August 23, 2016
Reno County Courthouse
Hut chi nson, Kansas

The Board of Reno County Conmissioners net in agenda
session with, Chairman Dan Dem ng, Conm ssioners Janes Schlickau
and Brad Dillon, County Admnistrator Gary Meagher, County
Counselor Joe O Sullivan, and Mnutes Cerk Condy Mrtin
present .

The neeting began with the Pledge of Allegiance and a short
sectarian prayer led by JimUnruh, Crcle of Hope.

There were no additions to the agenda.

Reno County resident Bob Bush is running unopposed for
Comm ssioner Dillon’s position on the Board. He introduced
himsel f and stated how he was actively nmeeting with departnent
heads and admi nistration trying to determ ne how they operate,
their funding and if they had any issues before possibly taking
office in four nonths, getting a junp start he said. M. Bush
stated in his experience it takes a year to understand the cycle
of how governnents operate.

M. Dillon noved, seconded by M. Schlickau, to approve the
Consent Agenda consisting of the Accounts Payable Ledger for
clains payable on August 26, 2016 of $379,080.96 as subnitted
M. Deming noted that $40,278 was used for the primary el ection
workers and $1,800 of the $40,278 was used for the State
Fairgrounds rental of the Meadow ark Building. The notion was
approved by a 3-0 vote.

County Adm nistrator Gary Meagher net with the Board to
recommend approval for a request by the Gty of Haven to annex
8.663 acres which includes the west portion of Industrial Road.

Haven City Attorney Larry Bolton explained the request to
annex a portion of the Southwest quarter of Section 5, Township
25 South, Range 4 West of the 6th Principal Mridian in Reno
County, Kansas. He went over the boundaries where the City of
Haven had previously annexed on Industrial Road and would I|ike
to go further north to WIlison Road. He stated that Haven Steel
and Reno Manufacturing were both annexed into the city so the
area was surrounded. If the request is approved it would nake



the process sinpler because all they would have to just is an
ordi nance to annex.

M. Schlickau questioned why a small section on the nmap was
not requested to be annexed also. M. Bolton stated that
section of |and was owned by Leroy Back. M. O Sullivan replied
the agreement would not include any |and that was not owned by
the county in the annexation. M. Dillon went ahead and noved
even though the item was up for discussion; it was seconded by
M. Schlickau, to approve the request fromthe Cty of Haven for
annex as described by M. Bolton. The notion was approved by a
3-0 vote.

M. Meagher was also present to recommend approval for an
anended and restated agreenent with the Hutchinson/Reno County
Chanmber of Commerce for Economic Developnent services and
pr ogr ans. He explained that the agreenent with the Chanber was
many years old and needed to be re-stated and anended to refl ect
the rel ationship between the Chanber and Reno County on econom c

devel opnment. M. Jason Ball reviewed the agreenment and gave his
full support. It is sufficient to reflect our relationship and
the anount of noney for the 2017 budget of $37,500 which also
sets forth how the noney wll be distributed. County

Counsel or Joe O'Sullivan noted the overall anmpunt was increased
by $5,000 in 2017 for services and that Market Hutch was
included in the $37,500. M. Meagher commented that the term of
the agreenent was for one year commencing on the effective date
and concluding on Decenber 31, 2017. This agreenent wll
automatically renew itself for successive annual ternms unless
either party notifies the other party that the agreenent wll
not be renewed. M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to
approve the agreenment as outlined by M. Magher and M. Ball.
The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

M. Meagher also presented for approval a contract wth
Conmpton Construction Services, LLC, Wchita, for renovation of
the old jail area in the Law Enforcenent Center for a contract
sum of $699, 900. He stated the base bid was for $695,500 with
one alternate bid to upgrade the floor surface with ceramc tile
in the hallway for $4,400 with a conpletion date sonetinme in
January 2017. M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to
approve the contract as outlined by M. Magher for $699, 900.
The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

County Counselor Joe O Sullivan presented for discussion
the proposed anended and restated Reno County [Economc



Devel opnent Job Incentive Policy. He stated that the proposed
changes resulted from the County’s experience in the |ast
sever al years when reviewing applications for econom ¢
devel opnent incentives and from observations and conments nmade
during conversations between individual county conmm ssioners and

the county admnistrator. He indicated that at |east one county
comm ssioner had expressed support for each of the proposed
amendnents to the existing policy. He further indicated the

existing policy provides for its periodic review to determ ne
its effectiveness in neeting county econom c devel opnment goals
and pur poses.

Among the changes M. O'Sullivan cited included raising the
m ni munr  base wage requirenent for each of the incentive
categories by $3.00. The existing $12.00 per hour category
would be raised to $15.00, the $15.00 category to $18.00, and
the $18.00 category to $21.00. What constitutes a “base wage”
was further clarified to exclude bonuses, comm ssions, and other
forns of conpensation. He indicated that the purpose in raising
the hourly wage rates in each category and especially in
elimnating the $12. 00 category was that $12.00 per hour is not
a neani ngful wage, and thus, not a job justifying the paynent of
an incentive from public funds.

A provision in the current policy which allowed for the
paynent of a bonus incentive when |arger nunbers of jobs were
created is to be deleted. The fornula for calculating the bonus
had proven to be too conplicated and confusing to be effective.
Wile M. OSullivan enphasized the provision in the current
policy allowng an Enployer three years to satisfy the
requi renment to sustain each job for four consecutive quarters in
order to qualify for paynent of an incentive remined, the
proposed policy clarifies that tenporary jobs established by
contracts with third party enploynent agencies did not qualify
for incentives.

Comm ssioner Denming asked M. OSullivan if he would agree
that this agreenent better protects taxpayers but also nade it
more difficult to attract new or expandi ng busi nesses.

M. OSullivan replied that the agreenent nmakes it nore
meani ngful since we are tal king about taxpayer’s nopbney and was
i mportant that guidelines and structure are provided and that we
know what we are trying to achieve. After all it is the nobney
that you have control over not the Chanber and your goals and
pur poses have to be net.



Comm ssioner Dillon stated he doesn’t view our policy as
leading us to get a new enployer but as bringing in a new
enpl oyer that will raise the hourly wages for other enployers.
He used Sienens as an exanple when they cane to town with a
| arge volunme of jobs; it caused other enployers to raise their
wages to keep their enployees. That was why he |iked the raise
in hourly wage to $15.00 because it would benefit nore than that
enpl oyer and that is the basis of why we are using taxpayer
noney to not just attract a conpany but to nmake a difference in
t he wage scale for a nunber of people.

Comm ssioner Schlickau agreed with Comm ssioner Dillon’s
comments on that topic. He did sonme calculations with a table
of salaries from Reno County in 2013 by wusing different
percentages to bring it up to 2016 wages dividing it by the
nunber of hours worked, and it canme out close to the $15.00 per
hour. That is exactly where the threshold was in this agreenent
so we are right on target with the first |evel of wages for the
very reasons that M. Dillon expressed. M. Schlickau stated
that tenp service personnel should not be counted until the
enpl oyer designates the individual as a permanent enployee,
meeti ng wage and benefit criteria. He then questioned M. Bal
if the normwas | eaning toward nore and nore conpani es using the
tenporary enpl oyees so they don’t have to pay out the benefits.

M. Ball replied that the trend of conpanies that were
using tenporary agencies wth regularity is definitely
I ncr easi ng. He attributed this trend to a fact that nost of
Kansas is operating in a |low enploynent rate environnment. He
stated it is less related to avoiding paying benefits and nore
directly toward their job performance. He is concerned if we

say that tenp agencies would not qualify for an incentive that
woul d not keep with the industries trends.

M. OSullivan stated under our policy they have three
years to qualify for the incentive. So if the tenporary
enpl oyee becones permanent with the conpany within the first few
nonths they have two and a half years to qualify for the
incentive. The conpany may be using the tenp enployee to see if
they are qualified and want to retain them permanently. If you
make the tinme limt shorter than the three years it may not be
enough tine to test the qualifications of that enployee for
per manent status. We have addressed this issue in the agreenent
for tenporary status. M. Ball replied he would like to see
“the clock” start when the tenporary status begins and count
toward the full tinme consecutive enployee with that conpany.



Comm ssioner Deming asked M. Ball for an overall view of
the policy. M. Ball stated that guidance in a policy is
excellent for our office by comunicating clearly and quickly
with the county and the clients. He fully supports the Reno

County process wth this policy. The wage base is not
i nappropriate however he was concerned that the $15.00 was a
little high. He stated a nunber of conpanies pay their

enpl oyee’s bonuses and conm ssions further stating that the
enpl oyers feel this is a real expense and it is like a paid wage
to the enployee. Last they track and conpare to the private
sector wth incentives, so overall he did not have great
concerns with this policy.

M. Bush was in the audience requesting the Board consider
the businesses that had sales staff who were paid bonuses or
comm ssions for 50 percent of their base salary. He believed
this was the trend for sal es personnel.

Ron Hirst was also in the audience and wanted to discuss
the 12 rural towns including South Hutchinson for the incentive
program His opinion was that ten jobs were too high and should
be five or less for snmaller towns to receive an incentive. Most
of the rural towns have snmall businesses started up.

Comm ssioner Dillon addressed M. Hrst’s concern stating
that topic had previously been discussed at one of the Mayor
For uns. The small town mayors were concerned that they were
left out of the county’s incentive policy and wanted a speci al
fund set up for them They felt it would be hard to attract
busi nesses with the 10 people limt to the smaller towns. M.
Dillon was opposed to that |ine of thought because of why he
wanted to reward enployers in the first place. He had a problem
with making an exception with rural jobs because they don’t
benefit anyone else but that particular enployer or small town.
For exanple if Turon added five jobs in his opinion it should be

Turon that gave the conmpany an incentive. If we are going to
gi ve taxpayer dollars raised at the county |evel we need to have
a good rational for doing that not just job creation. It needs
to have a wder benefit but was all for rural towns helping
t hensel ves. M. Dillon stated that we need to scale back

incentives we pay. He was concerned about the tax lid being a
real problem

Comm ssioner Schlickau stated that the purpose of the
incentive is to elevate opportunity for Reno County residents,
whenever the devel opnent occurs. M. Schlickau continued
stating that it is inportant to differentiate between public



good and individual benefit when subsidizing projects involving
t axpayer noney. Conmi ssi oner Schlickau supported keeping 10
jobs as the mninmum nunber required to qualify for cash
i ncentives.

County Appraiser Brad Wight nmet with the Board for his
regul arly schedul ed neeting. He went over various topics not
requiring action by the Board.

At 10: 15 the neeting adjourned until 9:00 a.m Tuesday,
August 30, 2016.

Appr oved:

Chair, Board of Reno County Comm ssioners

( ATTEST)

Reno County O erk Dat e
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