit Item Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price} Adjusted Amount
303 $1,212.00| S.Y. |Cold Milling 00 $4.00 $0.00
1,347 $£70,044.00| Tons|2" Asphalt Surface (Type 3) 1341.50 $52.00 $69,758.00
2,660 $133,000.00] Tons{4™ Asphalt Base (Type 13} 2611.60 $50.00 $130,580.00
3,692 $88,608.00] Tons|4" Granuralar Subbase 3661.37 $24.00 $87,872.88
464 $9,280.004 5.Y. 12" Subgrade Modification 387.30 $20.00 $7.746.00
9,199 $206,977.50| L.F. [New Concrete Curb & Gutier 9266.70 $22.50 $208,500.75
1,207 $71.213.00] S.Y. jReplaced Concrete Drve 1306.18 $59.00 $77.,064.62
155 $10.385.00} S.Y. {Replace 4"Concrete & 2" Aspl 12.50 $67.00 $837.50
663 $38.454.00| S.Y. |Replaced Sidewalk 06540 $58.00 $38,593.20
92 $8,096.00| S5.Y. |ADA Ramps 99.21 $88.00 $8,730.4%
88 $2,816.00] S.F. {Truncated Dome Panel £4.00 $32.00 $2,688.00
73 $6,862.00| L.F._ |Type A Handrail 25.00 $94.00 $2,350.00
1,150 $18,112.50} L..F. {Underdrain (EST) 960.00 $15.75 $15,120.00
580 $7.615.40| LF. |Drain Tile Connection (EST) 0 $13.13 $0.00
6 $60.00] Each| Temporary Inlet Sediment Bag G $10.00 $0.06
4,580 $4.351.00| L.F. |Temporary Sediment Barrier 0 $0.95 $0.00
1,094 $7,658.00! 5.Y. | Bluegrass Sod 510 $7.00 $3,570.00
1,004 £7,658.00i 5.Y. [Fescue Sod 2,220 $7.00 $15,540.00
548 $4,384.00] 5.Y. {Zoysia Sod 0 $8.00 $0.00
26 $2.600.00] Each|Sprinkler Head (EST) 20 $100.00 $2,000.00
260 $2,600.00| L.F. |Sprinkler Pipe (EST) 34 $10.00 $340.00
$0.00} 1..S. |City Trash pickup 1 -$280.12 -$280.12
$0.00| L.S. !Material testing Canterbury 1 -$510.00 -$510.00¢
$0.00 30.00
TOTAL $£701,986.40 TOTAL $670,501.31
NET Inerease Decrease -$31,485.09
Explanation of Changes

Project 190847; 2005 Swreet Resurfacing Program. This change order is 1o cover the following items:

This decrease in contract amount is a result of the final adjustments to quantities based on work completed.
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This change order decreased the contract amount by $31,485.09.

Original Contract Price $ 982,75040
Cumrent Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders $ 1,015,593.76
NET inerease-or decrease this Change Order $  (31,485.09)
New Contract Price $ 984,108.67

Change to Contract Time:
N/A

The Engineering Consultant does not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

[(2)5)o5

Krisien E. Leathers, PE. Date
Project Engineer for Consultant

9'{20«./ ﬂ’t«/ \alslos

Tom Toenens Date
Manager of Engineering Services, City of Prairie Village, KS

Ronald L. Shaffer Date
Mayor, City of Prairie Village, K5

/2~5-0L

dlen, McAnany Construction, Inc. Date

Project Manager for Contractor
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CONSLDER PROJECT 190848 PROJECT MISSION ROAD — g3~P
STREET TO SOMERSET DRIVE

Background:

Construction Change Order #1 is adjustment of concrete and asphalt material not meeting
the specification. Construction Change Order #1 is the final adjustment of pay quantities
based on work completed.

Financial Impact:

Construction Change Order #1 is for a deduction of $9,214.11 and #2 is for a deduction
of $1,257.72. The unexpended project funds will be transferred to the Capital
Infrastructure Program Street Unallocated.

Recommendation:

Public Works Staff recommends the approval of Construction Change Order #1 for a
deduction of $9,214.11 and #2 is for a deduction of $1,257.72 to McAnany Construction
for Project 190848 and the transfer of project unexpended funds to.Capital Infrastructure
Program Street Unallocated. -
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Consuhant's Name:

Project Title:

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. ]

Affinis Comp.

2005 CARS Program, Mission Road (83rd Street to Somerset Drive)

Date Requested: 15-Nov-05
Owner's Project No.: 190848 Contract Date:  6-Jun-03
Contractor's Name: MecAnany Construction, Inc.
REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT
Contract Quantity | Previous Amouvnt {Unit] liem Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price| Adjusted Amount
0 $0.00] 1..S. jDeduct for concrete 1.0 $9.214.11 $9,214.11
TOTAL $0.00 TOTAL $9.214.11
NET inerease Decrease $9.214.1}

Explanation of Changes

Project 190848; 2005 CARS Program (83rd Street to Somerset Drive). This change order is to cover the following items:

This decrease in contract amount is a result of concrete material being out of specification. Attached is an
itemized summary of the material, location and cost adjustment.
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This change order decreased the contract amount by $9,214.11
Original Contract Price ¥ 23011746

Current Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders 23011746
NET erease-er-decrease this Change Order 3 9.214.11
New Contract Price $ 22090335

Change to Contract Time
N/A

The Engineering Consultant dees not anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

A%D AT !l jos

Krisfen E. Leathers, P.E. ’ Date
Project Engineer for Consultant
Ronaid L. Shaffer Date

Mayor, City of Prame Village, KS

- /2~)-08

Jake Alleh, McAnany Construction, Inc. Date
Project Manager for Contractor

QQAW JA—W vlsles

Mﬁ T\d(w‘\,’ C\Ly :}W W{/

Page 20f2



Revised 10/08/08 by KEL | i I E ] ; i i
100841 !

DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC ITESTED SPEC | OFF ISUPPLIER| TICKETNQ, | MIX# Deduct % Load Slze | Itamn Quantity ltem Price Reduct (§)

#

1} wmios 50" §/0 1181, Iniet 5% | . Slump 46 | 4 1 05 i Pennys | 3006423 |Asedzscdd| t2sewe | 3 b 11 o s7eysoo | $984.38

21 {74 Terece/Misskon| __ E Curb | Alrcompression | 3060.0 14000.0) -840.0 | GCM | _ 7946% | QKBAKOS4Y ~2380% | 8 . 78 §3000 ) $556.95

3] .7 . ECub .\ Ar 147 |80 [ 03 | CM 1 78483 QUB4KOS4Y  800% | B | 20 | 33000 I  $360.00
|15 ECurb 1. . Ar 47 | 80 ; 03 | GM | 70510  OKB4KOSAY  s00% . B 1. . .20 1 83000 _,  $38000

FRFS
H

7/8/05 1100 feet $/0 74th Terl  Sldewelk Y 8.5 8.0 0.5 CM 79585 QKBAK0544 §.25% 10 B0 357.20 $321.75
§2,583.08

DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC TESTED SPEC| OFF [SUPPLIER| TICKET NO. MIX # Deduct % Load 8lze | lem Quantity tem Price Deduct {§)
P 7805 | 1B+BQE/S | ACuh Alr 42 § 50 | 0B | CM | 70084/6 | QF4K0S39] 1600% . 1@ ¢ 212 ¢ 52250 ¢ §763.20
718/06 | B+E3 Linden ACub ! AkTamp | 4781 60 03 CM__ | . 78983/12 | QFaKoS3ey  600% (10 ¢ 2R ... 82250 . Bes6.2p

712805 | tinden Drive ___.Drwys . Compression | 3830 | 4000 | 70 | CM | |QF4Kobd2|  175% 1 48 1 278t $58.00 1 §28.70 |
8/8/08 84th Tar A Curb Temp g1.0 | 900 1.0 cM 81068 QKB4KO54] 1.11% 10 212 $22.50 §53.00
§1,131,1¢

& jo e | 3t

190848
DATE LOCATION FEATURE SPEC TESTED SPEC| OFF SUPPLIER| TICKET NQ. MiX # Daduet % Load Slze | |tam Quantity Item Price Deduct (%)

71205, CornthSquere 1 BGQurb i Temp 820 | 800 ; 20 [ . GM 1 79739 QUBAKDS4Y  2.22% e B 200 L 83200 c 814228

7126005 | Bdrd/Misslon_ | Pavement _|Alr, ompression| 3270.0 | 5000.0| -1730.0 | QFsKos40|  3460% | | sas | sed00 | $8.21349

6/20/06 | Mission Bank Dowy Slump 60 | 50 | 10 CM_ | 20478 |OKB4KOS44  20.00% 58 $74.00 $858.40
$9.234.11

| Grand Total Deduct $12,828.28
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Consuhant's Name:
Project Title:

Date Requested:

Owner's Project No.:

Contraclor's Name:

Affinis Corp.

CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER NO. 2

CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

190848 2005 CARS Program, Mission Road {83rd Street 1o Somerset Drive)

2-Dec-05

190848

McAnany Construction, Inc.

REQUIRED CHANGES IN PRESENT CONTRACT

Contract Date: 6-Jun-05

Coniract Quantity{ Previous Amount | Unit Item Description Adj. Quant. | Unit Price| Adj. Amount
3,851.00 $7,702.00{ 5.Y. |Cold Milling 4227.00 £2.00/ $8.454.00;
450.00 $20,250.00] L.S. 2" Asphalt Surface 491.00 $45.00 $22,095.00
280.00 $14,840.00{ 5.Y. |Full Depth Pavement patch - Arterial 266.00 $53.00 $10,600.00/
73.00 $1,460.00] S.Y.{12" Subgrade modification 0.00 $20.00 $0.00
138.00 $4,692.00} L.F. |Replaced concrete curb & putter 212.80 $34.00 $7,235.20
965.00 $30,880.00} L.F. |Replaced Type E curb 1192.80 $32.00 $38,169.60]
107.00 $4,280.00; L.F. |[New Type D curb 106.00 $40.00 $4,240.00
445.00 $25,810.00] 5.Y. |Replaced 4" sidewalk 493.00 $58.00 $28,594.00,
125.00 $11,250.00{ S.Y.]ADA Ramp 13927 $90.00 $12,534.30
115.00 $2,415.00] SF. iTruncated Dome Pane} 84.00 $21.00) $1,764.0
160.00 $2,520.00] L.F. jUnderdrain 0.00 $15.75 $0.004
130.00 $1,706.90; L.F. {Drain Tile Connection 0.00 $13.13 $0.00
2.00 $1,680.00i Each{Manhole Adjustment 1.00 $840.00, $840.00
4.00 $42.00] Each|{Temporary Inlet Sediment Barrier 0.00 $10.50 50.00
670.00 $636.50] 1F. | Temporary Sediment Barrier (Silt Fence) 0.00 $0.85 $0.00
125.00 $875.00} 5.Y. |Bluegrass sod 0.00 $7.00 $0.00
125.00 $875.00] 8.Y. [Fescue sod 555.00 $7.00 $3,885.004
63.00/ $650.001 S.Y. |Zoysia sod 0.00 $10.00 $0.00
39500 $146.15; 1..F. {4" White paint pavemeni marking 121.00 $0.37 544.77
448.00 $165.76; L.F. 4" Yellow paint pavement marking 0.00 $0.37 $0.00
3.00 $9.45] L.F.112" Yellow paint pavement marking 0.00 $3.15 $0.00
87.00 $456.75] L.F. |24" White paint pavement marking 35.00 $5.25 $183.75
1.00 $78.75| EachjArrow symbol paint 2.00 $78.75 $157.50
762.00 $403.86| L.F. 14" White thermoplastic pavement marking 450.00 $0.53 $238.50
1,718.00 $910.54; L.F. |4" Yellow thermoplastic pavement matkin 1674.00 $0.53 $887.22
393.00 $3,713.85| L.F.112" White thermoplastic pavement markin 39.00 $6.45 $368.55
§3.00 $784.35| L.F. 112" Yellow thermoplastic pavement marking] 91.00 $9.45 $859.95
276.00 $3,477.60] L.F. |24" White thermoplastic pavement marking 99.00 $12.60 $1,247 40
8.00 $1,260.00| Each| Arrow symbol thermoplastic 2.00 $157.50] $315.000
TOTAL $143,971 46 TOTAL $142,713.74
NET Inerease Decrease -$1,257.7
Explanation of Changes

Project 190848; 2005 CARS Program (831d Street 1o Somerset Drive). This change order is to cover the following items:

This decrease in contract ameunt is a resuit of the final adjustments to quantities based on work completed.
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This change order decreased the contract amoun by $1,257.72.
Original Contract Price $ 230,117.46

Current Contract Price,

as adjusted by previous Change Orders $ 22093035
NET inerease-or decrease this Change Order 3 (1,257.72)
New Contract Price 5 219,672.63

Change to Contract Time
N/A

The Engineering Consultantdoes pot anticipate a related Engineering Change Order .

M:’ = /Z/f)’//&ﬁ

Kristen E. Leathers, PE. Date’
Project Engineer for Consultant

(}&WJ Frsne 2 slos

Tom Trienens Date
Manager of Engineering Services, City of Prairie Village, KS

Ronaid L. Shaffer Date
Mayor, City of Prairie Village, K5

LZZ ﬁ% /2 ~5-05

Jake wén, McAnanyvConsrrudiun, Inc. Date
Project Manager for Contractor
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CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

TO: MAYOR & CITY COU !
FROM: DPOUG LUTHER

SUBJECT: 2006 UTTLITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
DATE: 20 DECEMBIER, 2005
CC:

The City annually contracts with Johnson County Human Services & Aging to
administer the Utility Assistance Program. This program helps low income
Prairie Village residents with paying their utility bills.

In order for Prairie Village residents to participate in the program, the City
must enter into a Letter of Understanding with Johnson County for
administration of this program.

Funding for the Utility Assistance Program is funded through the Prairie
Viltlage Municipal Foundation. Therefore, there is no financial impact
associated with entering into the Letter of Understanding.

This item has been placed on the 3 January, 2008 Consent agenda for your
consideration.

RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE A LETTER OF
UNDERSTANDING WITH THE JOHNSON COUNTY DEPARTMENT
OF HUMAN SERVICES AND AGING FOR ADMINISTRATION OF
THE UTILITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR PRAIRIE VILLAGE
RESIDENTS.

COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED

CONSENT AGENDA

LACDACOMM_DEVWORD\2006 Utility Assistance.doc



LETTER OF UNDERSTANDING
JOHNSON COUNTY UTILITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

2006 PROGRAM YEAR

This Letter of Understanding is entered into by and between the Johnson County
Department of Human Services & Aging and the city of The City of Prairie Village for
the administration of UTILITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM available to residents of the

City.
The parties do mutually agree to as follows:
I. ELIGIBILITY
Human Services & Aging will determine eligibility using the following factors:

A. Verify that the applicant is a resident of the City and that the name of the
applicant, spouse or another adult living in the household is on the utility bil.

B. Verify that the applicant’s household has a gross income at or below the 150% of
Poverty Guidelines as published in the Federal Register.

C. Verify with the utility that, the client has made a self-payment on the utility bill
within the previous three months.

. BENEFIT & SERVICE PROVIDED

In providing utility assistance benefits to eligible City applicants, Human Services &
Aging will:

A Determine the amount of payment to be made to the utility based on the amount
of arrearage or the maximum benefit, whichever is lower.

B. Use 50% City funds and 50% County funds allocated for utility assistance. Each
household will be eligible to receive assistance only once per year.

C. Process payments to the utility vendors through the county’s voucher system.

D. Provide energy conservation materials and referrals for other services to utility
assistance clients.

E. Provide the City with quarterly reports on the number of households served and
funds expended.



. CONSIDERATION

In consideration of the above provisions the City will contribute $ ﬂ

for the services listed in this Letter of Understanding for the calendar year of 2006.

At the end of the program year, any unobligated funds will be automatically transferred
to the next program year or returned to the City upon request.

V.  SPECIAL PROVISIONS

A. Any exceptions to the above procedures will be discussed, and mutually agreed
upon by a designated representative of the City and the County.

B. The benefit amount to City residents will be reduced by 50%, when either City or
County funds have been exhausted.

C. This Letter of Understanding may be terminated by either party upon thirty days
written notice.

Executed in duplicate and on the date listed below.

CITY OF The City of Prairie Village, KANSAS Johnson County Human
Services & Aging

Signature Trish Moore
Director, Human Services & Aging

Title

Date



Issue:
Consider appointments to the Prairie Village Sister City and Arts

Council

Background:

Mayor Shaffer is pleased to place before you the appointment of
Richard N. Bills to the Prairie Village Sister Committee for a three-
year term ending April, 2008 and Pam Marshali to the Prairie Village
Arts Council to complete the unexpired term of Joan Kemp expiring in
April, 2006. Their volunteer applications are attached.

Recommendation:

Ratify the Mayor’s appointment of Richard Bills to the
Prairie Village Sister City Committee for a three-year term
expiring in April, 2008 and Pam Marshall to the Prairie
Village Arts Council to complete the unexpired term of
Joan Kemp expiring in April, 2006.

CONSENT AGENDA

LAADMINWCITYCLRKALISTINGSWCommittees\A ppointmenistApptmemo2004.doc



City of Prairie Village

APPLICATION TO VOLUNTEER
Please complete this form and retumn it fo the City Clerk’s Office, 7700 Mission Road, Prairie Village,

Kansas 66208. If you have any questions, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 913-381-6464 or
send an e-mail to cityclerk@pvkansas.com.

Name Richard N, Bills Spouse’s Name na
Address 3530 West 83rd Street Zip 66208.5103 Ward
Telephone: Home 913.381.4242 Work _ 913.636.0400 Fax 913.381.4242
E-mail na Other Number(s):

Business Affiliation _Architect

Business Address

What Committee(s) interests yOu? Sister City Committee, Arts Council Committee, Tree Committeen
(in that order)

Please tell us about yourself, listing any special skills or experiences you have which would quatify
you for a volunteer with the City of Prairie Village.

Lived is Prairie Village since 1965. Served on the Underground Utilities

Comittee. Have been involved in community service since 1959 as a member

of Kiwanls International.

Thank you for your inferest in serving our community.

lfagm/cc/forms/VOLNFRM.doc REV. 03/2004



City of Prairie Village
APPLICATION TO VOLUNTEER

Please complete this form and return it fo the City Clerk's Office, 7700 Mission Road, Praire
Village, Kansas 66208. If you have any questions, please contact the City Clerk's Office at 913-
381-6464 or send an e-mail to cityclerk@pvkansas.com.

Name Bm Maﬁha[_l_m_ o Spouse’s Name- —— —__. -
Address_ 34 {0 ). T34 {leaacd Zip (0[!208 ward 3

Telephone: Hom&TI3-83(- Z z5 ]‘f work Ollg - Fax
E-mail %}g@m lO@ai-G)lr\ther Number(s}:
Business Affiliation ﬂ[ﬁm&\-—_

Business Address ]i_l__h_x_ﬁ_(‘gﬂl—?d Wemo (el
oanCi i

What Committeeys) inferests youz A=

Aldnidual Renew

Please tell us about yourself, listing any special skills or experiences you have which would
qualify you for a volunieer with the City of Prairie Village. :

' 3 ; — Ll vew srﬁtfcﬁkd
act acdncdeduse & Ae?s\?(r\ Ave becn ﬂt’?rﬂmQ-J&.L
P_!La.ﬂ*malnm:‘i“&)m yeal 4’4&1 Zqub.l!re
LL@_AQJD__LAJDUQ 1o WG & Cnomeg do uld%}g.:@
M&‘_upﬂe& oad— -fhme v Hae A ¢D

I belivae Uheoe a Lot do nﬁ"cf(‘
. Cooneei Hlee. .

Thank you for your interest in serving our community.

adm/ce/forms/VOLNFRM.doc : REV.
3/2004



CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE

TO: CITY COUNCIL
FROM: DOUG LUTE !]'{W

SUBJECT: TPLANNING SERVICES AGREEMENT

DATE: 12/27/2005
CC:

At its 21 November, 2005 meeting, the Council Committee of the Whole directed Staff to
contract with Bucher Willis & Ratliff to provide Planning Consultant services on an
interim basis.

The attached agreement contains a proposed planning services agreement. Notable
changes from the 2005 Agreement include:
* A statement that the Planning Consultant will provide assistance with the Village
Vision Projects
e Hourly rates for the most commonly used services would increase 3% under the
proposed agreement
o The proposed agreement does not have a specific termination date. However,
the City may terminate the agreement at any time and for any reason upon 30
days' notice.

This item has been placed on the 3 January, 2006 Consent Agenda for your
consideration.



AGREEMENT FOR PLANNING ADVISORY SERVICES

THIS AGREEMENT is made this day of , inthe year Two
Thousand and Six.

BY AND BETWEEN the City of Prairie Village, Kansas, hereinafter called the “City”, and Bucher,
Willis & Ratliff Corporation, hereinafter called the “Consultant”,

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE COVENANTS AND AGREEMENTS herein
contained, the parties hereto hereby agree as follows:
ARTICLE 1
SCOPE OF SERVICES

The Consultant shall perform the following services:

A. Provide a general planning advisory service consisting of the preparation of technical reports and
the provision of advice regarding planning, zoning and subdivision problems.

B. Prepare special studies, surveys, designs and reports which may include zoning, subdivision,
traffic, parks, redevelopment, utilities and other matters in the field of planning.

C. Assist in the preparation, review and critique of the Village Vision and assist City Staff in its
implementation.

D. Attend meetings of the Prairie Village Planning Commission, Board of Zoning Appeals, City
Council and other organizations and committees, as needed.

The Consultant shall perform the above services only upon the authorization of the City Administrator,
the Assistant City Administrator, or the Planning Commission Chairman.
ARTICLE I1
COMPENSATION

The City agrees to compensate the Consultant for performing the services described in Article I on a per
hour basis at the rates and charges given below.

Planning
Principal for time passed through to specific applications ...........cccvvveevienierece e $£142.00
Principal for City SEIVICES ..ottt aae s sn e s sesr e s nna st eassbassseren $129.00
SENIOT PIANNET......c.iiiieeeiiiie e se et s et es e et s e e b s b b eaas b sb et smnenenaraneers $115.00
PIANNET T1 1ottt vcetere st bbbt se s e ne e s et et bbb s s b e s s0ensm b eneennenorenin $90.00
PIANNEL Lottt nb e e e bbb £ bt a s sera s s nen s tene $80.00
Senior Landscape ArChItECT .....oociieeiir et ee bt ra s ns e e e $125.00
Landscape Architect I.......oocoiiiiiii ettt e $95.00
Landscape ATChitect T ......oi et st r et s $70.00
Planning TECHNICIAI ........voiiet et e b e ee s e rerent s sa e st e srs s beaes $60.00
SECTETATY ©vveveeriereerieeere s e st eee sttt b et er st s es s s se e s s e s sae s e se st e see et e st e b teebs e s e te e s ene st ennrensansenssreenerrenes $55.00
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Engineering

Senior Traffic ENZiNeer.... ..o sttt reeeens $125.00
Traffic ENGINeer TV ..ot et r s s $105.00
Traffic Engineer T ...ttt ettt ene s bbbt $95.00
Traffic Engineer I1.......o.o oottt r e st nnenen $85.00
Traffic ENGINEET Lottt st et cs e et rs s ran s st sn s neenenessenenenean $75.00
Engineering Technician Il. ...t e sttt et erse et s cr e s s et s $70.00
Engineering TechniCian L.t sste st ssesasses e s e e st s $60.00
Architecture
SeMIOr AFCRITECE ...t e a et bbb rer et ebesiaes $125.00
ATCHITECE T1L..ooei it et a e e e e s e s ssme et beseaessaeenssesansesnenssesssrans $115.00
ATCRIECT TH..o e sbe ettt e r s e e st et ben st s eneeeseaeerens $105.00
ATCHEBCE T ooeiiiit e et sae et e e se et v et eenrer et areanetesnenreane see st eseeeeaneenaenes $90.00
Architect Intern Il et smae s et ar e te e et ee e $70.00
ATCHItECt INTEIN T Lottt e e et ses e e eeeneseneeseenenen $60.00
Architectural TEChIMICIAN ...cccvieir i bttt ee s s e e eeaesseeeeenenren $70.00
Mechanical ENZINEET ........coviiiriercciiciienie et ettt st s te e e ensereeneeseseeeesenenneees $105.00
Electrical ENZINEET.......cccoiiiiir it bes st ee s s st a st s s e v e s e e eeeres $95.00

Meals, Mileage at the IRS-approved rate, Lodging, Computer, Printing
And Other Out-0f-Pocket EXPENSES......vvviciieiiiicietteeeeeetserrvs s o sn et s s s ens s eeen Actual Cost

A statement shall be submitted by the Consultant monthly itemizing the position, number of hours,
services performed and other expenses for the work specifically requested by the City as outlined in the
preceding Article I. The City shall make payment within thirty (30) calendar days of the date of said statement.

ARTICLE HI
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

I, Insurance

The Consultant will furnish the City with a certificate evidencing comprehensive general Hability
mnsurance for at least $1,000,000 each occurrence combined single limit for bodily injury and/or death and
property damage, which certificate shall show the City as an additional insured party and also shall state that
the policy cannot be canceled or materially altered without giving the City at least thirty (30) days’ written
notice.

2. Termination

This Agreement shall be effective beginning Januvary 1, 2006, until terminated by the City. The City
may terminate this Agreement at any time and for any reason by giving to the Consultant a notice in writing at
least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of such termination. In the event the City terminates this
Agreement as herein provided, the City agrees to pay to the Consultant any and all sums due and owing for
services rendered in accordance with the terms of this Agreement of the effective date of such termination.

CADOCUMENTS AND SETTINGS, DHLUTHER, LOCAL SETTINGS, TEMPORARY INTERNET FILES\OLKAIK, ASP&MENT 2006 (2). DOC



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, said parties have affixed their name, the day and year first written above.

CONSULTANT: CITY:
BUCHER, WILLIS & RATLIFF CORPORATION THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE, KANSAS
Ronald A. Williamson, FAICP, Principal Ronald L.. Shaffer, Mayor

Executive Vice President

ATTEST:

Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk

Co, DOCUMENTS AND SETTINGS, DLUTHER\LOC AL SETTINGS, TEMPORARY INTERNET FILE'\OLKN)\AGRBEMENT 2006 (2).DOC



COUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
November 21, 2005

The Council Committee of the Whole met on Monday, November 21, 2005 at 6:00 p.m.
The meeting was called to order by Council President Kay Wolf with the following
members present: Al Herrera, Bill Griffith, Ruth Hopkins, Steve Noll, Greg Colston,
Andrew Wang, Laura Wassmer, Pat Daniels, Jeff Anthony, Diana Ewy Sharp and David
Belz. Staff members present: Barbara Vernon, City Administrator; Charles Grover, Chief
of Police; Captain Wes Jordan; Bob Pryzby, Director of Public Works; Doug Luther,
Assistant City Administrator and Joyce Hagen Mundy, City Clerk.

COU2005-40 Consider Planning Commission Recommendation

Ken Vaughn, 5603 West 77" Terrace , Chairman of the Planning Commission reported
pursuant to KSA 12-745 which empowers the Planning Commission “to employ such
persons deemed necessary or contract for such services as the commission requires” the
Commission directed staff to publish and send out request for proposals for the position
of City Planning Consultant. Seven requests were sent to area firms with the finns of
Gould Evans and Bucher Willis & Ratliff responding. On Monday, November 14" the
Planning Commission interviewed representatives from both firms.

The Commission considered the services needed by the City including planning, traffic
engineering and other engineering studies as well as architectural design comments.
Both firms have in-house planners. Gould Evans uses outside firms for engineening
services, Bucher Willis & Ratliff has in-house engineers and architects. The immediate
access to these services is valuable in expediting the review of applications.

In terms of experience, the Gould Evans staff has extensive experience and background
in major project planning and development of comprehensive plans for governmental
units across the country. Although some members of their staff began their careers as
planners in cities, this has not been their major focus in recent years. The staff of Bucher
Willis & Ratliff serves as the planning staff for several cities. They have some on-going
contracts as well as assisting cities that are temporarily without a staff planner. Two
members of their staff perform these services on a reguiar basis.

The Planning Commission expressed concern with the ability of Gould Evans staff to be
responsive and timely on a day to day basis since this is not the type of work they
normally do. Commission members who have worked with Gould Evans reported they
were not always responsive and timely in completing projects. Past experience with
Bucher Willis & Ratliff has proven them to be both responsive and timely in addressing
the city’s needs.

Mr, Vaughn stated the Commission unanimously selected the firm of Bucher Willis &
Ratliff as the best qualified firm to serve as Planning Consultant to the City and support
to the Planning Commission and city staff.



Pat Daniels asked Mr. Vaughn to comment on the other firms that were mailed a request
for proposal. Mr. Vaughn stated he could not as they did not respond. Mr. Vaughn
stated in his professional experience over the past 40 years, whenever he received a
request for proposal for work he was interested in he responded. He confirmed the
Commission followed the city’s procedures for a fair and open solicitation of proposals.

Jeff Anthony asked if Commission gave any consideration to the potential conflict of
interest with the firm of Bucher Willis & Ratliff. Mr. Vaughn was aware of the Council’s
concern; however, the Commission members did not see the on-going day to day routine
review of planning applications as a conflict. Mr. Vaughn stated that, personally, if the
firm was being considered for a major City sponsored redevelopment project, perhaps
this would be a concern.

Diana Ewy Sharp asked if there was any consideration given to securing an in-house
planner for the City. Mr. Vaughn responded there was minimal discussion of this option.
He acknowledged it would be great to have in-house planning capability, but noted to
provide a legitimate in-housing planning department capable of performing annually the
services needed would cost in the range of $100,000 to $200,000. He stated the City is
fortunate that either Gould Evans or Bucher Willis & Ratliff have people on staff that can
serve as public employees for cities providing planning services on a consulting basis.
Gould Evans has employees with former city planning experience and Bucher Willis &
Ratliff provide planning services to several cities on an on-going basis.

Pat Daniels move the City Council accepts the recommendation of the Planning
Commission to employ the firm of Bucher Willis & Ratliff for city Planning Consultant
Services for a three year term. The motion was seconded by Al Herrera.

Bill Griffith, stated as much as he read the minutes of the Planning Commission and
noted the Commission’s feeling that Bucher Willis & Ratliff was clearly the most
qualified candidate, he continues to be concemned with the potential conflict of interest
problem and stated this process frankly is probably a good example of that in that the
recommendation comes from a body that is appointed by the Mayor. He feels if you look
at that from 10,000 feet you would be taken back. On the ground those people can be
independent, the Council can be independent, and however, sometimes the perception of
impropriety is as equal to actual impropriety. Therefore, he would like to have a better
solution.

Ruth Hopkins agreed with Mr. Griffith and is extremely concerned with the potential for
conflict of interest. She felt the will of the Council was not to rehire Bucher Willis &
Ratliff as Planning Consultant and stated she will not support the motion and would like
to see the Planning Commission reconsider its recommendation either by rebidding or
hiring in-house as she is extremely uncomfortable with this solution.



Jeff Anthony agreed with previous comments stating the issue of perceived independence
is as important as independence regardless of the number of legal opinions received
stating there is no conflict of interest and will be voting against the motion.

Diana Ewy Sharp voiced concem that the Planning Commission is appointed by “the
Mayor” and is very frustrated that she does not feel the City can continue with Ron
Williamson from Bucher Willis & Ratliff as she feels he has done an excellent job for the
City in the past and is expertly qualified. However, she feels it comes back as a
reflection on the City Council and if Council moves forward it will not come back on the
Planning Commission or the Mayor, but on the City Council. She would like a new
recommendation of the Planning Commission or for the City to explore hiring in-house.

David Belz does not support the recommendation and feels he is being played. He
leaned from previous processes with stormwater engineering consultants that many
companies may not come forward if they feel another company has a lock on the city’s
business; therefore, he is not surprised the other five companies did not respond.
However, the process with the Planning Commission making the recommendation he
feels smacks of political cover up.

Andrew Wang, stated the Council has received a recommendation from a qualified
committee of experts in the area of planning for a consultant for this post. He is bothered
by the Council defining what other people perceive that hasn’t been expressed at least to
him, although he has had much expressed on McCrum Park, sidewalks on Canterbury,
the no smoking ordinance, either last winter when this first came up or in the past few
weeks, He doesn’t think in many other issues the Council jumps to the conclusion the
residents of Prairie Village are seeing something and makes it decision on how they think
residents see something without any substantiating information. The City has an open
process where consultants of any background can respond to a bid process, [ don’t see
how you turn down the overwhelming recommendation of a committee put in place to
make planning decisions/recommendations for the City. I'd rather deal with perceptions
when they get voiced rather than ahead of time, if anyone cares to have a perception.

Laura Wassmer agreed with Andrew - she voted last time fo take a wait and see approach
and personally has not seen anything come up that appears fo be a conflict of interests
and has not heard anything from constituents, press, voicing any concern about the use of
Bucher Willis & Ratliff as the City’s Planning Consultant. It is very difficult to go
against a planning commission recommendation on a fear of perception, not a reality of
perception.

Pat Daniels stated he can emphasize with those who want the complete absence and
appearance of impropriety. He agrees with the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, who is directly impacted by the services provided as found and stated
Secondly, Bucher Willis & Ratliff not only does an exceptional job working with Prairie
Village, but with several other municipalities. Thirdly, as far as the conflict of interest is
concerned, he does not feel his vote on the City Counci! is a knee-jerk reaction to the
Mayor nor does he feel any council action taken in response to the recommendation of



the Planning Commission or a Planning Consultant is going to be a knee-jerk reaction,
All of the Planning Commission members were appointed by the Mayor prior to his
employment with Bucher Willis & Ratliff and as with all committee appointments
Planning Commission appointments must be ratified by the City Council. He does not see
a conflict of interest by any means.

Mr, Daniels feels the Council's sensitivity to impropriety is important, however,
weighing all factors, especially as the City looks ahead to the implementation of the
Village Vision process, the continuity, experience and qualifications provided by Butcher
Willis & Ratliff merit the Council’s support of the Planning Commission
recommendation.

Council President Kay Wolf called for a vote on the motion to accept the
recommendation of the Planning Commission to retain the firm of Bucher Willis &
Ratliff to serve as the City’s Planning Consultant for a period of three years with three
one-year renewals.

The following votes were cast: “aye” Herrera, Colston, Wang, Wassmer, Daniels and
Wolf and “nay” Griffith, Hopkins, Noll, Anthony, Ewy Sharp and Belz. The motion was
defeated with a vote of 6 to 6.

Bill Griffith stated he felt if the City went through the bid process again the response
would be different and therefore is not ready to take action on awarding the contract to
Gould Evans. He feels that backing up and going out for bid again would yield the best
results although he is confident that is not the action desired by either the Planning
Commission or the staff,

Al Herrera asked for the value of the agreement. Mrs. Vernon responded it was $30,000.
Mr. Herrera stated he does not have a problem voting to accept the recommendation of
the Planning Commission. He feels it is wrong to ask a committee to request bids,
interview and make a recommendation based on qualifications and then after doing 50 to
send it back because the Council does not like the recommendation. He feels a decision
needs to be made this evening. He stated there has been no question regarding the
qualifications of Bucher, Willis & Ratliff. He has not received any comments from any
residents substantiating the perceived conflict. Mr. Herrera noted the agreements are
technically three one year agreements that can be terminated,

Al Herrera moved the City Council accept the Planning Commission recommendation
and retain the firm of Bucher Willis & Ratliff as the City’s Planning Consultant for a one
year agreements with the Planning Commission evaluating the service at the end of the
year. The motion was seconded by Pat Daniels.

Ruth Hopkins stated the proposed motion is actually the same as the previous motion as
the City Council has the right to review the agreement at the end of the year.



Jeff Anthony says the governing body has a fiduciary duty to the residents to protect the
best interest of the City, which means looking down the road and anticipating both the
good and bad. He acknowledged there are no problems now but what if there were
problems later, how would it look. He stated he will not support this motion as the
Council needs to look forward to protect its citizens.

Andrew Wang stated if the Council were to look forward and protect the best interest of
the citizens it would approve an agreement with the most qualified candidate for the open
position of planning consultant as recommended by our Planning Commission. He
doesn’t see how you are looking out for the best interest of the City if we have an open
process that has been followed, you have a recommendation by commitiee of experts and
for reasons other than the qualifications of the consultant that the Council votes that
recommendation down.

Diana Ewy Sharp as a follow up to Mr. Anthony’s comments, stated when the City was
considering the school safety zones on Mission Road and the City received the report of
the traffic safety study done by Bucher Willis & Ratliff that if the outcome had been
different there could have some questions about the firm that had done the study and that
is her primary concern for moving forward. She doesn’t know what will happen in the
future but stated “employing a firm that the Mayor is a partner of as a city leader she
stated she has to be more responsible than accepting that.”

Pat Daniels stated that at the very least he felt the City needed to have the assurance of
continuity from January 1 to the end of the Village Vision process, We have been
through a number of years with the Mayor employed by Bucher Willis & Ratliff and with
Ron Williamson of Bucher Willis & Ratliff as Planning Consultant. He feels for the very
least the continuity of Bucher Willis & Ratliff for the next four to six months needs to be
secure. He supports a one-year agreement, but would also strongly support an agreement
of a minimum of six months. He noted those speaking against this continuity have not
been involved in this planning process and its importance.

Ruth Hopkins called the question, which passed by a vote of 11 to 1.

Council President restated the motion as follows: The City Council accept the Planning
Commission recommendation and retain the firm of Bucher Willis & Ratliff as the City’s
Planning Consultant for a one year agreements with the Planning Commission evaluating
the service at the end of the year.

The following votes were cast: “aye” Herrera, Colston, Wang, Wassmer, Daniels and
Wolf and “nay” Griffith, Hopkins, Noll, Anthony, Ewy Sharp and Belz. The motion was
defeated with a vote of 6 to 6.

Laura Wassmer moved the City Council extend the agreement with Bucher Willis &
Ratliff to provide City Planning Services through June 1, 2006. The motion was
seconded by Pat Danjels.



The following votes were cast: “aye” Herrera, Colston, Wang, Wassmer, Daniels and
Wolf and “nay” Griffith, Hopkins, Noll, Anthony, Ewy Sharp and Belz. The motion was
defeated with a vote of 6 to 6.

Jeff Anthony moved to City Council return the process the Planning Commission to
resend out requests for proposal and communicate with the seven initial the action of the
City Council. The motion was seconded by David Belz. Ruth Hopkins asked if part of
that direction could be the consideration of an in-house planner. She acknowledged the
financial restraints of a full time planner, but felt the possibility of a part-time planner or
a shared planner with another municipality would be financially possible.  The
amendment was accepted.

Council President Kay Wolf asked for a vote on the following motion:

RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL RETURN THE PLANNING
CONSULTANT SELECTION PROCESSTO THE PLANNING
COMMISSION WITH DIRECTION TO RE-SEND REQUESTS FOR
PROPOSALS TO THE SEVEN INITIAL FIRMS AND TO CONSIDER
THE HIRING OF AN IN-HOUSE PLANNER.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
CONSENT AGENDA

Barbara Vemon noted the agreement with Bucher Willis & Ratliff expires on December
31, 2005 and how planning advisory services to staff and the Planning Commission
would be handled after that time.

Recognizing the constraints of the December 31* termination of the Contract with Bucher
Willis & Ratliff, Bill Griffith made the following motion, which was seconded by Ruth
Hopkins and passed unanimously:

RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL DIRECT STAFF TO
CONTRACT WITH BUCHER WILLIS & RATLIFF TO PROVIDE
PLANNING CONSULTANT SERVICES ON AN INTERIM BASIS
UNTIL A NEW PLANNING CONSULTANT IS HIRED
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
CONSENT AGENDA

COU2005-41 Consider 2006 Salary Ordinance

Doug Luther reviewed the process for the establishment of salary ranges for city
positions as established by Council Policy #110. The ranges establish and minimum and
maximum pay level for the 29 salary classification within the City.

Annually, staff reviews City salary ranges for comparability and competitiveness with
other local governments in Johnson County. The salary ranges for 2006, as in the past,



COUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
December 19, 2005

The Council Commiittee of the Whole met on Monday, December 19, 2005 at 6:00 p.m.
The meeting was called to order by Council President Jeft Anthony with the following
members present: Mayor Ron Shaffer, Al Herrera, Bill Griffith, Ruth Hopkins, Steve
Noll, Greg Colston, Andrew Wang, Laura Wassmer, Pat Daniels, Wayne Vennard,
Diana Ewy Sharp and David Belz. Staff members present: Barbara Vemon, City
Administrator; Tammy Somogye, City Attorney’s Office; Charles Grover, Chief of
Police; Sgt. Curtis Winn; Bob Pryzby, Director of Public Works; Doug Luther, Assistant
City Administrator; Josh Farrar, Assistant to the City Administrator and Joyce Hagen
Mundy, City Clerk.

Council President Jeff Anthony announced there were residents in attendance who
wished to address the Council regarding traffic concerns on Cherokee.

Marsha Bjerkan, 2711 West 73" Street, spoke on behalf of residents on Cherokee Street
regarding their concerns with the speed of traffic on Cherokee from 75" and Belinder to
71%" and Mission Road. This is a very long street with no stop signs and street merging
into Cherokee at several locations. She noted the speed limit is 25 mph and yet, time and
again, cars will be clocked at 40 mph. The residents have spent the past several months
researching this problem and presented the following three possible solutions to the
Council for consideration:
e Round-abouts (similar to what downtown Overland Park did to address the same
issue) possible locations are where Chadwick and Cherokee come together and
73" Terrace or 72™ Terrace or 71* Terrace
e Place raised intersections/speed bumps on Cherokee Drive
o (Cameras that will record the speed and the car license (any speeders will be
ticketed if they are recorded going over the speed limit of 25 mph).

The residents feel this issue has to be addressed for the sake of the current Cherokee
Drive residents and for their future. Action is necessary to maintain the value of their
neighborhood, to attract families with children to the neighborhood and retain existing
residents who are concerned with the excessive speed and the safety of their children and
pets.

Kisa White, 7308 Cherokee Drive, handed out information attained from the civil
engineer in Overland Park in charge of round-abouts regarding the impact of roundabouts
on traffic. Ms White noted the proposed location for the round-abouts are fitting with the
existing island and statue. The round-about would not only address the traffic problem,
but enhance the beauty of the neighborhood.

The current long street contains hills and curves limiting visibility and is often used as a

cut-through to the Prairie Village Shopping Center. The street has only one crosswalk,
which does not have a crossing guard. Ms White in an effort to document the problem,
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has spoken with Sgt. Hunter to attain speed information. The 2004 Traffic Study showed
the average speed on Cherokee as 35 miles per hour. The Police Department also set up
the speed trailer on Cherokee in front of Ms White’s residence and she recorded the
traffic readings as cars past and prepared a CD with that information for the Council.

Teri Powell, 7460 Cherokee Drive, advised the Council the same problems exist at the
top of the hill as at the bottom of the hill —it isn’t just a downhill speed problem.

Al Herrera asked where the residents were proposing around-abouts. Ms White
responded there were three potential locations along Cherokee where current traffic T°s
exist.

Laura Wassmer asked if stop signs at the T’s were not working. Bill Griffith responded
the T’s are 3-way intersections with 1 stop sign. Ms White responded they do not
necessarily stop traffic, just get it to drive at or below the 25 mph speed limit.

Carol Kobza, 7401 Cherokee Drive, stated the residents took an on-line survey of
residents within the area and has 35 signatures and their support i1s growing.

Marsha Bjerkan thanked the Council for the opportunity to present their concerns and
encouraged them to further investigate what solutions have been effective in other cities
to address this problem.

Pat Daniels expressed his appreciation to the group for their comments and excellent
preparation.

Al Herrera noted he has traveled on Cherokee and experienced the aggressive traffic, tail-
gating and higher speeds.

Kisa White asked what happens next. Dave Biegelsen, 7180 Cherokee Drive, stressed
the importance of action being taken on this problem.

Jeff Anthony advised Ms White to set up a meeting with the Chief of Police and Director
of Public Works to discuss the situation and possibly one or two representatives of the
group to talk about specific needs. The City Staff would then investigate and gather
information to present to the City Council on possible solutions.

Laura Wassmer stressed the need for the City to gather more information before taking
action and advised those present that they would be invited to attend the meeting when
this information is placed on the agenda and presented to the Council.

Johnson County Update

Jeff Anthony welcomed County Commissioner Ed Peterson to address the Council on
behalf of the Johnson County Commissioners. Mr. Peterson stated he was present to
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review with the City the County’s 2006 budget. The budget includes total expenditures
of $671 million with $90 of that being reserve, for an actual operating budget of $581
million. The County increased its mill levy 1.8 mills resulting in a $10 million increase
in property tax revenue.

Commissioner Peterson stated the driving force behind the increased budget was the
construction of the new jail at the cost of $1.5 million. Construction on the jail would
begin in 2006 with the county issuing bonds for additional funding. He noted the general
departmental budgets have remained relatively stable.

Commissioner Peterson presented statistics reflecting county expenditures for the past ten
years. The statistics did not present a clear relationship between increases in personal
income and increased expenditures. A further review of the budget reflected those items
having significant impact on the budget over the past ten years.

The first item was the collection of the Bi-State Economic Development Sales Tax which
began in 1997 and is a direct pass through account. The second item was transfers and
cost allocations, another direct pass through. These two items totaled more than
$100,000 in 2004.

The three principal drivers of the increased budget are 1) wastewater, 2) Sheniff and 3)
Corrections. Large swings in the wastewater construction and operating costs were noted
over the past ten years. He noted the county is attempting to establish a long-range plan
to mitigate these swings in cost. The biggest problem the sheriff faces is the escalating
number of prisoners — more than 1000 per day with the county only having bed space for
550. The remaining prisoners are sent to other institutions. The escalating cost of
correction programs was noted. Commissioner Peterson explained a new and successful
program in place to address substance abuse problems for prisoners. The program
includes therapy/counseling and work related activities. The program has a 7 out of 10
success ratio as compared to the traditional 2 out of 10 ratio and has a waiting list of over
200 individuals.

Commissioner Peterson noted when these three driving forces are removed the county’s
operating budget for 2006 the budget reflects an increase of only 5.84% with a personal
income change of 6.13%.

Mr. Peterson announced the CARS program would continue to be funded at its current
level. He noted he would like to see that level increased. The County will continue to
face a need for new facilities — it is projected the new jail will be at capacity when
completed. The county will be asking for additional sales tax funds from the legislature
to address these needs. Ifthis is not approved, a mill increase of 7 mils will be necessary.

Ruth Hopkins asked Mr. Peterson to address the issue of a county-wide no smoking
policy. He responded there will be a vote on the issue and if the vote is timed properly,
he feels the majority will approve the policy. He noted the county’s problem is the lack
of enforcement capability, however, as the agency responsible for health issues, he feels
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it is appropriate for the county to address this issue. However, he noted if passed by the
county, it would not be binding on the cities.

Al Herrera asked why the Commission would want to approve such a policy when
Kansas City, Missouri and Wyandotte County are refusing to consider the issue. Mr.
Peterson responded that ideally the issue would be addressed by all areas at once.

LEG2005-45 Consider ADA Appeal of James Olenick

Barbara Vernon stated the initial complaint of Mr. Olenick regarding accessibility of the
skate park was sent to Mr. Pryzby on August 2, 2005. The appeal, which called for the
closure of the skate park until it was fully ADA accessible was heard by the ADA
Compliance Committee on October 20, 2005. Mrs. Vernon noted that by the time the
City received the complaint, the skate park was fully accessible and therefore the appeal
was denied by the ADA Compliance Committee. She noted in Mr. Olenick’s
presentation to the City Council, he appeared to change his request to address education
of staff on their ADA responsibilities.

Mrs. Vernon noted Tammy Somogye, with the City Attorney’s Office was present 1o
advise the Council or answer questions. Ms Somogye stated the Council’s responsibility
was to affirm, modify or reject the decision of the ADA Compliance Committee.

Laura Wassmer questioned the skate park’s current accessibility. Mr. Pryzby responded
the Access Board has issued guidelines for playground and recreation areas. Nothing in
those guidelines provide information on a skateboard park. Mr. Pryzby stated he has
made the north shelter accessible to the skate facility and the sidewalk leading to the
accessible parking spot.

Ms Wassmer asked if the gravel flat spot toward the parking lot was going to be changed.
Mr. Pryzby responded it was a decision of him and the Chief of Police as a safety issue to
use the gravel to prevent skate boarders from skating down onto the parking lot area.

Bill Griffith asked if the gravel could be taken out and another surface installed. He felt
it would be appropriate to remove what could be perceived as an ADA violation. Mr.
Pryzby responded he could remove it if it is the desire of the Council.

Wayne Vennard asked if ADA regulations were applicable to skate parks. Mr. Pryzby
responded the ADA recreation guidelines do not address skate parks. It was his feeling
that if an individual wanted to use the skate park, they would use the area with mimimum
slope and they have full access to that area.

Jeff Anthony stated what he heard Mr. Olenick saying was that he wanted continuing

education for city employees. Bob Pryzby responded it could be done, but noted that he
as ADA Coordinator addresses all ADA inquiries from residents and reviews all city
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facilities and programs for ADA compliance. He has received extensive training and
attends a week-long ADA Conference annually.

Bill Griffith made the following motion, which was seconded by Al Herrera and passed
unanimously:

RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL AFFIRM THE DECISION
OF THE ADA COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE DENYING THE
APPEAL OF MR. JAMES OLENICK
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
CONSENT AGENDA

LEG2005-44 Consider YMCA Partnership

Barbara Vernon reported that several months ago she was contacted by the YMCA of
Greater Kansas City regarding the possibility of exploring a joint venture with the
YMCA that could maximize resources and organizational capacity to respond to current
and future needs for the Community Center in Prairie Village. Mrs. Vernon noted that
during Village Vision meetings discussion of a new and or expanded community center
was discussed often.

The YMCA is considering future plans for improvements to their facility at 79" &
Delmar. This is one of their most active facilities in the area and its membership needs to
grow. The building is old and needs major renovations, expansion would also be
possible if parking were available to facilitate more members.

She, Bob Pryzby and Josh Farrar toured two new Platte County/YMCA partnerships, met
with managers and were able to ask questions regarding the operations of the facilities
and the partnership with the County. In their situation, the county owned the land and the
facilities and was responsible for the facilitiecs. A joint committee works together to
direct programming and fees. Mrs. Vernon stated she visited a similar operation in
Califorma.

The YMCA would like to pursue further discussions and Ms Vernon asked the Council
what they desired.

Steve Noll asked where Johnson County fit into the picture and asked if the YMCA has
spoken with Johnson County

Bill Griffith expressed support for continuing discussions with the YMCA.
Greg Colston noted the examples given were for county partnerships and asked about any

city partnerships. Mrs. Vermon responded the City of Roeland Park went into a
partnership with the county for their community center facility.
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Laura Wassmer expressed support for continuing discussions, but noted she would like to
see the county involved,

Bill Griffith asked how the issue of religious affiliation would be addressed in the
partnership. Mrs. Vernon stated she sees that as a potential issue. Josh Farrar noted at
the sites visited they did not actively promote that aspect in the day to day operations but
acknowledged the core values in their operation.

Wayne Vennard asked if the partnership would be 50/50. Mrs. Vemon responded in
other situations the facilities are owned by one party and the other is responsible for
programming. She noted it is still very early in discussions to know how the partnership
might evolve.

Mr. Vennard expressed concern that the city maintains a sufficient level of control. Mors.
Vemon responded in the situations visited there was a joint board overseeing the
operations composed of members of both the YMCA and the government that made
decisions.

Al Herrera asked if the Y had drawings of what they would like to see and noted his
support for ongoing discussions.

Diana Ewy Sharp stated it was fine to explore the possibility but noted that realistically
this could be a very difficult agreement to negotiate. She also noted the final report from
Village Vision has not been published so we are not certain what the residents really
want.

David Belz stated he felt in concept this was a very good idea, but expressed concemn that
the city be able to maintain control over operations and programming particularly as they
relate to Prairie Village residents. Mrs. Vernon stated she has the same concerns.

Jeff Anthony stated he was hearing a consensus among the Council to proceed with
discussions with the YMCA and asked if the Council wished to have an ad hoc
commiittee appointed to investigate this further?

Diana Ewy Sharp asked Mr. Pryzby and Mr. Farrar for their opinions. Mr. Pryzby
responded there is a lot of commonality but a whole lot of issues to be resoived. He
noted similar discussions of a new community center were raised when it was felt that
Somerset Elementary School would become available. He noted such a partnership
would provide more complete meeting and recreational facilities for residents.

Josh Farrar stated that logistically he wants to make certain the city has very strong input
into the programming aspects of the joint partnership.

There was general agreement to appoint an ad hoc committee and continue discussion.

The following Council members volunteered to serve on an ad-hoc committee to
investigate this partnership: Laura Wassmer, Greg Colston and Bill Griffith. Ruth
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Hopkins recommended the committee also include representatives of the city’s park and
recreation committee. Ms Sharp and Mr. Belz said they will request volunteers from the
Park Committee

LEG2005-43 Consider Petition received from Canterbury Street residents

Mr. Pryzby stated he had verified the signatures on the petition and found some
discrepancies in ownership. He noted that he felt the Council had made a decision of this
issue that was clear. The petition requests a number of pieces of information
e The cost per side (including the cost to utility companies if lines need to be
moved)
¢ The estimated amount of time needed to complete the installation of the sidewalk
on both sides of the street; mcluding movement of utility lines
o Cost of alterations and projected affect to existing driveways and front yards for
construction on the west side
s Cost to the utility companies even though it is part of the electricity rates
s A safety evaluation for the proper placement of the sidewalk
Mr. Pryzby noted most of this information could be determined by the City with the
exception of utility company costs; however, to do so would cost between $5000 and
$10,000 in engineering fees.

The petition has been reviewed by the City Attorney and in his opinion it is not a valid
petition and does not require any Council Action

Al Herrera noted this issue has severely split the neighborhood and he feels the Council
should stay with their past action and do nothing in response to this request.

Laura Wassmer noted that because the Council did not stay with its policy, it created a
miserable situation. She feels it is time for the Council to step to the plate and make the
decisions required of it and get the residents out of it. She stated the petition should be
denied.

Diana Ewy Sharp stated she is terribly disappointed that this neighborhood has been
placed in this situation. She agreed the Council needs to make a decision and stop and
take any blame for the decision.. Mr. Belz agreed with the Council staying with its
decision.

Pat Daniels moved the City Council deny the petition. Barbara Vernon advised the
Council the City Attorney stated the petition was not valid.

Pat Daniels made the following motion, which was seconded by Laura Wassmer and
passed unanimously:

RECOMMEND THE CITY COUNCIL MOVE FORWARD
WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SIDEWALK ON
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THE WEST SIDE OF CANTERBURY AS APPROVED BY

THE CITY COUNCIL ON NOVEMBER 21, 2005
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
CONSENT AGENDA

Bill Griffith stated he felt the City Council needed to take up the issue of the petition
process. He’s found that it has created more problems and has been seen as being
unresponsive to residents. He feels the policy needs to be refined or dissolved.

Al Herrera stated he felt the policy works. He feels the residents can make comments
and the Council can determine if sidewalks should be constructed, noting there are some
very valid instances where the construction of sidewalks was not appropriate or necessary
and money was saved by their not being constructed.

Laura Wassmer recommended the petition ability be removed from the policy. Jeff
Anthony stated 1f that is done, the City is basically saying sidewalks will be constructed
regardless of what you say.

Bill Griffith stated this is not the case. The process followed makes sense, but the
petition pits neighbor against neighbor and creates distrust and a lot of additional work.

Pat Daniels suggested a couple of Council members look into the policy and report back
with recommendations to the entire Council. He likes the structure of the existing policy,
but feels that it is essential that the Council stay with the policy if it is going to keep it.

Al Herrera questioned if Mr. Daniels felt the existing policy was good, why he would
suggest a committee go back and look at it. He noted Mr. Pryzby has gone through the
details of the policy previously with the Council and he likes the current policy.

Pat Daniels stated he would like to review the requirement for 5° sidewalks and 4’ retrofit
sidewalks.

Bob Pryzby told the Council the petition in the city’s ordinances provides a means for
citizens to ask for the construction or reconstruction of sidewalks. This can be done
without a petition. He reminded the Council again that 51% of the residents signing the
petition does not require the Council to do anything.

Over the years he has been asked to notify residents of planned sidewalks and provide the
opportunity for them to voice their opinions to the Council. The decision of what action
is to be taken is purely the decision of the Council and what they feel is appropriate or
best for the City.

Pat Daniels stated there are a number of 1ssues relative the sidewalk construction that
need to be set down. Mr. Pryzby responded he would like to sit down with the Council to
discuss this issue at a Council Committee of the Whole meeting. He has been working
with these issues for 12 years. He noted he could present information, show examples of
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different locations within the City and factors that influence the construction of
sidewalks. Mayor Shaffer stated he would like to see examples to help clarify the issue.

Mr. Pryzby noted there was significant discussion on sidewalks during the Village Vision
process.

Laura Wassmer agreed but felt the initial question that needed to be answered by the
Council was: “Does the City Council agree with the current policy requiring sidewalks
on all arterial, collector and residential streets.”

Council President Jeff Anthony called for an informal response to the question and asked
Council members agreeing with the existing sidewalk policy requiring sidewalks to raise
their hands. Eight Council members raised their hands in support of the existing
sidewalk policy.

Andrew Wang stated he has voted pro-sidewalk in all of the instances brought before the
Council, but he feels it is useful to know about the impact the sidewalks will have on the
residents.

Steve Noll asked if the Council wanted a policy that allowed exceptions.

Al Herrera noted the street plan identifying streets with proposed sidewalk construction is
presented to the Council with sufficient time for the Council members to drive those
streets and look at the possible problems or concerns.

David Belz stated he has walked almost every street in Prairie Village and feels that the
city may have been platted so sidewalks are not needed on every street. He noted there
are a significant number of streets and/or cul-de-sacs that go nowhere. Only the people
who live on that street drive them and if that is the case, are sidewalks necessary.

Ruth Hopkins stated that she lives on one of those streets and they may have been
intended to not have sidewalks, but noted with the increased speed of traffic she is no
longer convinced that sidewalks are not recommended for safety of residents.

LEG2005-42 Consider dissolution of Residential Parking District

Chief Grover asked the Council to consider dissolving the restricted residential parking
district as located on Eaton, 74™ Terrance and 74" Street. The background on the
establishment of this parking district was presented in the committee packet. In April,
2001, the Council found the critenia necessary for the establishment of a restricted
residential parking district to exist.

However, after the relocation of LockLine from the office building at 7400 State Line
Road, the Police Department reexamined the five criteria set forth in the residential
parking district to determine if they were still present. Tt is the findings of the Police
Department that these criteria are not long met.

LAADMINVAGEN MINYWORD\CouncilCommittee\2005\Minutes\12192005.doc



Diana Ewy Sharp confirmed the Police Department has not had any calls on parking
problems from the residents in this area.

Laura Wassmer made the following motion, which was seconded by Bill Griffith and
passed unanimously:

RECOMMEND THE CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE ADOPT AN
ORDINANCE TO DISOLVE THE CURRENT RESTRICTED
RESIDENTIAL PARKING DISTRICT LOCATED ON EATON,
74™ TERRACE AND 74™ STREET AS THE CRITERIA REQUIRED
BY THE ORDINANCE NO LONGER EXIST
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Shaffer noted this action only dissolves this particular restricted residential
parking district and that the ordinance allowing for the creation of restricted residential

parking districts was still in place.

With no further business to come before the City Council, Council President Jeff
Anthony adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Jeff Anthony
Council President
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MAYOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS

Tuesday, January 3, 2006

Committee meetings scheduled for the next two weeks include:

Planning Comrmission 1/03/2006 7:00 p.m.
Tree Board 1/04/2006 6:00 p.m.
Park & Recreation Committee 1/11/2006 7:00 p.m.
City Council 1/03/2006 7:30 p.m.
Sister City 1/09/2006 7:00 p.m.

The Prairie Village Arts Council is pleased to feature a mixed media exhibit by Gary Mehl
and Art Whorton in the R.G. Endres Gallery during the month of January. The opening
reception will be held on January 13th", from 6:30 — 7:30 p.m.

Prairie Village Gift Cards are now on sale at the Municipal Building. This is a great way
to encourage others to “Shop Prairie Village”

Donations to the Mayor’s Holiday Tree Fund are being taken. The funds will be utilized in
assisting Prairie Village families and Senior Citizens needing help to pay their heating and
electric bills during the cold winter months, as well as with home maintenance throughout the
year. Your tax-deductible contributions are appreciated. As of December 30th, $7.726.00 has
been coliected.

Remember to Mark Your Calendar for the Employee Appreciation Dinner on Friday, February
3, 2006 at the New Dinner theatre. Seating begins at 6 pm.

Holiday tree recycling is available until January 16™ at Harmon Park, Franklin Park, Porter
Park and Meadowlake Park.

There will be no trash services provided on Monday, January 16" in observance of the
Martin Luther King Jr, holiday. Pick-up will be delayed one day all week.

City offices will be closed on January 16" in observance of the Martin Luther King Jr holiday.

The City Council will NOT meet on Monday, January 16", but will meet on Tuesday,
January 17

The 50™ Anniversary books, Prairie Village Our Story, are being sold to the public.
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INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
January 3, 2006

Planning Commuission Agenda-January 3, 2006

Park and Recreation Committee Minutes-December 14, 2005
Mark your Calendar

Council Committee Agenda

B
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
CITY OF PRAIRIE VILLAGE
MUNICIPAL BUILDING - 7700 MISSION ROAD
TUESDAY, JANUARY 3, 2006
**Multi-Purpose Room**

7:00 P. M.,

L ROLL CALL
1I. APPROVAL OF PC MINUTES — December 6, 2005
1L PUBLIC HEARINGS
Iv. NON-PUBLIC HEARINGS
PC2006-101 Reguest for Sign & Sign Standards Approval
79" Street Shops
7910 State Line Road
Applicant: Connor Treanor, Block & Company
PC2006-102 Request for Building Line Medification

3308 West 71* Street
Applicant: Daniel Andersen for Don Early

V. OTHER BUSINESS
Discussion on City Planning Consultant
PC2005-06 Proposed Ordinance Revisions PYMC 19.44.025
entitled “Height and Area Exceptions - Fences”
Applicant: City of Prairie Village, Ron Williamson

Discussion of Regulations for Service Stations (19.34.050)

VL ADJOURNMENT

Plans available at City Hall if applicable

If you can not be present, comments can be made by e-mail to
Cityelerk@Pykansas.com

* Any Commission members having a conflict of interest, shall acknowledge that conflict prior to the
hearing of an application, shall not participate in the hearing or discussien, shall not vote on the issue
and shall vacate their position at the table until the conclusion of the hearing.



Park and Recreation Committee
December 14, 2005
Meeting Minutes

The Park and Recreation Committee met on December 14, 2005 in the Council Chambers
of Prairie Village City Hall. Members present were Diana Ewy Sharp - Chairperson,
David Belz ~ Vice Chairperson, Kathy Peterson, Mary Beth Smith, David Voysey, Peggy
Couch, A.J. LoScalzo, and Andy Peterson. Staff present was Joshua Farrar and Bob
Pryzby.

CALL TO ORDER
Diana Ewy Sharp called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
There was no one present for public participation.

CONSENT AGENDA
David Belz moved to approve the consent agenda for Wednesday, December 14, 2005,

1. Approve Committee minutes from November 9, 2005
2. PK2005-12: Consider 2006 Pool Fees
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE
3. PK2005-14: Consider 2006 Team Fees
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE
The motion was seconded and approved unanimously.

REPORTS

Recreation Report

Josh Farrar told the Committee that the Head Swim Coach, Head Dive Coach, and both
Tennis Professionals would be returning for the 2006 season. Jen Holland will not return
as Synchronized Swim Coach, but Laura Arther, the Assistant Coach should be ready to
take over. Josh also reported that Kim Cobb, the Pool Manager for many years will not
be returning.

Josh also told the Committee he expects that pool members should be able to renew
online this year and that he has been exploring healthier food options for the pool.

Public Works Report

Bob Pryzby reported crews were clearing leaves from the parks and doing some mulch
replacement. He is currently thinking about the 2007 budget and will likely bring
something to the Committee in January. Crews were nearly done with the plantings for
Prairie Park, but would likely wait until spring to put down sod. The furmture for the
park 1s being placed.



OLD BUSINESS

Update on Entrance Sign Project

Two members of the Arts Council volunteered to work with the Park Committee and Bob
presented sketches from Bob Endres. The first meeting will take place on January 12 at 7
p.m. in Bob Pryzby’s Office. Committee members asked about the cost of the project,
how many signs it would involve and about the potential for replacing park signs to
create uniformity throughout the City. Bob said he did not know the price for the
proposal and Ryan King is creating an inventory of signs which will be ready before the
January 12 meeting. Bob reminded the Committee that park signs were in the process of
being replaced with the white background/blue writing signs and he had not considered
them to be part of this project, but it could be an option.

Porter Park Ball Field Update
Bob explained he will wait for spring to start this project.

Skate Park Plaque

Kathy Peterson presented a paragraph with the proposed language for the Skate Park
plaque. She said the plaque would cost approximately $2,400 and the Skate Park
SHARE Committee had volunteered to fundraise to meet the cost. A number of Doctors
who knew Jake when he was in the hospital also volunteered to pay for the plaque.

Kathy said the plaque would likely be two feet by two feet and mounted at the base of the
art sculpture. David Belz asked if amount contributed by the City Council should be
incorporated into the language. After some discussion the Committee agreed to
incorporate this wording. Mary Beth Smith made a motion, seconded by Peggy Couch,
and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE LANGUAGE PRESENTED FOR HARMON PARK SKATE PARK PLAQUE
WITH AN AMENDMENT INCORPORATING THE TOTAL AMOUNT FUNDED
BY THE CITY AND PENDING MUNICIPAL FOUNDATION APPROVAL.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
MUNICIPAL FOUNDATION

NEW BUSINESS

PK2005-13: Consider Twilight Pool Entry Fee

Joshua Farrar explained that some Council members raised concerns with this fee when 1t
was approved over the summer and asked that it be reconsidered for 2006. Joshua said
the reduced fee was used 658 times between August 1 and the end of the season. The
total cost for the reduced fee was $1,316.00. A number of Committee members
questioned the City Council’s concerns by saying there was potentially an increase in the
total number of users after 5:30 because of the reduced fee. Diana also said it is
important to consider the fact that the pool is a service to residents and the reduced fee is
intended to induce more people to take advantage of that service. Committee members
asked if some type of survey could be used to see if people were taking advantage of the



reduced fee if it were continued through 2006. Josh said he could work on the issue.
Peggy Couch made a motion, seconded by Kathy Peterson, and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS
CONTINUATION OF THE TWILIGHT POOL ENTRY FEE AT A PRICE OF
$3.00 AFTER 5:30 P.M.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

PK2005-15: Consider Swim Team Program Addition

Joshua Farrar explained the Swim Coach’s recommendation to offer semi-private
coached swim lessons for participants of the Swim Team. He said the program would be
administered to offer an additional service to team participants and also offer an
opportunity for Assistant Coaches to earn more over the course of the summer. The
lessons would be held between 10:30 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. when the meter pool 1s closed
for Synchronized Swim Team practice. Assistant Coaches would be sure to work around
that practice and also use the adult pool. Committee members agreed the program was a
good idea and could also be made available to family of swim team members as long as
team members received priority. Peggy Couch made a motion, seconded by David
Voysey, and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
AN ADDITION TO THE SWIM TEAM PROGRAM BY OFFERING LESSONS
TO BE TAUGHT BY SWIM TEAM ASSISTANT COACHES FOR A FEE OF
$5.00 PER ¥ HOUR PER PARTICIPANT AND LIMITED TO THREE
PARTICIPANTS PER % HOUR PER COACH.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

PK2005-16: Consider Facility Reservation Fees

Joshua Farrar explained the current facility reservation fee structure and how it is
administratively incompatible with the recently updated RecNet software. He made the
distinction that the reservation fees for the Community Center and ball fields were being
changed simply for administrative convenience and to allow the opportunity for online
scheduling viewing and eventually reservation. A fee for park pavilion reservation was
being added in order to generate revenue related to a service provided by the City. He
explained that the $5.00/ hour and $10.00/hour fees were generally in line with other
Cities throughout the County.

Committee members discussed the impact these changes would have on citizens. Josh
explained that the group that would be most effected were those in the ““civic” category.
These groups reserve the Community Center more than any other, and depending on the
number of times per year which they make reservations, could be the ones who would



feel the greatest increase in fees. Committee members agreed the impact could be
difficult for a select few users, but felt overall the change was necessary. David Voysey
made a motion, seconded by Kathy Peterson and passed unanimously.

MOTION
THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE FACILITY RESERVATION FEE SCHEDULE AS PRESENTED.
COUNCIL ACTION REQUIRED
LEGISLATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

Recreational Water Iliness

Bob Pryzby presented an article on recreational water illness which described a
2002¢vent which occurred in the Kansas City metro area. He said the City is very active
in monitoring chemical levels in the pool, but this can’t always be relied upon as the only
safeguard. Pool patrons must take responsibility for their children in a number of ways.
He suggested that the City begin a campaign this summer to educate all pool patrons,
especially the parents of young children on the dangers of recreational water illness. He
said three main rules would be emphasized, 1.) Don’t drink the pool water; 2.) Do not
change diapers on the pool deck or throw diapers in the waste baskets on the deck; 3.)
Take small children on frequent bathroom breaks.

The Committee suggested the article presented be distributed at pool membership sign up
and made available throughout the pool during the season. Josh said lifeguards could be
instructed and reminded at in-service training sessions o keep an eye out for these
behaviors.

PK2005-11: Consider 2006 British Soccer Camp Contract Amendment

Josh Farrar explained that British Soccer would like to offer an additional camp in 2006
to make up for the camps that the Kansas City Comets will not be offering. He explained
the camps would be administered in the exact same way as other British Soccer camps.
The additional week would be held during the week of June 5, 2006 through June 9, 2006
in Meadowlake Park. British Soccer is open to moving the Park to Porter Park if
necessary. Kathy Peterson made a motion, seconded by A.J. LoScalzo and passed
unanimously.

MOTION

THE PARKS & RECREATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF
THE 2006 BRITISH SOCCER CAMP CONTRACT WITH AN AMENDMENT TO
INCLUDE A SECOND WEEK LONG CAMP TO BE HELD IN MEADOWLAKE
PARK.

OLD BUSINESS (Continued)
Business Plan Presentation

Before beginning Bob Pryzby suggested the Committee be up front and ask the other
community program committees about their willingness to cooperate in the area of parks,



community and recreation programs. He reminded the Committee of the Kansas City
Star’s articles on rating the suburbs. While Prairie Village was ranked high at number
four, the one item the Star said was really lacking were great community and recreation
programs. He felt these ratings could be a rallying point to inspire all of the City’s
Committees to work together on the issue. The Committee agreed and decided an
invitation should be sent to all the members of the other committees to attend the next
Park & Recreation Committee meeting.

Bob Pryzby walked the Committee through Sections one and two of the draft business
plan. Specifically, he explained the five ordinances directly relating the Parks &
Recreation Committee.

- Chapter I. Administration. Article 8: Committees

- Chapter XIIL. Article 3: City Tree Board

- Chapter XII. Public Property. Article 1: City Parks

- Chapter X1I. Public Property. Article 2: Municipal Swimming Pool

- Chapter XII. Public Property. Article 3: Tennis Program

He made a point to show the Committee areas of the ordinance where authority is
discussed and areas that may be outdated, duplicated or in need of revision.

Bob also read through a list of Council Policies identified by staff as pertaining to the
Parks & Recreation Committee. Once again identifying areas that may be outdated,

duplicated or in need of revision.

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.



Council Members

Mark Your Calendars
January 3, 2006
Mark Your Calendars
2006
January, 20006 Gary Mehl & Art Whorton mix media exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
January 5 2006 Johnson County Convener Reception
January 13 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
January 16 Martin Luther King Day —~ City offices closed
January 17 Tuesday City Council Meeting
January 24 Filing Deadline for 2006 elections, noon
January 26 City Hall Day at the Capitol
February, 20606 Not Filled yet exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
February 3 Employee Appreciation — New Dinner Theater
February 6 City Council Meeting
February10 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
February 20 President’s Day — City offices closed
February 21 Tuesday City Council Meeting
February 28 Primary Election
March, 2006 Virginia Fortner watercolor exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
Sister City local young artists exhibit in the R, G, Endres Gallery

March 6 City Council Meeting
March10 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
March 11-15 NLC Congressional City Conference in Washington DC
March 20 City Council Meeting
April, 2006 Ms. Bobbi Toyne & Bess Duston mixed media exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
April 3 City Council Meeting
Apnl 4 General Election
April 14 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
April 17 City Council Meeting
May, 2006 Studio West pastel exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
May 1 City Council Meeting
May 12 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
May 15 City Council Meeting
May 29 City Offices closed in observance of Memorial Day
June 20066 Kevin Spykerman oils and illustrations exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
June 5 City Council Meeting
June 9 Prairie Village Arts Council reception for art exhibit
June 19 City Council Meeting
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July 2006

Juty 3 Tuesday
July 4

July 4

July 17

August 2006
August 7
August 21

September 2006

Not filled yet exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
City Council Meeting

City Offices closed in observance of 4™ of July
Villagefest

City Council Meeting

Not filled yet exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
City Council Meeting
City Council Meeting

Dale Cole’s Photography exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery

September 4 Tuesday City Offices Closed observance of Labor Day

September 5
September 18

October 200606
October 2
October 7-10
October 16

November 2006
November 6
November 7
November 20
November 23-24

December 2006
December 1
December 4
December 5-9
December 18
December 25
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City Council Meeting
City Council Meeting

Senior Arts Council mixed media exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
City Council Meeting

League of Kansas Annual Conference in Topeka

City Council Meeting

Mid-America Pastel Society’s exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
City Council Meeting

Johnson County Election

City Council Meeting

City offices closed in observance of Thanksgiving

Marearl Denning photography and ceramics exhibit in the R.G. Endres Gallery
Mayor’s Holiday Gala

City Council Meeting

NLC Congress of Cities Conference in Reno Nevada

City Council Meeting

City Offices Closed in observance of Christmas

12/29/2005



COMMITTEE AGENDA

January 3, 2006

ANIMAL CONTROL COMMITTEE

ACY6-04

Consider ban the dogs from parks ordinance (assigned 7/15/96)

COMMUNICATIONS COMMITTEE

COM2000-01
COM2000-02

COM2000-04

Consider redesign of City flag (assigned 7/25/2000)

Consider a brochure to promote permanent Jocal art and history {assigned Strategic Plan
for 1% Quarter 2001)

Consider the installation of marquees banners at City Hall to announce upcoming civic
events (assigned Strategic Plan for 1¥ Quarter of 2001)

COMMUNITY STANDARDS COMMITTEE

COUNCIL COMMITTEE

COouU99-13 Consider Property Audits (assigned 4/12/99)

COU2000-42  Consider a proactive plan to address the reuse of school sites that may become available
(assigned Strategic Plan for 4™ Quarter 2001)

COU2000-44  Provide direction to PVDC regarding its function / duties (assigned 2000 Strategic Plan)

COU2000-45  Review current City definition for blight and redefine it where appropriate (assigned
2000 Strategic Plan)

COU2004-10  Develop programs to promote and encourage owner occupied housing (transferred from
PVDC on 3/15/2004)

Cou2004-11 Identify potential redevelopment areas and encourage redevelopment proposals
(transferred from PVDC on 3/15/2004}

COU2004-12  Pursue development of higher value single-family housing (transferred from PVDC on
3/15/2004)

COou2004-13 Proactively encourage redevelopment to increase property values (transferred from
PVDC on 3/15/2004)

COU2004-14  Meet with the Homes Association of the Country Club District (HACCD) to obtain their
input regarding deed restrictions (transferred from PVDC on 3/15/2004)

CQU2005-15  Consider planning meetings for the Governing Body (assigned 9/6/2003)

COU2005-16 Consider how to improve the Council’s effectiveness as a team (assigned 9/6/2005)

CQU2005-17  Consider how to expand leadership opportunities for Council members (assigned
9/6/2005)

COU2005-18  Develop a school zone policy (assigned 9/6/2005)

COU2005-19  Consider committee term limits for elected officials and residents (assigned 9/6/2005)’

COU2005-20  Develop a sidewalk policy (assigned 9/6/2005)

COU2005-21  Develop a policy for use of Fund Balance (assigned 9/6/2005)

COU2005-22  Consider Council mentoring program (assigned 9/6/2005)

COU2005-23 Consider sponsoring social events with other jurisdictions (assigned 9/6/2003)

COU2005-24  Develop and improve parliamentary procedures {assigned 9/6/2003)

COU2005-25  Consider changing procedure for selecting Council President (assigned 9/6/2005)

COU2005-26  Consider automated Council packets (assigned 3/6/2005)

COU2005-27  Consider concept of Quicomes Measurement or Quantifying Objectives (assigned
9/6/2005)

COU2005-28  Consider more effective public notice of Council and Committee vacancies (assigned
9/6/2005)

COU2005-29  Consider City service to remove oak pollen in gutters and curbs (assigned 3/6/2005)
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COMMITTEE AGENDA

January 3, 2006

COU2005-30

COu2005-31
COU2005-32
COuU2005-40

CQuU2005-42
COU2005-43
COU2005-44
COouU2005-45

Consider $500 deposit from landlords for remediation of code violations (assigned
9/6/2005)

Consider amending weed ordinance (assigned 9/6/2005)

Consider City service to eliminate weeds in the street (assigned %/6/2005)

Consider Planning Commission Recommendation — Planning Consultant (assigned
11/14/2005)

Consider Dissolving the Restricted Residential Parking District (assigned 12/13/2005)
Consider petition received from Canterbury Street residents (assigned 12/14/2005)
Consider YMCA Partnership (assigned 12/14/2005)

Consider ADA Appeal of James Olenick (assigned 12/14/2005)

LEGISEATIVE/FINANCE COMMITTEE

LEG20006-07

LEG2000-25

LEG2003-12

LEG2004-31
LEG2005-38

PK2005 -11

LEG2005-42

LEG2005-43
LEG2005-44
LEG2005-45
LEG2005-46
LEG2005-47
LEG2005-48
LEG2005-49

Consider current policies and procedures for code violations (Transferred from CCW
3/18/2002)

Review fee schedules to determine if they are comparable to other communities and
adjust where appropriate (assigned Strategic Plan for 1* Quarter of 2001)

Consider Resident survey - choices in services and service levels, redevelopment
{assigned 8/7/2003)

Consider Lease of Park Land to Cingular Wireless (assigned 8/31/2004)

Consider proposed ordinance revisions to PVMC 19.44.025 entitled “Height and Area
Exceptions — Fences” (assigned 11/2/2005)

Consider Use of right-of-way island at Somerset and Lee Blvd (assigned to L/F
Committee)

Consider z letter of interest in participating in the First Suburbs Coalition/Fannie
Mae home improvement and remodeling loan program (assigned 12/15/2005)
Consider 2006 Pool Fees (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider 2006 Team Fees (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider 2006 Twilight Pool Program Addition (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider Facility Reservation Fees (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider British Soccer Camp Amendment (assigned 12/15/2005)

Consider Swim Team Program Addition (assigned 12/15/2005)
Consider Building Permit and Plan Review Fees {assigned 12//21/2005)

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE

PK97-26 Consider Gazebo for Franklin Park (assigned 12/1/97)

PK2003-06 Consider Capital Improvement Plan for 2004-2006 (assigned 8/13/2003)

PLANNING COMMISSION

PC20060-01 Consider the inclusion of mixed-use developments in the City and create guidelines
criteria and zoning regulations for their location and development (assigned Strategic
Plan)

PC2000-02 Consider Meadowbrook Country Club as a golf course or public open space — Do not
permit redevelopment for non-recreational uses (assigned Strategic Plan 2™ Qtr 2001)

POLICY/SERVICES

POL2003-14 Consider Project 190845: Mission Road - 75"™ St to 79™ St (CARS) (assigned 7/3/2003)

POL2004-06 Consider Project 190715: 2005 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 2/25/2004)

POIL.2004-08 Consider Project 190841 Mission Road — 71* to 75™ (CARS) (assigned 2/25/2004)

POL2004-09 Consider Project 190848; Mission Rd — Somerset to 83 (CARS) (assigned 2/25/2004)
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COMMITTEE AGENDA

January 3, 2006

POL2004-10
POL2004-11
POL2004-12
POL2004-11
POL2004-15
POL2004-16
POL2004-18
POL2003-02
POL2005-03
POL2005-04
POL2005-11
POL2005-12
POL2005-13
POL2005-14
POL2005-17
POL2005-21
POL2005-22
POL2005-28
POL2005-29

POL2005-30
POL2005-31
POL2005-33
POL2005-34
POL2005-35
POL2005-36
POL2005-37

POL2005-38

Consider Project: 190847: 2005 Street Paving Program (assigned 2/25/2004)

Consider Project 190849:
Consider Project 190714:
Consider Project 190847:
Consider Project 190707:
Consider Project 190708:

Roe Avenue — Somerset to 95™ St. (CARS) (assigned 2/25/04)
2004 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 3/30/2004)
2005 Street Paving Program (assigned 7/29/2004)

Somerset, Delmar to Fontana Street (assigned 8/26/2004)
Tomahawk Road Nall to Roe (assigned 8/26/2004)

Consider Sidewalk Policy (assigned 9/18/2004)

Consider Project 190616:
Consider Project 190850:
Consider Project 190809:
Consider Project 190715:
Consider Project 190854:
Consider Project 191012:
Consider Project 190852:

Harmeon Park Skate Facility (assigned 1/31/2005)

Reeds Street — 69" to 71% St. (assigned 1/31/2005)

75" Street and State Line Road {assigned 2/1/2005)

2005 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 6/2/2003)
2005 Pavement Repair Program (assigned 6/2/2005)

2005 Concrete Repair Program (assigned 6/2/20035)

2005 Crack/Sharry Seal Program {assigned 6/2/2005)

Consider revising bidding ordinance (assigned July 19, 2005)

Consider Project 190851:
Consider Project 190857:

2006 Paving Program - Sidewalks (assigned 8/30/2005)
Roe Avenue — 95" 10 91* Street (CARS) (assigned 8/28/2005)

Consider Charter Ordinance No. 12 “Public Improvements” (assigned 11/1/20053)
Consider Council Policy No. 041 “Selection of Professional Consulting Services

(assigned 11/1/2005)

Consider Project 190855: Tomahawk Road Bridge {assigned 11/1/2005)
Consider Canterbury Street Sidewalk Petition (assigned 11/1/2005)
Consider establishment of school crossing guard policy (assigned 11/14/2005)

Consider Project 190717:

2006 Storm Drainage Repair Program (assigned 11/20/2005)

Consider illicit water discharge (assigned 11/30/2005)
Consider Policy/Services Committee Agenda item deletions (assigned 12/21/2005)
Consider Council Policy 042 entitled “Construction Estimate” (assigned

12/21/2005)

Consider Agreement with the City of Overland Park (assigned 12/21/2005)

PRAIRIE VILLAGE ARTS COUNCIE
PVAC2000-01 Consider a brochure to promote permanent local art and history (assigned Strategic Plan for

the 1™ Quarter of 2001)
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