August 30, 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 D llon, County Admnistrator Gary Meagher, County
Counselor Joe OSullivan, and Mnutes Cerk Cndy Mrtin
present .

The neeting began with the Pledge of Allegiance and a short
sectarian prayer led by Pastor WIllard Stafford Police/Sheriff
Chapl ai n.

There was one addition to the agenda; sales tax report.

M. Dillon noved, seconded by M. Schlickau, to approve the
Consent Agenda consisting of the Accounts Payable Ledger for
cl ai ms payabl e on Septenber 2, 2016 of $246,626.85 as submtted.
The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

Fire District Joint #2 Reno/Harvey Assistant Chief Chris
Ledbetter net with the Board to recommend approval to purchase a
new 1l-ton pickup from M dway Mtors, Hutchinson for $42,512 from
their Special Equipnment Fund. Chi ef Ledbetter stated he tried
to get responses from other dealers on new or used vehicles
locally or from Wchita. The used vehicles canme in higher than
the new price for what they required on the truck.

Comm ssioner Dillon asked for an inventory of vehicles at
the Buhler station. Chief Ledbetter replied they had three 1-ton
trucks, an engine, tender, and a |large brush truck.

Conmi ssioner Dillon questioned using Chief Ledbetter’s own
pi ckup truck for a command vehicle putting |lights or markings on
it. He also asked what other uses the new truck would be used
for. Chief Ledbetter answered he was not permtted to have a
Iight bar on his own vehicle per the highway patrol. He then
replied other than fire scenes they would use the vehicle for
car wecks and as 1st responders to nedical calls in their
district.

Comm ssi oner Schlickau asked it the brush truck coul d work
for a conmand vehicle. Chief Ledbetter replied it was a regul ar



cab not crew cab and woul d be easier to transport others al ong
with having roomto lay out maps in a crew cab. When questioned
by M. Schlickau about command vehicles in other departnents.
The Chief stated other fire departnents had command vehicl es
only #3 and #8 did not have one.

Comm ssi oner Deming requested the Chief to check into a gas
engine instead of a diesel. Chief Ledbetter stated the station
had all diesel vehicles they had solid notors and nore power
torque. He further stated that the gas engines were $9, 000 | ess
around $33,380. M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dillon, to
deny the request for the new diesel truck for $42,512 for Fire
District #2 Reno/ Harvey as di scussed. The notion was approved
by a 3-0 vote.

After a brief discussion the Board requested the Chief to
return with a used vehicle bid not to exceed a certain price
range. The request for a $42,512 new vehicle, as subnmtted by
Chi ef Ledbetter, was unani mously deni ed by the Board.

Public Works Director David McConb net with the Board to
recommend approval to declare certain vehicles, equipnent,
m scel | aneous shop and office itens as surplus property to be
sold with an online public auction. He would offer the
t ownshi ps the option to purchase the nowers for $6, 000 before
putting themon the auction site. Generally they use Purple
Wave Auction however this tinme they are trying Gavel Roads
Auction, Wchita, Kansas, since they use the option to put a
reserve price on vehicles and Purple Wave does not. Gavel Roads
has no charge to governnent offices but charges 10 percent to
the buyer. M. D llon noved, seconded by M. Schlickau, to
approve the request outlined by M. MConb for surplus property.
The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

Solid Waste Supervisor Justin Bland met with the Board to
reconmmend approval to purchase a used 2013 John Deere CX15 Fl ex
Wng Mwer from Prairieland Partners for $13, 000. The current
batwi ng nower was a 2003 and at the end of its life. He briefly
explained the differences between standard, heavy duty, and
commercial nowers. M. Bland stated that a new nower was around
$20, 000 and with the discount this used John Deere was a return
on a | eased piece of equipnent and was |like new. The price was
$14,500 however with trade-in value the nmower would be $13, 000.
M. Dllon questioned the use of nowers at the landfill

M. Bland explained that the state requirement was to keep
weeds down so they planted grass to help the soil from erosion
M. Schlickau noved, seconded by M. Dllon, to approve the



purchase of the nower as outlined by M. Bland. The npbtion was
approved by a 3-0 vote.

M. Bland was al so present reconmendi ng approval to have a
certified power train rebuild done on an 816 F CAT Conpactor at
a cost of $245, 782. The 2009 conpactor was purchased new for
$400, 000 CAT has guidelines for only two rebuilds on the power
train, first would be at 15 hours the next one at 10 hours then
it would have to be traded in or sold. M. D llon noved,
seconded by M. Schlickau, to approve the rebuild as described
by M. Bland. The notion was approved by a 3-0 vote.

The Board reviewed changes for the anended and restated
Reno County Econom c Devel opnent Job Incentive Policy.

Conmi ssi oner Schlickau read a draft of the job incentive
review for 2016 that he prepared, it read as foll ows:

“The recruitment of Sienmens to the community was wel |
underway when | took office in January 2009. An incentive
package was finalized and an announcenent of their decision cane
in April. During that tinme, | had conversations with County
Counsel or Joe O Sullivan, and |later Adm nistrator Gary Meagher,
about devel oping a job incentive policy, since one did not

exist. | felt it was inportant for the County to actively
participate in the process, particularly when taxpayer noney is
involved. It not only provided the fiscal responsibility

needed, but al so offered consistency and continuity to projects
that canme |ater. A conprehensive policy would provide

responsi veness for tinme sensitive projects when comuni cati ons
occur with our econom c devel opnent partners.

The objective was to el evate opportunity for Reno County
residents but in a nmeasured manner that allowed for planning and
budgeti ng. The goal was to attract enpl oyers providi ng above
mar ket conpensati on with neani ngful benefits and tax-generating
investment into the community. The policy is periodically
updated to reflect market conditions.

Significant tine was spent trying to devel op a bonus matrix
to reward volume of jobs created. This would incent enployers
for creating a | arge nunber of jobs, even if enployee
conpensation occurred within the lowest tier. This has been

chal l enging to adm nister, but still has value in ny estimation.
| woul d support sinplifying this section of the policy to
provide clarity and ease of interpretation. | reconmend

[imting nunber of jobs created to three tiers. 25 to 49 jobs



created receive a 10 percent incentive, 50 to 99 jobs created
receive a 20 percent incentive, and 100 jobs or nore created
receiving a 30 percent incentive, all on a per job basis.
Smal l er increnments prove to be cunbersone. Businesses creating
nore than 100 jobs make site |ocation decisions based on ot her
criteria, including market assessnents of their business nodel,
wor kf orce availability and infrastructure.”

County Counsel or Joe O'Sullivan presented a further
revision to the current policy. He pointed out a new paragraph
3 was inserted to address the bonus incentive issue consistent
with M. Schlickau’s proposal

M. OSullivan further indicated that the Applicant may
gualify for a bonus incentive based upon the total nunber of
qualifying jobs created within the period for job creation
specified in the Devel opnent Agreenent (see Paragraph 4
regardi ng the Devel opment Agreenent requirenment). Such bonuses
shal |l be determ ned as follows:

a. For 25-49 jobs, 10 percent of the total qualifying

i ncentives.

b. For 50-99 jobs, 20 percent of the total qualifying
i ncentives.

c. For 100 or nore jobs, 30 percent of the total qualifying
i ncentives.

M. Schlickau further stated as foll ow ng, “Bonus
incentives will be calculated and paid when the total nunber of
jobs identified by the Applicant in the Devel opnment Agreenent
have been created and qualified for base incentives in
accordance with the terns of the Devel opnent Agreenent and at
its conclusion, or the tine period for creating them has
expired. Current wage thresholds no |onger reflect market
conditions and have little inpact on inproving opportunity or
conpetition. Using the nost recent conpensation data, adjusted
to 2016 val ues, and desiring a wage 10 percent above the nedian,
results in a wage of $15 per hour. That is an appropriate
m ni mum t hreshol d, and ™I support the proposed increase of the
wage ranges”. Previous discussions have al so included tenporary
enpl oyees and the m ni mum nunber of jobs created in order to be
eligible for incentives. Enployers have increasingly been using
tenporary services for filling positions, in part to “test-out”
enpl oyees before offering permanent status. They can add or
reduce t he nunmber of enpl oyees based on their need for the
monment, and this fluctuation is often dictated by econonic
conditions. However, we cannot verify conpensation, and



incentives should only apply to permanent enploynment. 1In an
effort to el evate opportunity, our policy requires a m ninmm of
10 jobs be created. It has been suggested to |lower the m ni num
requirenent to 5 jobs or less. That sinply does not have an

i npact on raising the standard of living, and does not support
the use of taxpayer funds. Furthernore, it provides nore
private benefit than public good. Although we are indifferent
as to where the job creation occurs, only that it does occur in
Reno County for the whether they are |arge urban centers or
small rural communities. | think it is inportant to | ook at the
policy froma broader perspective, and | recomrend the m ni num
requi renent remains at 10 jobs created. ”

M. Schlickau comented that the 10 jobs m ni num fol | ows
our Tax Abatenent Policy that also requires a mninmminvest nent
of $250,000 to qualify. The county policy is allowed through a
State Constitutional Tax Abatenent provision.

M. Dem ng requested sending a copy of final revised
proposed policy to have Hutchinson City Council and their
adm nistration for any conments. M. Dem ng noted the county
has two primary partners in econom c devel opnent; The Gty of
Hut chi nson and Chanber of Commerce, with as nuch as practical, a
unified policy beneficial to econom c devel opnent efforts. It
was agreed to send a copy of the proposed policy changes to the
city and, after tinme for city comrents, bring the policy back on
t he agenda in two weeks, Septenber 13th, for final action

Reno County resident Mary Treaster was in the audi ence and
had a couple of questions regarding the county’s proposed
econom ¢ devel opnent policy. She asked about the policies
enpl oyee requirenent of living within 35 mles and having to
reside in Reno County. County Counsel or Joe O Sul livan
expl ai ned that the requirement was in the policy fromit is
inception. He also said the provision is primarily intended as
a goal wherein Reno County residents would be given priority.
She then questioned if it was up to the enployer to verify
enpl oynrent and what was spent yearly on econonm c devel opnent
fromthe county. Her |ast question was, “Were does the noney
come fron?” M. Meagher explained that the enployer is required
to verify enploynment requirenents to earn a cash incentive and
that incentives are paid fromfunds annually budgeted in the
general fund for that purpose.

County Admi nistrator Gary Meagher reported on the sales tax
for the county it was down fromlast nonth $26, 000, down fron
the sane tinme |ast year $27,000 and down $65, 000 for the year.



The new jail sales tax was al so down fromlast nonth $37, 500,
down fromsane tinme |ast year $32,000 and down $104, 339 for the
year.

Agi ng/ Transportation Director Barbara Lilyhorn net wth the
Board for her regularly schedul ed neeting. She discussed
various current issues not requiring action by the Board.

M. OSullivan gave dates for the tax sale with the
judgnent being later in Septenber. The sale is schedul ed for
COct ober 27th, 2016. He also stated that there were fewer
properties this year because sone were not identified in tinme so
next year’s sale would be |arger.

At 10:20 the neeting adjourned until 9:00 a.m Tuesday,
Sept enber 6, 2016.

Appr oved:

Chair, Board of Reno County Comm ssioners

( ATTEST)
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