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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

s
METRPPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT May 27, 1975
o The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

sussecT 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program

Attached for consideration on your June 4th meeting agenda is

a copy of the proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improve-
ments Program. As you are aware, the Planning Department has

been working over the past several months with County Depart-

ment heads and officials to update the 1974-81 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program which was prepared last year. The ,
work has been completed as represented in the attached document.
The format of the Program is the same as last year's except that
the time span encompassed by the Program has been reduced to six
Years in order to provide a more realistic basis for project
assessment. The Program contains definitional and descriptive
information on Capital Improvements programming and capital pro-
jects as well as sections dealing with goals and chjectives, pro-
ject scheduling and financing. In total, it is viewed as a guide
for future capital expenditures in the County and as such is
amendable at any time with overall revision and updating occurring
on an annual basis.

The current 1975-80 Program contains 90 capital projects estimated
to cost $44,747,223 over the six year time frame. A summary break-
down of these total estimated costs by project category and source
of funds is attached for your reference.

The Program in its present form has been reviewed by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee and suggested
inprovements have been incorporated. It has also been presented
before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission during their
meeting of March 13, 1975.* Following their consideration, the
Planning Commission passed a motion certifying that the 1975-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program is in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan. It should be noted, however, that
one additional project has been added since the MAPC meeting;
$450,000 has been added for the construction of livestock
pavilions at the Kansas Coliseum and it is proposed that said
pavilions be funded with Revenue Sharing funds.

*An excerpt from the minutes of that meeting is attached for
your reference.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RATL :MM:rme
Attachment




/ Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
‘ Matyy 27, 1975
Page 2

cc: Judge Michael Corrigan
: Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
| Sedgwick County Courthouse

| Mr. G. C. McLure, Director
| Department of Public Works
1015 Stillwell, 67213

Mr. Jack Turner
Sedgwick County Counselor
Sedgwick County Courthouse
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SUMMARY OF 1975-1980

SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Total Number of Projects

Total Estimatéd Cost

Project Costs by Individual Categories -
General Public Facilities
Major Administrative Equipment
Utilities
Community Facilities

Transportation

Project Costs by Source of Funds -
General Obligation Bonds
Federal Categorical Grants
Federal Revenue Sharing Previous}y
Designated ; £
*Revenue Sharing Estimated
Cu'rrent County Revenue (Cash)

Special Assessments

Building Trust Fund (County revenue)

City Contribution
Federal Aid Secondary Road Funds

Private Contribution

*This $450,000 is the estimated cost of the Livestock Pavilions
at the new Kansas Coliseum; it is anticipated that Revenue Sharing

funds will be allocated for this project

90
$ 44,747,223

$ 9,815,870
195,000
'9,051,840
5,709,200
19,975,313

——————

44,297,223

$ 5,446,827
8,675,185

3,350,250
450,000
7,641,162
3,891,000
4,305,964
826,000

" 8,606,155
1,147,040

| § 44,747,223
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Harch 5, 1975

Judge Michael Corrigan
Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
525 liorth Main Street

Wichita, lansas 67203

Re: 1975-80 - Scdgwick County
Capital Improvements Program.

Dear Judge Corrigan:

On February 21, 1975, the mermbers of ths Sedqgwick County
Capital Inprovements Program Ndvisory Committee met and
considered the large capital project crpenditures proposed
for Sedgwick County during the naext six years. Mermbers of
the C.I.P. Advisory Committce are: Tha three County Com-
missioners, County Counselor, County Ingineer, County Auditor,
County Zoning Administrator, and the Chairman and.one County
appointment of the Metropolitan Area Planning Cormission. The
task of the Committee is to review all project proposals in
terns of priority, need, available resources, and inpact upon
Sedgwick County. After the Capital Improvenents Program is
reviewed and revised by the Committec it is forwarded to the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission for review and recom-
mendation to the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners.

As the Advisory Committec reviewed individual project requests,
saveral questions arose concerning the $500 +000 in Revenue
Sharing Funds appropriated for the Juvenile Courts Complex to
be constructed at Lake Afton, and it vas proposed that further
information be obtaincd concerning the entire interrelationship
of the many programs onerated by the Juvenile Court. These
questions may be sunnarized as follows:

1) what is the exact purpose of the Juvenile Courts Complex
and how does it relate to the needs of Sadgwick County?

2) Will the construction of this prorosed Corplex inpose
additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms of
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Judge Michael Corrigan
March 5, 1975
Page 2

additional staff and equipment and will it require budget .,
support by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in excess of '{“‘
actual construction costs.

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? Is there gsome cstimate

of cost per child for all cperations of -the Juvenile Court which
only considers individual offenders and doea not include multiple
offenses by a single individual?

4) what is the interreclationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most G.C.C.A.
programs are ¢encrally demonstration projects for a specified
duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County ultimately be asked
to assume these program expenditures through local funding once
federal support is ended?

5) what is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and local
tax revenue support?

In reconmending that the 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital
Improvenents FProgram be forwarded to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Cormission for review, the C.I.P. Advisory Committee
also included in the motion a request that you or your
representative be in attendance at the M.A.P.C. meeting

in order to discuss some of the questions raised.

I realize that the guestions raised are far reaching but I
believe that a discussion of these items could be of mutual
benefit to both the M,A.P.C. and the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court. The item has kecn scheduled for the regular meeting of
the M.A.P.C. on March 13, 1975 at 1:30 p.m., in Room 401, City -
puilding Annex, 104 South Main in Wichita. If you have any
probloms with that time or have any questions concerning this
matter, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
PAL:MM:rme

cc: Jack Turner, County Counselor
Augtin Rising, Vice Chairman, Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission




XCERPT FROM P_I.IJ‘.NNIH'G COMMISSICN MEETING OF MARCH 13, 1975

DR-74-26 - Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program =
2 1975-80 ;

KAMEN stated that a request had been made for item #14
(Sedgwick County C.I.P.) to be moved to the first of the agenda
because of a conflict in time by some of the participants.

MOTION: HENNESSY moved, GRAGERT seconded
and it carried unanimously that agenda
item #14 be considered at the first of the
agenda.

LAKIN referred to the cover memorandum accompanying the
Capital Improvements Program and emphasized that the Capital
Improvements Program Advisory Committee requested ‘that Judge
Corrigan be in attendance to answer questions, and that two

bridge projects had been rescheduled from 1776 to 1975.

HENNESSY commented that his primary concern was for the
extension of sewer benefit districts to accommodate the grow-

ing population of Sedgwick County.

.‘.I'UD}:E MICHAEL CORRIGAN of the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court explained that he was present to answer questions raised
by the Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee. He
related further that the "Juvenile Complex" contained in the
C.I.P. was actually a building to hoﬁse—the ﬂudicial and
administrative offices of the Juvenile Court and was to be con-

structed at the old Friendly Gables site with $500,000 in
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Revenue 'Shar.i.ng noney alrep.éy appropriated by the Doard of

Sedgwick County Commissioners. At the present' time, he said,

a building is being constructed at the Friendly Gables site to
house the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court which are
now located on the eighth floor of the Sedgwick County Court-
house. Once those facilities are separated from the administrative
facilities which remain on the 11th floor of the Courthouse then
legal'problems will develop because State Statutes require that
there be immediate and frequent hearings for people detained

in the detention facility. CORRIGAN continued that the isolation
of the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court from the
judicial and administrative offices would require dual sets of
records and would necessitate moving the Juvenile Court every

day for a few hours to the detention site at Friendly Gables

with a great loss of efficiency. In terms of economy, efficiency,
and clarity it would be better to have the judicial facilities
located in close proximity to the detention facilities. CORRIGAN
also stated that Commissioner Rush had contacted him about the
lack of space at the Sedgwick County Courthouse and had suggested
that the 1llth floor would be available if the judicial and
administrative arms of the Juvenile Court ;:ere moved to Friendly

Gables.

CORRIGAN then dealt specifically with the questions outlined
dn the letter which had been raised at the C.I.P. Advisory

Committee meeting:

.‘;d ; o 'r- i‘
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" What is the cxact purposc of the Juvenile Courts '.‘Complcx

and how does it relate to the needs of Sedgwick COunt‘y?

CORRIGAN said that he believed that he had answered this
question in his opening statement but would be hapi)y to answer

any further questions in that area.

KAMEN commented that perhaps the Judge should answer each

question and then the Commissioners would ask theirs.

2) Will the construction of this proposed Complex impose

additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms
of additional staff and equipment and will it require
budget suppo'rt by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in

excess of actual construction costs?

CORRIGAN stated in relation to question #2 that there
would be little if any. Present staff and equipment wouldy
be utilized at the new facility and although some incidental

items might be required, he was unaware of any at the moment.

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? 1Is there some estimate

of cost per child for all operations of the Juvenile Court

G o i e i

which only considers individual offenders and does not

I

include multiple offenses by a single individual?
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*  CORRIGAN supplied the following statistics: 4,582 individual

young persons appcared before the Court in 1974 and total costs
per offender were $138.39. 80% c;f the offenders are new cases
whereas 20% of the offenders are repeated offenders. He stated
that often offenders are placed on parole when they should
actually be in a controlled environpent because of the lack of
space at the State and local level and he hoped that the proposed
facilities could alleviate this problem. Also 34,858 meals were
served on the 8th floor of the Juvenile Court and 28,579 meals
were served at Lake Afton Boys Ranch during 1974. Somé 40,000
people visit the 11th floor of the Courthouse every year and

50 employees add to the parking problems around the Courthouse.
The State Statutes require at least 3 hearings/case so a minimum
of 13,500 cases were heard on the llth Floor in 1974 and this
figure represents more hearings than were conducted by all

nine Divisions of the District Court combined.

4) What is the interrelationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most
G.C.C.A. programs are generally demonstration projects for
a specified duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County A
ultimately be asked to assume these program expenditures

through local funding once federal support is ended?

What is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and

local tax revenue support?
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* CORRIGAN said that it was his feeling that gquestions

‘a and 5 did not rélate to the Capital Improvements Program

and stated that the MAPC was not the monitering agency of the
- Juvenile Court but in the interests of professionalism he

would go through the five federal grants and four individual

budgets of the Juvenile Court line item by line item if the

Commission wished.

KAMEN thanked Judge Corrigan and asked for questions by

the Commission.

" GRAGERT inquired as to why these questions were raised.
KAMEN answered that c::rrunis.sioner Rising had chaired the
C.I.P. Advisory Committee meeting but was not present to relate

the concerns so perhaps the staff could answer.

LAKIN related that although he did not attend said meeting
it was his undérstanding that members of the C.I.P. Advisory
Committee had raised the questions and had directed the staff

to request that Judge Corrigan attend the MAPC hearing.

CORRIGAN stated that he hadn't attended the meeting either
and although he would certainly be happy to answer questions
before the Sedgwick County Commission he did not think ihat the

MAPC was the proper body to. moniter the Juvenile Court.
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GARDENHIRE inquircd about community b_as-.ed- facilities and

CORRIGAN mentioned E.he Wichita Yc;ut;h Home:, the Monica Houses,
Colol;ado Youth Home and other such facilities in the Wichita
area and he personally felt that Wichita's problems could not
be solved in Topeka or Larned and that community based efforts

should continue.

KAMEN asked Commissioner Hennessy if he had any comment
since he was a member of the C.I.P. Advisory Committee and

HENNESSY stated that he had no comment.

KAMEN stated that it was his understanding that the questions
reiated to whom the Jluvenile Court was responsible and CORRIGAN
stated that he was answerable to the Board of Sedgwick County
Commissioners who set the budget and ultimately to the people
of Sedgwick County who elected him. KAMEN thanked the Judge for

appearing and asked if there were further questions on the C.I.P.

GRAGERT commented on the improvement project for the
Sedgwick County Jail and stated he felt there were even greater

needs at the jail and additional improvements were needed.

MEEK of the MAPD staff explained that additional Revenue
sharing funds had been appropriated by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners for the Sheriff's Correction Department
but that these were not for capital expenditures and as such were

not included in the C.I.P.




GARDENH$RE noted the remodeling projact-at.tﬁe old County

Courthouse and ingquired as to rumors that the building would
be torn down. MEEK stated that the building would be remodeled

and retained.

HENNESSY noted the presence of the County Engineer and

inquired about sewer and drainage projects in the County.

GROVER McLURE, the County Engineer, replied that as of

. April 4 there will be one million dollars in temporary notes
available for the construction of the Timber Lakes-Springdale
Benefit District in the eastern part of the County. 1In addition,
he and the County Commission were exploring equitable methods to
tax an entire benefit district and there were proSlems in the
assessment of farmland versus other uses. McLURE noted that
Johnson County has three bills in the Btate Legislature which
would allow assessment of land on a use rather than square foot
basis. He further explained that contracts have been let for the
interceptor main and the laterals in the eastern benefit District

" and $562,682 was granted by the Environmental Protection Agency
for the project. McLURE also stated that he had been assigned
the task of trying to devise an equitable and economical method

of benefit district maintenance.

HENNESSY asked McLure whether the reason more development
hasn't occurred in Sedgwick County was a lack of sewer and

McLURE answered that in order tc have development you must have




Pace R 7

a water system, sanitary sewer, a"transporf-ation, network, and
. | &

‘drainage facilities. HENNESSY also stated that the size of the

program of $44,000,000 a.ppea.r?d to be a rather large burf.ien in
these times. TAKIN referred to charts 3 and 4 which explain
the relationship of the debt and interest fund and any additional
bonding capacity. LAKIN stated that the County was in excellent
shape :'md was far below its bonding capacity. MEEK noted that
the amount of General Obl:.tLgat.ion Bonds in the 1975-80 C.I.P,
was some two million dollars less than 1a§t year's program.
HENNESSY ingquired as to what would happen if approval
of the Program did not occur for six months or so. LAKIN
stated that the C.I.P. is primarily a statement of public policy
to the citizens of Sedgwick County and although the County Com-
mission could of course continue to appropriate funds without
the C.I.P. as a guidé (there would be no guide for private
citizens as to programmed projects. I.M.iIN also pointed out
that some- federal funding programs require that the recipient
agency have a Capital Improvements Program and while transpor-
tation funds for example would not be suspended in the absence
of a C.I.P. there would be problems encountered with certifi-

cation.

MO' N: GRAGERT moved, HENNESSY seconded
and it carried unanimously that the 1975-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program
be forwarded to the Board of Sedgwick County
Commissioners with certification that the

. Program is in compliance with the Comprehen-
sive Plan but that no recommendation would be
made on the merits of individual projects.

it i R
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1975 - 1980

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM
for

SEDGWICK COUNTY

February 1975

The preparation of this report was financed
in part through a comprehensive planning

grant from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development,
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAMMING

Cabital Improvements Programming is the listing and

scheduling of public and governmental physical improvements
-cﬁrrelated with the finapcial capabilities of the community

over a period of time. - The physical improvements necessary

to serve the future population can’ be most economically pro-

vided if they are coordinated in a Capjtal Improvements

Prdgram (CIP). Through such a program, economic and efficient

expenditure of public funds is made possible by constructing

improvements in proper locations at the time they are needed.

~ Capital Improvements

The capital improvements provided for by the program
include major nonrecurring expenditures or any expenditures
for the. physical facilities of government, such as the acqui-

sition of ‘land; construction of buildings or other structures;

e
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.and_ the alteration of or addition to existing structures. While .
expenses fér pérsqnnel to gperaté a facility are not a part of
capital improvement cxpenses, engineering and architectural
services are considered legitimate project costs; consequently,
detailed planning is provided for in estimating the total cost of
the project. Construction of parking facilities, highways,
bridges,. parks and utility lines; the purchase of fixed equipment;
lands:aping and similar projects all constitute capital improve-

ments expenditures.

Capital Improvements Budget

Whereas a Capital Improvemcnts Program, is the long-range

schedule of capital improvemeénts with their estimated costs over

a period of approximately six to ten years, the list of projects

for the coming fiscal year, together with the amounts and sources
of funds, constitufe the Capital Improyements-sudget. It is
desirable to prepare a Capital Improvements Budget and Capital
Improvements frogram annually, reviewing and revising the entire
program and adopting the Capital Improvements Budget for each ;
year as part of the regular operating budget. This annual review
and the insertion of an additional year make the program a con-
tinuiﬁg, self-renewing process, consistently maintaining an up-

to-date inventory of projects.




-.Need For A County CIP

The continuing growth of Fehgwick County is the primary
force which generates the necessity for the constructipn and
expansion of public facilities and services. While many‘sections
of the County may lack adequate sewers and paved streets, certain
other public facilities may be suffering from obsolescence and
shoyldrbe éeﬁiéééd. No governmental unit, however, has enough
‘money for all the things that need to be done at one time. A
CIP allows the County to coordinate projects with available
funding and program them over an extended period of time in
order to continually provide the greatest benefit to the largest
ﬁumber of people. :

The complexity of governmentai finance; the limited avail-
ability of funds; and the ever-increasing number and variety of
capital improvements needed in Sedgwipk County combine to intens-
ify the necessity for developing a methodology for choosing
_between projects and determining-priorities. Capital Improvements
Programming provides an orderly system for seledting between com-
peting projects through evaluation of need and timing, considera-
tion of costs, and analysis of.present and future financial
resources.

As Sedgwick County continues to grow, competition increases
for every dollar available to be spﬁnt for public services. In
the absence of advance projcct planning and programming, dollars
might be diverted to less timely expenditures, producing fewer

benefits to the people. An important aspect of the CIP is that
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it presents the opportunity to schedule projects over several

years so that stages in the deve1opment of an area follow one
another in logical order. Identification and schedﬁling of
projects in the CIP also:

1. Promotes coordinated growth by:

a Annoquing‘iﬂ advance the intention of the County.
fﬁis can be valuable in attracting private
investment both in industrial ;nd residential
areas. Fire stations, utility extensions, and
road programs are particularly important.

Allowing the citizenry to plan and coordinate
their activities based'upon the CIP. :
Encouraging better csopqration with the utility
companies who need advance notice for coordination-
with governmental construction.

d. Aiding in implementing the Comprehensive Plan.

Provides for coordination of local projects with sur-

rounding communities, state prﬁjects,'federal funding

programs, etc.

- Encourages better financial planning which often legdé

to more effective use of available funds and tends to

stabilize debt management problems when bonds are used

for financing.

Coordinated Growth
In addressing the responsibilities of providing facilities and

services to its residents, Sedgwick County must concern itself with




the way in which growth occurs. _The county can influence
growth to a large extent through the operation and enforce-
ment of subdivision regulations, zoning ordinances, building
codes, aﬁd the capital improvements priority and finance pro-
gram. The investment of county funds in public facilities
such as roads,.utilities or public buildings clearly has an
impact on the pattern of community development. Private
developers may consider the imminence of community services
when deciding where to design new subdivisions or undertake
homebuilding programs. Planning for public facilities and
the announcement of governmental intentions to acquire
property or schedule construction chn.do much to influence
private decisions.

Many capital imprévements have significant relationships

to each other. Through.the use of long—rénge planning, facilities

can be developed or renovated in logical, sequential stages.
Accordingly, scheduling the relocation of utilities or the
replacement of a sewer main to coincide with the reconstruc-

tion of a street can result in substantial savings.

he Comprehensive Plan

In addition, a CIP serves the function of implementing and
coordinating the elements of the Wichita—Sedéwick County
Metropolitan Area Comprehensive Plan. The Plan currently con-
sists of elements dealing with Community Facilities (i.e., parks,

schools, libraries, etc.), Utilities (sewer, water, etc.), and




fTraﬁsportafion, in addition to the general Residential, Com-

ngrcial and Iudustrialannd Use clcments. The Comprehensive
Plan is'intended to aid in keeﬁinﬁ pace with the arca's growth,
and implementatioﬁ requires continuing investments in such
capital improvements as roads, fire stations and parks.
Inter-Governmental Coordination

Another important functicn of capital programming lies
in the area of inter-governmental coordination. The formu-
lation and execution of a unified Capital Improvements Program
can facilitate efficency .and cooperation between different units
of government. .A composite CIP including all cities in Sedgwick
County could jdentify prejects to governmental units and allow
an early opportunity for discerning aﬂy apparent conflicts or
duplications. As a result of the process, local governments
may be able to work out agreements fo} joinf use of facilities
to their mutual financial benefit. It may, for example, be
advantageous to set up refuse disposal areas and sewage disposal
piants to be jointly owned or operated. It may also be more
feasible for a smallér city or.improvement district to purchase

water from existing sources than to construct separate purifiba-

tion systems.
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. Finman 1 Plan o

With the increasing complexity of both financing and
development activities, Sedgwick County has recognized the
need to carefully analyze the way it programs expenditures
to assure tﬁat it obiains maximum value for each dollar
spent. Many dissimilar projects compete for funds which are
always limited. A formal procedure for programming capital

improvements and expenditures is useful in balancing com-

peting local pressures for available financial resources and

in discovering projects which meet requirements’ for aid from
éhe st;te or federal government., A sxsfgmatic review of pro-
posed projects offers 4n opporunity to tie them together in-
‘Tegard to éim ng, location and financing. Not to do so may

. delay construction of necessary facil%ties. In light of con-
s*antly rising construction costs, delay means higher costs in
the futuré and shifts a greater ﬁinﬁndial burden to following
years. G

Since capital investments or Similar major expenditures

.are occasionally paid for with borrowed money through the sale
of bonds, the fiscal analysis provided by the CIP may help to
minimize the impact of improvement projects on the local tax
‘base. State law contains restrictions and limitations on the
amount of money the county can borrow. By scheduliﬁg improve-
ments over a six to ten year period, projects can be identified
which may be desirable, but are unlikely to be immediately

undertaken because of present financial, legal or other obstacles.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Once a list has been complied of capital projects con-
sidere& necessary or highly desirable, the problem of assign-
ing individual priorities arises. Although certain priorities
may logically suggest themselves, such as installing utility
lin;s before paving streets, other priority assignments may
not be so apparent. In these instances criteria must be
developed to aid in selecting between.projects and determining
scheduling sequence throughout the program. Not only should
these criteria aid in selecting between different types of
projects (sewers vs. roads, parks vs..fire stations, etc.),
they should serve as guidelines for priority decisions among
the multitude of projects contained within each category as
well. : .

Criteria of this nature are generally set out in a series

of goal and objective statements. Goal statements in this

instance tend to take a long-range point of view. They consider




4 development over a longer per1ud of txma of perhaps six to
ten years. They are general in nature and express a con-
tinuing pursuit. Objectives on the other hand, are more
specific in nature and they relate more to short-range

projects. They may chapgetfrom one year to another, depend-

ing on current needs, - Economic development, for example,

has been the primary objective for capital improvements
programming during the past three years due to the depressed
employment conditions existing previously. Thése types

of guidelines allow decisionmakers the flexibility to shift
emphasis from year to year in order to meet changes in cur-
rent demands, while at the same time worklng consistently
toward pfe-determined long-range goals. In developing this
yéar's Capital Improvements Program, the following goals and
objectives were recommend?d for use by the County Capital

Improvements Program Advisory Committee:

SAFETY
Goal
Sedgwick Countf will provide the facilities that are
necessary for the minimum recognized level of protection of
life and property. Higher levels of service are desirable

if adequate resources are available.

Objectives

1. Eliminate traffic congestion, improve traffic flow,

and reduce accidents by:

L e el




Prqv:.d:.ng hrldge structures that are consistent
with accepted loading safet‘.y sta.ndards as defined
by federal, state and local authorities.

Providing traffic control facilities to maintain
safe and free flowing traffic.

Eliminating bottleneck areas which affect safe
traffic movement. :

Widening and improv:fng stfeets which have excessive
volume based 'on‘existing traffic for present pave-
ment width.

Providing safe.adequate arterials 1n accordance
with the Transportat:.on Study standards.

2. Prov:.de facllltiss to 1mprove fu‘e protection capa-
b11itzes. For example, new fire stations could be
constructed in developing areas to conform with the
previously adopted Fire and Police Facilities Plan.

3. Provide necessary facilities to strengthen police

protection programs.

H

Sedgwick County will provide those facilities necessary

"to maintain a healthful environment and take all measures

necessary to combat contagious disease.

Objectives

1. Provide sanitary sewer service and the necessary

sewage treatment facilities outlined in the Sewage
Facilities Plan adopted by the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission.




Godls

Construct and expand those health carc facilities
necessary for the maintenance of a physically and
mentally healthy citizenry. This would include any
additions to or improvements of the existing Sedgwick
County hospital and the mental health facility.

In order to prevent disease and prbvide for solid waste
disposal, provide facilitie; such as sanitary land fills
in accordance witﬁ a County solid waste disposal plan.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Sedgwick County will endeavor to ‘stimulate economic expan-

_ sion and provide facilities which will encourage economic growth

and new economic development.

Objectives

1.

Provide better vehicular access to the existing and
prdposed industrial, cémﬁercial and agricultural
centers.

Provide facilities that will enhance the.image of
the County and promote tourikﬁ. The primary project
under this category would be to provide for the con-

struction of the Agr{cultural-lndustrial Exhibition

complex.




Goal
Sedgwick County will develop projects which will complement
municipal cultural and recrc1t10nal facilities, and provide

special regional facilities to mecet the cultural and recreat;onal
neods of its citizenry.
Objectives 3
1. Provide land and construct facilities for the creation
of new and the expansion of existing regional open
space, park and recrcational areas.

- Pursue a continuous annual construction improvement
pr;grnm towar% the ultimate enlargement and com-
pletion of the new zoo iﬂ accordance with the

- adoptcd master plan for zoo development.
Construct additionallrecieatinﬁaf facilities at
Lake Afton.

Further improve and develop active and passive
recreational facilities in the arca west of the

Sedgwick County Zoo.

_ Provide land and/or construct facilities for the prés—

ervation, refinement or development of skills and arts.
Examples might include 4-H facilities, memorial tree

gardens and a nature center.




EFFICIENCY

Sedgwick County will strive to provide those facilities

which will achieve the highest level of service at the lowest

possible cost.
Objectives
1. Provide equipment
and dissemination
smooth, efficient

basic program for

for the maintenance, collection
of the data necessary for the
operation of county business., A

achieving this objective would

be the provision of computer capabilities for all

departments of coéunty government.

Implement programs for replacing obsolete, crowded

and inadequate government facilities thereby elimi-

nating high maintenance costs.

Analysis of capital improvements projects on the basis of

-the above criteria results in a priority rating for each., This

Priority, together with the

determines the construction

amount of financing available,

schedule, Adjustments are made

through the process of an annual review to assure that project

Priorities continually reflect changing needs and conditions.




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

assification of Projects

County governments in urban areas.are involved in the

construction and/or acquisition of a substantial variety of

capital improvements. As part of an effort to organize and
classify the vast array of county capital improvements projects,
past construction activities of individual departments were
inventoried, and department heads were contacted regarding

- future plans. From this review, Sedgwick County's projects
were aggregated under five broad categories: General Public
Facilities, Major Administrative Equipment, Utilities, Com-
munity Facilities and Transportation. The specific types of *
projects contained within each category are listed below:
General Public Facilities: Sedgwick County Courthouse, includ-
ing parking areas, building equipment and major renovations
thereto; juvenile detention facilities; medical facilities,
including parking areas; agriculture-related structures; county
fairgrounds and structurcs; maintenance yards and structures;
and building sites for the above.

Administrative Equipment: Voting machines and associated
storage facilities, computer equipment.
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‘Utilities: Sewer and sewage treatment facilities; sanitary
Tandfill sites; and flood control structures.

Community Facilities: Fire stations and apparatus; county
lake, park and zoo improvements, -including fishing and boat-
ing facilities, camping areas, landscaping, drives and park-
ing areas, picnic shelter, comfort stations, sports facilities
and concessions, exhibit, maintenance, and administrative
structures.

Transportation: County roads, bridges and highways.

The General Public Facilities category contains those
projecés ﬁﬂiéh’hduse general government operations and/or
provide specialized public services in facilities established
with public tax revenues. The Sedgwick County Courthouse,
Juvenile Courts Complex, Sedgwick County Fair Grounds, and
the Agricultural-Industrial Exhibition Complex are examples
of projects within this category. $ 5 3

The Administrative Equipment catégory contains items that
require significant expenditure of public funds over and above
normal year to year office equipment replacement within depart-

ments, Equipment purchases associated with conversion of county

R operations to computer systems would fall in this category as

: ; would voting machines, major communications systems, or any
other large scale acquisiti&ns that broadly affect the operation
i nll and efficiency of county government.

. The Utilities category contains types of projects generally
considered as basic governmental services to land development.
At present, in Sedgwick County these include sewer and sewage

treatment facilities, drainage and flood control structures,

and sanitary landfill sites.

The Community Facilities category includes projects which

are generally dispersed throughout the county and provide for a




specialized governmental function to satisfy the need, desires

and well-being of the citzenry. 1In Sedgwick County this
includes fire and police facilities and county lake, park and

zoo improvements, 4-H fac ies and fairgrounds. Other facil-
ites that traditionally fall under this category in other areas
are lihfafi ;‘sbhoéig, community buildings, social service
centers, health stations, etc,

The Transportation category containé improvements and

facilities required for safe and convenient vehicular move-

ment throughout the County, namely roads and bridges.

Project Identification and Scheduling-'

To determine the total number and description nf county
cépital projects, individual county offices and departments
were initially contacted by Planning Department personnel.

The Capital ImprovementsProgramming pfoeess was explained and
dllustrated to those departments directly involved with capital
type projects as defined previously. To assist in obtaining an
accurate description of individual projects, use was made of a
project réquest form. An examble of the form is attached as
Appendix A to this document, When completed, the form contains
a description of cach project, its location, relation to other
projects, life expectancy, priority, relative need, estimated
cost and proposed method of financing. :

In completing each project request form, every effort was
made to arrive at realistic cost estimates. Whenever possible,

actual engincering and/or architectural estimates were uscd.




Wh;n these wcré not available, unit cost estimates (i.e.,

X dollars per mile for road improvements) were developed

and applied on the basis of recent construction experience.

All estimates appearing in the program are in constant 1975
dollars without inflationary allowances. Once completed,

form sheets for all projects go together to make up the total
capital improvements project list. The total list for Sedgwick
Coﬁnty contains 90 individual projects and is retained as a
supplemental document to the Capital Improvements Program

report.

All projects in the capital improvements project list are.

not nabessa;ily reflec{ed in the Capital Improvements Program.
Constraints of priority, time and monéy have the effect of

: moving some project scheduling beyond the 1975-1980 time
frﬁme of the initial Program, As'mPre eritical p%bjects are
completed and removed from the list, fhuse of lesser priority
will move forward into the scheduling of future Programs. New
projects may be added to the lisé at any time.

Following project identific;tion for individual departments
of the county, construction scheduling was established by
determining the priority of each proje;t (a) in relation to
-others within the department and, (b) in relation to those
of 5ther departments with similar priority ratings. Priority
between departmental projects was determined in consultation
with individual department heads on the basis of expressed

objectives of the department and explicit recommendations,




expressions of need, etc. found in adopted Comprehensive Plan

Elements for the metropolitan area. Concentrated effort was
made to assure that construction scheduling of Capital Improve-
ments Projects coincided with expressions of critical needs in
adopted Comprehensive Plan documents.

Once project priorities ware_arranged within departments,
gach project or gruup of projects was considered in light of
its contribution toward attaining the overall goals and objec-
tives expressed in the Capital Improvements Program regarding
Safety, Health, Economic Development, Culture and Recreation,
and Efficiency. This task was undertaken initially by the
Capital Improvements Program Advisory- Committee consisting of
elected county officials, appointed department heads, and two
members of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission. Based
on the Committee's recommendations and comments, the Board of
Sedgwick County Commissioners makes the final determination of
project scheduling through review and action on the Capital

Improvements Program document.
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1975 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BUDGET

The 1975 Capital Improvements Budget for Sedgwick County

contains the first year's projects of the 1975-1980 Capital

Improvements Program. The projects, together with a descrip-

tion of the abbreviations used under the "Methods of Financ-
ing" are listed individually on the following pages.

In total, an investment of $19,480,832 is scheduled for
financing capital improvements in 1975. Of this amount,
$1,710,606 is anticipated to be in the form of curfent county
revenue (cash); $4,368,385 in Federal revenue sharing funds pre-
viously designated by the Board of County Commissioners;
$1,187,061 in general obligation bonds; $3,928,785 in Federal
aid from categorical program; $1,528,230 in special assessments
to those directly benefited by projects; $2,423,715 in Federal
Aid Secondary (FAS) road funds; $1,147,050 from private cont
butions; $2,876,000 in building trust funds financed from current
county revenue; and, $311,000 in city contributions. The break-
down of all funds for each major capital improvements category

is summarized in the following table.

rl

E
L

i st RO




1975 Capital Budget Summary

Gen. Public Admin. Community Transpor-

Facilities Equip. Utilities Facilities tation tal
Current Revenue 799,700 75,000 - 80,250 755,656 1,710,606
Revenue Sharing 2,587,635 - 48,000 1,732,750 = 4,368,385

(previously des-
|ignated)

GO Bonds : 168,120 1,018,941 1,187,061
(new issues)

Federal Aid 2,121,535 1,807,250 ¥ 3,928,785
(categorical)

| Special 1,528,230 1,528,230
Assessment

Federal Aid : 2,423,715 2,423,715
1Sec. Funds (FAS)

{Contributions 1,031,000 116,050 1,147,050

{Building Trust 2,876,000 = 2,876,000 |
Fund

City Contribution 148,000 163,000 311,000

Totals 9,415,870 75,000 3,699,600 1,929,050 4,361,312 19,480,832
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1975 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BUDGET
SEDGWICK COUNTY

Abbreviations Used for "Methods of Financing"

Contribution to project By City Government
Current County Revenue (cash)

General Obligation Bonds (new issues) paid for by
the County at Large

Federal Aid from Categorical Grant Programs
State Aid
Special Assessment General Obligation Bonds paid

for by properties specifically benefitted by the
improvement project

Federal Aid Secondary Funds

Private Contribution

Building Trust Fund of accumulating funds for
specific project purposes

Federal Revenue Sharing Funds previously designated
by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project Method of
Number Description Financing

GENERAL PUBLIC FACIL S
Courthouse Parking Facilities 527,874
Land Acquisition
Construction Improvements

Agri-lndustrial Exhibition 2,000,000
Complex (Kansas Coliseum): 2,876,000
Surveys, Plans, LEngineering 781,000
Censtruction 1,031,000

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 10,000
Complex (Kansas Coliseum) :
Camper's Park Development
Including Plans, Specifica-
tions and Construction.

Agri-Industrial Exhibition " 450,000
Complex (Kansas Coliseum):
Livestock Pavilions

Juvenile Courts Complex 500,000

E. B. Allen Memorial Hospital 263,952
Major Remodeling to comply

with Life Safety Code Require-

ments.

Jail Corrections Department 245,167
Improvements to SedgwWick 13,700
County Jail 121,535

Pistol Range Construction 5,000
Sheriff's Range at Lake Afton

Remodeling of 01d County " 584,200
Courthouse

4H Maintenance Parking Lot 6,442

Acquisition of One Scientific 75,000
Engineering Small Scale
Computer




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Method of
Description Amount Financing

UTILITIES

Four Mile Creek Drainage s
District: 894,140
Sewage Facilities Construction 1,147,980

. Lake Afton: Collection 72,360
& Treatment Facilities 168,120

Sedgwick County Zoo: 600,000
Sanitary Sewer Extension 100,000

Lateral Sewers:
Unidentified 300,000

Joint District Sewers: - 240,750
Unidentified 80,250

Sanitary Landfill Site: 48,000
Land Acquisition 48,000

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

County Park

Phase I - Grading, ground 30,250
Shaping, bank stabilization 30,250
channel dredging

Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft. 220,000
roadway w/parking bays, 10

picnic areas (shelter, tables,

fireplaces, walks, etc.), land-

scaping and watering system.

Phase III - Grading, ground 112,500
shaping, bank stablization,
restroom facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
courts, 1 lighted softball
diamond, trail system develop-
ment, 3 tennis courts, 10
horseshoe pits, camper area
(parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and play-
ground equipment.




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project Method of
Number Description Amount Financing

COMMUNITY FACILITIES(cont'd)
SEDGWICK COUNTY Z0O
Jungle Building . 1,370,000
Greenhouse 32,120
Shops 61,930

Animal Storage 22,000

LAKE AFTON

Boat Dock 3 30,000
Bait Shop 5,000
Perimeter Electrical System 10,000

Roofs For Boat Slips 5,000

TRANSPORTATION
Roads (FAS)

21st Street: 243,203
Hoover to Ridge Road 567,473
(See B-1)

61st Street North:

247th St, W. west tc 1/2 mile

line.

(a) 1/2 mile of new construc- 105,321
tion. (See B-4 § B-5) 245,750

13th Street: 81,500
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road 163,000
to Maize Road 570,500
1 1/2 miles of new construc-

tion.

21st Street:

Colwich Road to Ridge Road

6 miles of new construction

(a) grading, drainage, sub- 205,632
grade stablization § temporary 479,808
surfacing,

5" w:_ﬁ-"&‘lw‘




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Method of
Description Financing

TRANSPORTATION (cont'd)

Roads (FAS)

Right-of-way Acquisitions: ] 120,000
Unidentified

Bridges (FAS)

21st Street between Hoover 77,500
and Ridge Road over the Slough 180,835
drainway.

614-22-1408

21st Street between 119th St. 5 88,000
West § 135th St, West over 207,200
Cowskin Creek. (See CR-5)

614-18-2609

21st Street between 135th St. 49,680
West and 151st Street West 115,500
over Dry Creek (See CR-5)

614-17-1281

61st St. North between 279th 16,329
St. West & 259th St. West 38,102
(See CR-3) 604-8-4205

61st St. North between 295th 7,948
St. West & 311th St., West 18,547
(See CR-3) 604-7-1580

Hillside between 45th St. No. 127 ;512
§ 53rd St. No. B825-J-2471

Little Arkansas River west of 274,824
Valley Center
599-24-861

79th St. South between 95th St.
East § 111th St. East
638-33-340

Seneca St. between 55th St. So. 25,656
§59th St. South 819-W-44350

Ridge Road between 3lst St. So. 258,192
& 39th St. South 811-T-355

*(Federal guidelines require that
all bridges on the Fed. Aid Sec.
(FAS) system be constructed to

v 1




1975-1980
SEDGWICK COUNTY
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Sedgwick County's Capital Improvements Program for

1975 - 1980 is listed on the following pPages. The prog'r;'am
is di..rected toward the achievement of the goals and objec-
tives set out in a Previous section of this report. The
entire program is aimed toward the implementation of over-
all Comprehensive Development Plan Elements for the
Metropolitan Area. Coordination with Comprehensive Plan
Elements and Tecognized plans and Programs of municipalities
throughout the county assures a minimization of conflict
between similar types of Projects, avoids wasteful duplication
of public services, and guards against excessive disruption
and inconvenience to county citizens by reason of governmental
¢onstruction activities. :

For visual summarization of the entire program, a map is

included showing Project locations, type and year scheduled

g Ry :




for comstruction. The projects contained within the program

‘are subject to review and adjustment on an annual basis.
Additional projects may be included in future programs to mect

the ever changing needs and conditions of the County.
X i




Capital Improvements Program Map
is in the process of being prepared.
(presentation map completed)




Method

Proj i ipti o
ojection Description Financing

Project
Number

GENERAL PUBLIC FACILITIES

Courthouse Parking Facilities 572,874
Land Acquisition
Construction Improvements

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 2,000,000
Complex: 2,876,000
Surveys, Plans, Engineering 781,000
Land Acquisition and 1,031,000
Construction

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 200,000 F
Complex: 200,000| Co. (BTF)
Camper's Park Development 10,000( RS
Including Plans, Specifica-

tions and Construction.

Agri—I%Fuﬁfrial Exhibition 450,000
AL oLk

Juvenile Courts Complex 500,000

E. B. Allen Memorial Hospital 263,952
Major Remodeling to comply

with Life Safety Code Require

ments.

Jail Corrections Department 245,167
Improvements to Sedgwick 13,700
County Jail 121,535

Pistol Range Construction 5,000
Sheriff's Range at Lake Afton

Remodeling of 0ld County 584,200
Courthouse

4-H Maintenance Parking Lot 6,442

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.

Computer Convesion of
County Records:

Phase I - Acquisition of
4 On-Line Teriminals

Phase II - Acquisition of 4
On-Line Terminals

Phase III - Acquisition of 4
On-Line Terminals




OUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 1’ROR

) : b Method
- Projection Description ~ ot
0 % Financing

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.
(cont'd) 2

Phase IV - Acquisition of 4 30,000
On-Line Terminals 2

Acquisition of One Scientlific |X 75,000
Engineering Small Scale’

Computer

UTILITIES

Four Mile Creek 894,140
Drainage District (Sewage 1,147,980
Collection & Treatment ]

Facilities Construction).

Lake Afton (Sewage Collection 72,360
Collection and Treatment 168,120
Facilities Construction).

Lake Afton (Sewage Collection 221,760
Facilities Construction)

Sedgwick County Zoo (Sewer 600,000
(Sewer Line Construction) 100,000
(Initiated by the City) 39,100
37,490
35,880
34,270
32,660

Four Mile Creek - Crestview 379,080
Country Club (Expansion of 126,360
Treatment Plant)

Four Mile Creek Interceptor - X 1,005,460
Sewer Main Construction 335,160

Lateral Sewers (Within 300,000
Developed Areas of the County) 300,000
- (Unidentified) 300,000
300,000
300,000
300,000




UTILITIES (cont'd)

Joint District Sewers
- Unidentified

Land Purchase

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
County Park

p-1|{Phase I - Grading, ground
Shaping, bank stabilization
channel dredging

p-2 |Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft.
roadway w/parking bays, 10
picnic areas (shelter, tables,
fireplaces, walks, etc.), land
scaping and watering system.

rp-3 [Phase III - Grading, ground
shaping, bank stablization,
restroom facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
courts, 1 lighted softball
diamond, trail system develop-
jment, 3 tennis courts, 10
orseshoe pits, camper area
(parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and play-
ground equipment.

roadway w/parking bays, trail
lsystem development, 5 picnic
areas, 1 softball diamond
(lighted), 1 multi-purpose

2 tennis courts, land-

240,750
80,250
240,750

80,250

240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250

48,000
48,000

30,250
30,250

220,000

112,500
87,750

Method
of
Financing




Method
of
Financing

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

—

County Park (cont'd)

cp-5|Phase V - 6250 lin. ft. road-
way w/parking bays, trail . 91,435
system development, 1 baseball ‘ 2
diamond (lighted), landscaping
playground equipment.

p-6|Phase VI - 1 softball diamond, 81,675
1 baseball diamond (lighted), 81,675
5 picnic areas (shelter,
tables, fireplaces, walks,
etc.), 1 multi-purpose court,
1 tennis court, landscaping,
sewer laterals, restroom
facilities, playground epuip-
ment.

SEDGWICK COUNTY ZO0O
| lcz-2|Jungle Building 3 1,370,000

| |cz-3]|Greenhouse : 5 32,120

cz-4|Animal Principles (Visitor - . 221,180
Indoctrination Facility).

61,930 C

CZ-6|Animal Storage 22,000 [od
cz-7|Asian Steppes Exhibit and 138,413 Co. (BTF)

Structure (Accumulate Funds in 295,374 F

1977 & 1978 for 1978 Con- 552,113 Co.
struction) . g

cz-8|Apes and Man Building (Accum- 244,219 | Cos
ulate Funds in 1976 and 1977 i 118,415 Co.
for 1977 Construction).

cz-9 |Nocturnal Building (Accum- : 322,405 | co.
ulate Funds in 1979 and 1980 19,058 Co.
for 1980 Construction).

Education Building i 87,780 | Co.




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

-
e e
P o‘ject:.on Description ii iii e

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Sedgwick County %oo (cont'd)

cz11l| prairie Exhibit and Structures 243,055
; z i 364,971

"~ (212| pampas - Outback Exhibit and 324,927 | Co. (BTF)

R : Structure (Accumulate Funds
T in 1980 and 1981 for 1981
Construction). =

= lez13 Aquatic Complex (Accumulate 200,000
i Funds in 1980, 1981 and 1982
for 1982 Construction).

LAKE AFTON
= LA-1| Camping Area Improvements
: barbecue facilitjes, shelters,
playground equipment.
An-2| Boat Dock
n-3|Bait Shop
A-5|Perimeter Electrical System

A-6 |Roofs For Boat Slips

TRANSPORTATION
Roads

R-1|21st Street: ; 243,203
Hoover to Ridge Road S 567,473
(See B-1)

R-3 |61st Street North:
247th St. W. west to 1/2 mile
line.
(a) 1/2 mile of new construc- 105,321
tion. (See B-4 & B-5) 245,750
(b) 3 1/2 miles new con- 129,600
struction. 302,400




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

. : Method
« Projection Description l.-"inancmg

TRANSPORTATION
Roads (cont'd)

13th Street: 81,500
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road 163,000
to Maize Road 570,500
1 1/2 miles of new construc- -
tion.

{lcr-5|21st Street:
Colwich Road to Ridge Road

6 miles of new construction !

(a) grading, drainage, sub- 205,632
grade stablization & temporar 479,808
surfacing.

(b) curb, gutter, permanent : 371,520
surfacing. 868,880

CR-6| 21st Street: 4
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 88,800
2 miles of new construction 207,200

CR-7| Greenwich Road: " 159,000
Kansas Turnpike to Pawnee 371,000
1 1/2 miles of new construc-
tion.

R-8|85th Street North: : 129,600
I-35W to Valley Center 302,400
2 1/2 miles of new construc-
tion.

R-9|47/th Street South: 88,800
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 207,200
2 miles of new construction.

R10 |21st Street: 129,600
Greenwich Road to County line 302,400
3 miles of new construction.

R11 |Greenwich Road: 129,600
Pawnee to 47th Street South 302,400
3 miles of new construction.

R12 |47th Street South: 129,600
reenwich Road to County line 302,400
miles of new construction.

129,600
302,400




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROG

= Method
Projectio ipti of
.jec ion Descriptien Financing

TRANSPORTATION
Roads (cont'd)

CR14| Right-of-way Acquisitions: 120,000
Unidentified . 120,000

' 120,000

120,000

120,000

120,000

13th Street: & 88,800
Wichita City Limits to 207,200
Greenwich Road - 2 miles of

new construction.

79th Street South: 108,000
Derby City Limits to 1lllth ] 252,000
Street East - 2 1/2 miles to
new construction (See B-11 &
B-32). :

-

CR17| Greenwich Road: 88,800
47th Street South to 63rd 207,200
Street South - 2 miles of new
construction.

CR18|Maize Road: e 88,800
21st St. North to 53rd St. No. 207,200
4 miles of new construction.

Him 88,800
53rd St. North to 65th St. No. 207,200
and 71st St. to 85th St. North
3 miles of new construction.

CR20 |Seneca Street: 172,800
55th St. South to Flood Contro 403,200
Structure - 1 mile of new 3
construction (See B-12 & B-33)

CR21 |Ridge Road: ? 129,600
K-42 to 55th St. South - 3 302,400
miles of new construction
(See B-14 & B-16).

R25171st St. - 83rd St. South 151,000
Haysville to Derby City Limits 352,800
3 1/2 miles of new construc-
tion. (Requires adjustment in
AS designation).
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SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
of

Financing

TRANSPORTATION
Bridges (FAS)

21lst Street between Hoover

and Ridge Road over the Slough ¢ 180,835
drainway. (See CR-1) 4
614-22-1408

21lst Street between 119th St. : 88,000
West & 135th St. West over 207,200
Cowskin Creek. (See CR-5) !
614-18-2609

21st Street between 135th St. 49,680
West and 151st Street West 115,500
over Dry Creek (See CR-5)

614-17-1281

6lst St. North between 279th 16,329
St. West & 295th St. West. 38,102
(See CR-3) 604-8-4205

61st St. North between 295th 7,948
St. West & 311lth St. West | 18,547
(See CR-3) 604-7-1580

Hillside between 45th St. No. 127,512
& 53rd St. No. 825-0-2471

Little Arkansas River west of 274,824
Valley Center
599-24-861

79th St. South between 95th St 93,300
East & 111th St. East :
638-33-340 (See CR-6)

Seneca St. Between 55th St. So. 25,656
& 59th st. South. 819-W-4430

Ridge Road between 31lst St. So 258,192
& 39th St. South
B811-T-355 (See CR=-21)

idge Road between 43rd St. So, 2p5,920
& 47th St. South
811-U-899 (See CR-21)

B-18 103rd St. South between 55th S 93,300
est & 71st St. West

44-22-2013
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TRANSPORTATION
Bridges (FAS)
119th St. South between 39th

St. West & 55th St. West
648-23-1645

151st St.‘West between 77th

.St. North & 85th St. North

801-F-70

279th St. West between 117th
St. North & 125th St. North
785-A-3050

167th St. West between Centrall
& 13th St. North
799-0-3911

103rd St. South over the
Ninnescah River -
644-15-3725

79th St. South between 63rd St
East & 79th St. East.
638-31-2040 (See CR-16)

Seneca Bridge over the Flood
Control Structure north of
Haysville.

25th St. Bridge over Flood
Control Structure

ounty & Township Bridge
Replacements (unidentified)

feridian Bridge over Flood
ontrol Structure north of
aysville.

63rd St. South Bridge and
Approaches over the Big
Arkansas River.

* (Federal guidelines require
that all bridges on the Fed.
Aid Sec. (FAS) system be con-
structed to standard by 1/1/76|

124,980

123,522

47,676

171,384

747,168

85,056

246,240
574,560

515,000
515,000
1,030,000

120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000

844,000

X| 1,080,000

Method
of

Financing
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FINANCING COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECTS

Sedgwick County's Capital Imprnvemtl:nts Program must be

] formulated within the framework of the financial capacity
of the county to pay for needed and desirable projects., The
fundamental purpose of ‘a financial analysis is to determine

approximately the present and future ability of the county

to pay for the construction and maintenance of public improve-

ments. This is accomplished through estimating the present
a.vailabilitj of funds, by research into probable future ‘trends
of county revenue and expenditure, by appraisal of all factors
related to the administration and operation of the program,

and through determining what limitations are imposed by statutes
and prior commitments upon the freedom of the county tn' act.
The following discussion of financing capital improvements pro-
jects for Sedgwick County is based primarily on: 1) extensive
:l.nvc-stiga:*.inn into the types of projects constructed by the

county; 2) the legal authority regulating construction and




financing of capital improvements; and 3) current and
historical financial conditions as reflected in past budgets,

financial statements, assesscd valuations, mill levies, etc.

During the preliminary rescarch stage, it became obvious

that a completely accurate._statement on funding future capital
improvumentﬁ_p:_ojects'w'o;.xld be difficult, if nc;t impossible, to
compile. This problem arises for a number of reasons. A
maior cause is the complexity of county bonding and financing
provisions and procedures prescribed by Kansas statutes. In
addition, financial responsibility, as well as financial infor-
mation, is widely diffused throughout the structure of county
. government. As a result, a number of" gources of information
had to hc. combined in a.ttc:r.lpti.ng to determine the overall
méthods, procedures, limitations and resources for financing
county capital projects.

Other factors contributing -to the complexity surrounding
county capital improvements financing include the attitudes
and subsequent actions of state and local government; trends
in federal and state aid to local units of government; and
the growt-h and stability of th;a community. In several instances,
therefore, it was necessary to make broad assumptions concerning
certain factors influencing county finance. Under such conditions,
the actual construction program executed 'by Sedgwick County may
need to vary from the proposals set forth in this program.
Annual :rccva]uation and review will thus be necessary in order

to adjust to continually changing conditions.




thods of Improvements Financing

There are five basic methods of financing County Capital
Improvments. These include current county revenue, general
obligation bonds, special assessment bonds, federal and state

grants-in-aid, and user fees.

Current county revenue is derived -on an annual basis

through the adoption of the countf budget. It consists of
all forms of annual receipts of the county including ad
valorem taxes, state sales and gas tax refunds, federal pay-
ments in lieu of taxes, and other miscellaneous income
sources. Each department of the county is responsible for
proposing a budget which in most instances may include an
amount toward the construction of specific capital projects
in the foliowing year. If the budgeted items are approved
by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners, the annual mill
levy is adjusted accordingly to cover the project in accordance
with the cash basis laws of Kansas. To date, most county capi-
tal improvements have been financed in this manner. Problenms
arise, however, when large scale projects are involved. Cover-
ing the entire cost of an expensive project under the mill levy
in one year may present an excessive financial burden and/or
may be impossible due to mill levy and budgetary limitations
imposed by state statutes.

In these situations, othef means of financing must be
found. In several instances, Kansas law has provided authority
to accumulate current county tax revenues for specific project

construction purposes.




> For example, the County Engineer is authorized by

KSA 68-590, subject to resolution of the Board of County
Commissioners, to transfer up to 25% of the annually bud-
geted County Road and Bridge Fund into a special building
(construction) fund for the construction of future projects.
In similar faShiou, the Board of C.ounty Commissioners may by
resolution establish building funds to accumulate, on an
annual budget basis, sufficient financial resources to pay
for the future construction of specific public projects.
This is authorized in a gane‘r-al sense for all public build-
ing projects by K.S.A. 19-15,114 and as a more specific
example by K.S.A, 19-1862 relating to-county hospitals and
health facilities.

In addition to using current tax revenues, county govern-
ment is also authorized to finance improvements through the
sale of general obligation and special assessment bonds. Gen-
eral obligation bonds are paid for by all taxpayers within the
county, whereas, special assessment bonds are the responsibility
of only those taxpayers receiving a direct benefit from the

~ project financed by the bonds.

As is the case with current tax revenues, the use of bonds
is extensively regulated by state law in regard to purpose,
type, indebtedness limitations, etc.

In Sedgwick County, general obligation bonds have been used

primarily to finance large general public capital projects (i.e.,

Kansas Coliseum, courthouse, zoo). Special Assessment bonds have béen




used to finance local street and sewer systems in special
benefit districts where the bonds are paid off by those
specifically benefiting from the improvement. .

l Over the past ten years, federal and state grants.have
come to play an ever increasing role in financing local
improvements.. Categoringl grants are now available to assist
in the financing of health facilities, juvenile detention
centers, parks and recreation facilities, economic developmeﬁt
projects, roads and bridges, sewer and water systems, and
police, fire and civil defense improvements. Although the
size of the grant varies with the particular type of project,
most are in the range of 50% and above. Few if any, however,
are 100%. A source of local funds must be available, there-
fore, to finance some portion of each eligible project. To
assist in determining what future local matching fund require-
ments may be, the following grant percentages were applied to
seemingly eligible projects in the Capital Improvements Program;
park and recreation facilities - 50%, economic development pro-
jects - 60%, sewer systems - 75%, and roads and bridges on the

Federal Aid Secondary System - 70%.

In addition to the traditional categorical federal grant

programs, county government has at its disposal a new method
of financing from federal sources. The passage by Congress of
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 ushered in
the era of sharing federal revenue with state and local govern-

ments for genmeral purposes. These federal funds are dispersed




régularly to state and local governments on a formula basis
without the necessity of filing a formal application. They
may be used for ordinary and necessary capital expenditures
that are authorized by law and must be spent within 2 years
of receipt unless an extension is requested. These funds

may not be used to defray the "local share" requirements of
categorical grant projects. They may be used, however, to
supplement the construction of such projects when original
estimates for categorical grant purposes are exceeded. In

general, revenue sharing funds may be used for any of the

projects listed, provided any other categorical federal grant

funds involved were matched entirely by local sources.

Within the current Capital Improvements Program, those
projects anticipated to be eligible for categorical federal -
grant assistance are designated with an "F" in the "Method
of Financing" column. This designation should not be con-
strued as federal revenue sharing money. No indication has
been made within the Program as to projects to be financed
specifically from revenue sharing funds other than those
already set aside for specific projects by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners.

All of the preceding methods of finance have been used in
‘varying degrees to finance improvements in Sedgwick County.
User fees, however, have not been used extensivel); in the past
to finance the construction of public improvements. User fees
are simply a direct charge for the use of a particular facility
which is not collected in the form of a tax. User fees more

commonly take the form of admission fees, monthly sewer service




o .
T syt

charges, lease payments; boating permits, etc. To date, most
user fees have been relatively sx;uall, as few revenue producing
or admission type facilities have existed. This situation

may change substantially, however, in future years as more
emphasis is placed on speécialized direct service type facilities
by county government (i.e., Agri-Industrial Exhibition Complex,
county zoo and Park, sanitary sewer d.istricts). As this source
of income grows, it may be possible to pledge user fee toward
the construction and improvemeni". of the facilities from which
they are derived. This in a general sense gives ri:se to the
possibility of using some form of revenue bond financing for

project construction.

Capability to Finance Future Improvements

Economic Growth:

The program and projects Sedgwick County can undertake
and the services it can provide are dependent on the continued
economic prosperi.ty of the community. As existing commercial
and industrial activities expand and new business and industry
locates in the area and as new homes are built, the community
grows. As this growth occurs, the County tax base increases. .
Consequently, Sedgwick County's assessed valuation is greater

each year. With significant' increases in assessed valuation,

’
it is possible for the annual mill levy rate to remain at a

relatively constant Jevel and produce the additicnal revenue
necessary to support the programs, construction and services
needed by an expanding business and residential community.

Economic vitality as reflected in the continuing increase of




CHART 1
HISTORIC COMPARISON OF

ANNUAL TAX MILLAGE TO
REVENUE PRODUCED

TABLE I

Historic Comparison of Annual Tax Millage to
Revenue Produce

Revenue Produced

$ 12,329,772
12,637,289
12,885,826
14,462,880
13,938,170
14,781,672
16,067,716
16,489,543
16,906,038
17,578,991
18,558,537
20,364,349
10,675,163
12,791,328

13,209,605
13,641,559
14,087,638
14,548,303
15,024,033
15,515,319
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tdtal valuation of the County is, therefore, the key to financ-
ing future capital projects.
Chart I and Table I illustrate the effect of economic

growth‘ on the annual mill levy rate and the revenue it pro-

duces. As indicated, in 1961 the 25.57 mill levy rate required

to support the County budget produced $12,329,772.47 in revenue.
In 1971, a slightly lower mill levy of 25.02 produced
$18,558,537.25 in revenue. The 50 plus percent increase in
revenue produced was a result of assessed valuation advancing
from $482,159,099 in 1961 to $741,481,372 in 1971. As indicated
on Chart I, a significant reduction in the millage rate occurred
in 1973 to finance the 1974 County Budget. This was brought
about primarily through actions of the State Legislative in
assuming total responsibility for the welfare program, and in
significant reductions in required school foundation support
from county governments. The use of federal revenue sharing
funds has also contributed to the mill levy reduction. By
applying the latest levy rate (15.01 mills) to the assessed
valuation projected for future years, Table I indicates antici-
pated revenue increasing from $13,209,605 in 1975 to $15,515,319
by 1980,

Projected Assessed Valuations:

From 1964 to 1974 the annual increase in assessed valuation
has been 3.27 percent. By utilizing this average annual increase,
assessed valuations for 1975 through 1980 were projected and
appear in Chart II and Table II below. Thus, a relatively stable
mill levy rate applied to an assessed valuation which will become
greater each year can be expected to produce a proportionately
larger amount of revenue to finance Sedgwick County's capital

projects.




CHART 2
PROJECTED: ASSESSED VALUATION
(In Millions)’ A

Projected Assessed Valuation

.
Total Assessed Valuation

(Actual and Projected)

482,159,099
486,461 229 '
493,420,2
618 ,388,96
637,027,921
652,958,410
686,068,181
702,939,011
698,308,095
727,697,639
741,481,372
761;056,480
802,281,940
852,073,583

1975 879,936,389
1976 908,710,308
1977 938,425,135
1978 969,111,636
1579 1,000,801,586
1980 1,033,527,797




Bonding:

The Kansas State Legislature has given county governments
the authority to issue bonds to finance a wide variety of.
capital projects. Research into the Kansas Statutes Annotated
reveals that there is legislation permitting bond issues to pay
for.such diverse projects as county arterial and connecting
highways, bridges and culverts on county roads, interurban
railroads, lakes and recreation centers, monuments and memo-
rials for veterans, airports, national defense depots, flood
control, libraries, social welfare buildings, storage facilities
for voting machines, mental health clinics;‘juvenile detention
facilities and buildings for the care of the poor and aged.
Specific statutes may allow bonds to include such expenses as
acquiring a site; preparing plans and specifications; erecting

and equipping a structure; additions, improvements, remodeling

or reconstruction of county buildings; and replacing deteriorated,

obsolete equipment,

Sedgwick. County's Use of Bonds:

In past years, Sedgwick County has used general obligation
bonds to fund the County Courthouse construction, flood control
projects, a voting machine building, Sedgwick County Zoo projects
and the Kansas Coliseum. Revenue bonds and spéc_ial assessments have
typically been used to pay for projects which serve a restricted
segment of the population, for instance the extension of public
utilities such as streets, sewer and water lines and sewage dispoesal

facilities to subdivisions and improvement districts.




Limitations:

There are usually certain limitations of a county's
statutory authority to finance projects, The aggregate of
bonds issued and ;old is most commonly regulatedlby limiting
the amount of the bond issue to: 1) a specified percentage

of the assessed valuation of the county; 2) a stated dollar

amount; 3) a specific proportion of the total project cost

(for exaﬁple, one fourth); or 4) a pQrcentage of the total
tangible valuation of the county. Revenue bonds, building
funds and other resources can be similarly restricted by
statute. The legislation authorizing funding of the project
may also limit the period during which bonds may be issued, the
annual levy iate used to retire the bonds, the number of years
in which the bonds will mature and the rate at which they will

bear interest.

Limitation of Total Bonded Indebtedness; Interest Rates:

The total bonded indebtedness of any county in Kansas is
limited to one percent (1%) of the assessment for taxation by
K.S.A, 10-301. There are two exceptions to this provision. The
first is the refunding of outstanding debt, including outstand-
ing bonds aid matured coupons thereof; and the second exception
involves bonds issued under a statute specifipaily exempting
such bonds from the statﬁtory limitations of bonded indebtedness.
The text of the legislation itself usually specifies whether or

not the bonds issued thereunder are subject to or exempt from

LR e




the bonded indebtedness and/or tax levy limitation of the county.

The applicable statute must be consulted in each case, but many
projects are exempt from the bonded indebtedness limitation,
broadening the bonding capability of the county énnsiderahly.
In addition, K.S.A. 10-1009 states that whpnever a rate
of interest ig authorized to be fixed in any act, except for
general obligation bonds, such interest may be fixed in any
amount not exceeding eight percent (8%) per annum. General
obligation bon&s. however, may not bear interest at an annual

' rate exceeding seven percent (7%).

Bond Elections:

The issuance of bonds may also be subject to the approval
of the duly qualified electors at a general or special election.
Such election may be required for any bonds issued to finance a
project, or for bonds which exceed a specified amount or a cer-
tain percentage of the assessed valuation.

SnBjecting the use of general obligation bonds to prior
voter approval can be time consuming and expensive. This is

'one of the major reasons that in the past Sedgwick County has
preferred to finance certain projects, especially roads and
bridges, from the general fund.

Although the stafutqry provisions which outline the ways in
which a county may use bonds to finance capital projects are far
too numerous to discuss in detail, they do give the County a

broad range of bonding capabilities. The apparent complexity




of the statutes involved should not remain a barrier to
exploring to the fullest the use of bonding te finance capital
improvements. With the continued growth of Sedgwick County,

it will probably be necessary to make much greater use of the

County's bonding capabilities.

Futurc Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County:

In order to estimate the amoﬁnt of general obligation
bonded indebteiness the County will be able to assume in future
years, assessed valuation, mill levy rate and current bond
obligations were analyzed. The total annual amount required to
retire interest and principal payments on bonded indebtedness
is made up of both general obligation and special bonds (see
Chart III and Table III). Making use of the estimated assessed
valuations contained in Table II and assuming that the 1972
mill levy rate of 1.668 for bonds and .interest remains constant,
the amount available to retire principal and pay interest on
'general.obligation bonds was derived. The combined interest
and principal payments due each year on general obligation bonds
now outstanding was subtracted from the above amount, indicating
the funds available to meet additional bond obligations on an
annual basis, It was assumed that the Couﬁty would issue ten
year bonds at an annual interest rate of 5 1/2 percent, and
that ten percent of the principal would be retired each year.
Chart IV and Table IV illustrate the estimated additional bond-

ing capability of Sedgwick County from 1975 through 1980,




CHART 3

EXISTING BONDED
INDEBTEDNESS REQUIREMENTS

n Thousands)

Amortized Bond Indebtedness
Currently Outstanding

G.0. Bond Special Bond Total Debt
Requirements Reguirements Requirements

1,100,989.55 293,357.24 1,393,346.79
1,082.797.08 286,137.53 1,368.934.61
1,040,050.51 310,214.03 © 13s0,264.54 |
1,029,508.83 304,240.39 1,3331749.22
297,021.25 1,296,951, 52 l
290,003.75 1,267,175.41 |
283,929.37 1,722/085.71 |
275,856.87 1691524011 |
i 6.76 273.803.12 1,312.249.88
966,803, 52 26653537 1/233)342289 4
935,929.15 263,505, 62 1,199,434.77 |
896,397.30 263,505,562 1,189,434.77 l
996 ,686.79 245.542. 62 Laizaelan |
|
|

1,453,312.10 240,801.33 1,694,113.43
1,333,073.94 203,547.36 1,536,621.30
1,001,573.46 181,026.39

588,190.48 175,019.58

517,495.00 168,958.77

501,720.00 70,651.96

461,910,00 29,338.13

432,020.00 22,383,775

413,360.00 21,642,50 5

315,000.00 "5,181.50 320,181.50




FUTURE G.0. BONDING CAPABILITY
UNDER THE CURRENT MILLAGE RATE

REVENUE PRODUCED AT THE
CURRENT MILLAGE RATE| e

JIONDING CAPABILITY:
{EXCESS REVENUE)-

TABLE IV

Future Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County
at Current Bonding Mill Levy Rate

Currently
Outstanding

Revenue Produced by G.O. Bonds/

a Constant 1.668 Princ. + Int.

Mill Levy on Requirements

Projected Assessed For Following Excess Bonding
Valuation Year Revenue Capability -

$

1,467,733 $ 1,453,312 14,421 L] 93,038
1,515,728 1,333,074 182,654 1,178,412
1,565,293 1,001,573 563,720 3,636,903
1,616,478 588,190 1,028,288 6,634,116
1,669,337 517,495 1,151,842 7,431,238
1,723,924 501,720 1,222,204 7,885,187




Table 1V indicates that in 1975 a mill levy rate of 1, 668
applied to the estimated assessed valuation would produce
$1,467,773 in revenue. The amount needed to meet interest and
Principal payments on outstanding general obligation bonds will
be $1,453,312, leaving $14,421 to finance additional bonds.
Assuming issuance of ten year bonds at ar annual interest rate
of 5 1/2 percent, this figure would finance an additional
$93,038 in bonds. 1In 1976 and 1977 the revenue remaining
after retiring principal and interest bpayments would be $182,654
and $563,720 Tespectively. This would create an additional
bonding capability of $1,178,412 in 1976 and $3,636,903 in 1977.
These estimates have been derived by assuming a constant mill
levy rate. In reality, the mill levy rate will probably not
remain constant, but fluctuate in response to the actual amount
of the obligations assumed by the County. These figures illustrate
bonding capabilities under fixed assumptions. Some of this surplus
bonding capability will, however, be taken up by new bonds which
are currently scheduled to be issued in these years,

Table V and Chart V illustrate how the capital improvements

bonds currently scheduled from 1975 through 1980 actually affects

the County's bonding capability (contained in Table IV). - The

annual mill levy rate required to support outstanding and proposed
G.0. bond issues is also shown. Again, it was assumed that ten

Year general obligation bonds would be issued at an interest rate
of 5 1/2%. Principal and interest payments on special bonds were

calculated on a ten year basis, also at an interest rate of 5 1/2%.
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TABLE 'V

Revenue and Levy Requirements
for A1l Bonds - Existing and Programmed

\

2 Total Total Levy
Requirements Additional Additional Requirements Require-
for all Bonds Requirements Requirements for Outstand- ment for
Currently for Proposed for Proposed ing and Addi all G. O.

Outstandin G. 0. Bonds Special Bonds tional Bonds Bonds
1,694,113 Gl oo N 1,694,113 - 1.668

1,536,621 183,994 236,875 ; 1,957,490 1.724

1,182,599 284,445 272,126 . 1,739,170 1.415
763,210 550,187 323,427 '1,q36,324 . 1.213
686,480 ' 574,993 350,032 1,611,505 1.127
572,371 517,480 373,967 1,463,818  _ 1.018

511,248 : 633,132 447,457 1,591,837 1.078
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Chart V

is in the process of being prepared




The_six year Capital Improvements Pogram involves a

*total of $9,337,827 in bonds to be.issued from 1975 to 1980.
This includes $5,446,827 in general obligation bonds and
$3,891,000 in special bonds.

As additional bonds are issued to pay for capital improve-
ments, total interest and principal requirements each year will
increase proportionately. Payment on bonds issued during the
year become due in the following year. Thus, in 1976, an addi-
tional $183,994 would be reuqired to pay debt and interest on
general obligation bonds and $236,875 for special bonds programmed
to be issued during 1975. The $1,187,061 general obligation bond

issue in 1975. exceeds the $1,178,412 additional bonding capability

illustrated for that year in Table IV. This would require increas-

ing the Bond and Interest fund mill levy rate in 1975 to an esti-
mated 1.724 mills to cover 1976 payments. After 1976, however, the
mill levy rate necessary to meet the deht and interest requirements
for G.0. bonds is projected to decrease below the current 1.668

mill level as illustrated in Table V and Chart V.

Financial Summary of Total Program.

The Capital Improvements Porgram for Sedgwick County
scheduled for 1975 through 1980 involves én investment of
$44,747,223 from local, State, Federal and other sources. In a
previous section of this study, the various capital improvements
projects the county will undertake were grouped into five general
categories: General Public Facilities, Major Administrative

Equipment, Utilities, Community Facilities and Transportation.
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Detailed project descriptions and cost breakdowns were given

for each project. Table VI summarizes these individual pro-

g g’

jects into total costs by year and by source of funds for each

of the five general categories.

o e R

An investment of $9,815,870 is anticipated for General
Public Facilities, with no projects financed through general
obligation bonds. Private sources contribute $1,031,000;
$779,000 comes from current county revenue, $2,587,653 from
Federal revenue sharing and $2,321,535 from Federal aid,

The total expenditure planned for Major Administrative
Equipment is $195,000. All phases of this project are anti

pated to be financed out of current county revenue.

A total of $9,051,840 is scheduled to be invested in
Utilities over the next six years. Most of the funds come
from local special assessments, $3,891,000 and Federal aid,
$4,395,560. Current county revenues provide $179,400, General Ob-
ligation bonds, $389,880, with city contributions $148,000, and
$48,000 will be utilized from general revenue sharing funds.

Federal funds are anticipated to account for $928,090
of the $5,709,200 scheduled for Community Facilities from 1975
through 1980. Predesignated Federal revenue sharing funds make
up $1,732,750, building trust funds will provide $1,229,964, private
contributions provide $116,000, and $1,702,346 will be in the form of
current county revenue.

Transportation expenditures are scheduled to be $19,975,313.
Of this amount, $8,606,155 will be from Federal Aid Secondary
funds, $678,000 from city contribution, $1,030,000 from Federal
aid, $4,604,216 from current county revenue. Included within
the general obligation bond figure are §5,056,947 in bridge and
road construction bunds which are subject to further funding analysis

and approved by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners.
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM

Project Title: Project Categor Project Number: i
LT 5 S
Location: Project History: Last Assigned i
New[] Revised [ | Project Number: ;

Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if
necessary)

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
IS b i P e DY S LR B A )
Desirable Critical

Estimated Life _______ years,
the Project included in the Adopted Master Plan?

Year I[Annual Costs Resu
000's I from Project:
Survevs, Plans & Engineering| | i i
Land Acquisition&Relocation] 1~ W Maintenance

Utility Relocation :
[CERSEEHC o ae e s s e |
Equipment &/or Furniture e :

d
(Service charges)
£f. Federal aid

$
- County $___ g. State aid
$

a. Current revenue - City

b. Existing Bond fund h. Special assessment
c. General obligation bonds § i. Other (specify)
Revenue bonds

Roadways & Streets: Location Map
Existing Surface:

1 concrete Existing: (Year
[ Asphalt w/Base

[ Asphalt w/o Basel Projected:(Year
1 Gravel z

O sand sufficiency Ratingj]
Sl
Condition: R/W |Street
OJ Good Width
0 Fair

[ Poor
] Hazardous Reduired




March 5, 1975

Judge Michael Corrigan
Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
525 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Re: 1975-80 - Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program.

Dear Judge Corrigan:

On February 21, 1975, the members of the Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee met and
considered the large capital project expenditures prop d
for Sedgwick County during the next six years. Members of
the C.I.P. Advisory Committee are: The three County Com-
missioners, County Counselor, County Engineer, County Auditor,
County Zoning Administrator, and the Chairman and one County
appointment of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission. The
task of the Committee is to review all project proposals in
terms of priority, need, available resources, and impact upon
Sedgwick County. After the Capital Improvements Program is
reviewed and revised by the Committee it is forwarded to the
Matropolitan Area Planning Commission for review and recom-
mendation to the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners.

As the Advisory Committee reviewed individual project requests,
several questions arose concerning the $500,000 in Revenue
fharing Funds appropriated for the Juvenile Courts Complex to
be constructed at Lake Afton, aind it was proposed that further
information be obtained concerning the entire interrelationship
of the many programs operated by the Juvenile Court. These
questions may be summarized as follows:

1) what is the exact purpose of the Juvenile Courts Complex
and how does it relate to the needs of Sedgwick County?

2) will the construction of this proposed Complex impose
additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms of




Judge Michael Corrigan
March 5, 1975
Page 2

additional staff and equipment and will it require budget
support by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in excess of \H-P
actual construction costs.

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? Is there some estimate

of cost per child for all operations of the Juvenile Court which
only considers individual offenders and does not include multiple
offenses by a single individual?

4) VWhat is the interrelationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most G.C.C.A.
programs are generally demonsatration projects for a specified
duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County ultimately be asked
to assume these program expenditures through local funding once
federal support is ended?

5) Wwhat is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and local
tax revenue support?

In recommending that the 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital
Improvements Program be forwarded to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for review, the C.I.P. Advisory Committee
also included in the motion a request that you or your
reprasentative be in attendance at the M.A.P.C. meeting

in order to discuss some of the questions raised.

I realize that the questions raised are far reaching but I
believe that a discussion of these items could be of mutual
benefit to both the M.A.P.C. and the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court. The item has been scheduled for the regular meeting of
the M.A.P.C. on March 13, 1975 at 1:30 p.m., in Room 401, City
Building Annex, 104 South Main in Wichita. If you have any
problems with that time or have any questions concerning this
mattar, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Robert A, Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL:MM:rme

cc: Jack Turner, County Counselor
Austin Rising, Vice Chairman, Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

METROPFPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT May 27, 1975
To The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

sussecT 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program

Attached for consideration on your June 4th meeting agenda is

a copy of the proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improve-
ments Program. As you are aware, the Planning Department has
been working over the past several months with County Depart-
ment heads and officials to update the 1974-81 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program which was prepared last year. The ,
work has been completed as represented in the attached document.
The format of the Program is the same as last year's except that
the time span encompassed by the Program has been reduced to six
years in order to provide a more realistic basis for project
assessment. The Program contains definitional and descriptive
information on Capital Improvements programming and capital pro-
jects as well as sections dealing with goals and objectives, pro-
ject scheduling and financing. In total, it is viewed as a guide
for future capital expenditures in the County and as such is
amendable at any time with overall revision and updating occurring
on an annual basis.

The current 1975-80 Program contains 90 capital projects estimated
to cost $44,747,223 over the six year time frame. A summary break-
down of these total estimated costs by project category and source
of funds is attached for your reference.

The Program in its present form has been reviewed by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee and suggested
improvements have been incorporated. It has also been presented
before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission during their
meeting of March 13, 1975.* Following their consideration, the
Planning Commission passed a motion certifying that the 1975-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program is in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan. It should be noted, however, that
one additional project has been added since the MAPC meeting;
$450,000 has been added for the construction of livestock
pavilions at the Kansas Coliseum and it is proposed that said
pavilions be funded with Revenue Sharing funds.

*An excerpt from the minutes of that meeting is attached for
your reference.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL :MM:rme
Attachment




Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
May 27, 1975
Page 2

cc: Judge Michael Corrigan
Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
Sedgwick County Courthouse

Mr, G. C. McLure, Director
Department of Public Works
1015 Stillwell, 67213

Mr, Jaék Turner
Sedgwick County Counselor
Sedgwick County Courthouse




SUMMARY OF 1975-1980
SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Total Number of Projects 90

Total Estimated Cost $44,747,223

Project Costs by Individual Categories -
General Public Facilities $ 9,815,870
Major Administrative Equipment 195,000
Utilities 9,051,840
Community Facilities 5,709,200
Transportation 19,975,313

44,297,223

Project Costs by Source of Funds -
General Obligation Bonds $ 5,446,827
Federal Categorical Grants 8,675,185

Federal Revenue Sharing Previously

Designated : 3,350,250

*Revenue Sharing Estimated 450,000
Cufrent County Revenue (Cash) 7,641,162
Special Assessments 3,891,000
Building Trust Fund (County revenue) 4,305,964
City Contribution 826,000
Federal Aid Secondary Road Funds 8,606,155

Private Contribution 1,147,040

s 44,747,223

*This $450,000 is the estimated cost of the Livestock Pavilions
at the new Kansas Coliseum; it is anticipated that Revenue Sharing
funds will be allocated for this project.




TABLE V

Revenue and Levy Requirements
for All Bonds - Existing and Programmed

Total Total Levy
Requirements Additional Additional Requirements Require-
For All Bonds Requirements Requirements For Outstand- ment For
Currently For Proposed For Proposed ing and Addi- All G. O.

OQutstanding G. 0. Bonds Special Bonds tional Bonds Bonds i

1,242,229 oo o 1,242,229 1.211
1,148,255 596,373 121,756 1,866,384 1.817
1,087,505 725,456 149,747 1,962,708 1.889
749,364 933,634 187,012 1,870,010 1.713
355,441 930,165 213,303 1,498,909 1.230
295,065 973,741 238,863 1,507,669 1.183
189,358 940,325 263,693 1,393,376 1.115
142,672 906,912 351,917 1,401,501 1.045
108,424 873,497 373,765 1,355,686 0.948
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PROJECTED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES FOR ZOO-PARK LEVY

1972 1973 1974

Zoo 313,911 359,380 377,380
Lake Afton 63,800 65,000 66,500
Co. Park = 5,000 7,500

377,711 429,380 451,380

1976 1977

396,880 421,880 449,880 482,380
69,500 71,000 72,500 74,000
12,500 15,000 20,000 25,000

478,880 507,880 542,380 581,380

1980 1981 1982

520,380 541,380 562,380
75,500 77,000 78,500
30,000 31,500 33,500

625,880 649,680 380

PROJECTED CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

1973 1974

Zoo 403,100 29,200

Lake Afton 25,000 (12,500)

Co. Park 55,000 (27,500) 217,500 (108,750)
483,100 (40,000) 246,700 (108,750)

1975 1976 1977

20,000 1,095,300 232,600

155,000_ (77,750) 173,229_ (85,625) 166,250 (83,125)
175,500 (77,750) 1,268,550 (85,625) 398,850 (83,125)
1978 1980

738,100 (235,550) L 582,100 (291,050)
148,500 (_74,250) = (Federal/
886,600 (309,800) £ 582,100(291,050) State Aid)




: ESTIMATED REVENUE
From Zoo - Park Operations (not including sale's tax residue)

Gate Restpgml Gifts Boats

80,000 900 2,500 20,000
87,500 1,000 3,000 21,875
95,000 1,100 3,500 23,750
102,500 1,200 4,000 25,825
110,000 1,300 4,500 27,500
117,500 1,400 5,000 29,375
125,000 . 1,500 5,500 31,250
132,500 1,600 6,000 33,125

Total Rev. Zoo L. A. Rev. Park Rev. Grand Total

1973 103,40 7,750 10,000 1973 121,150
1974 113,37 8,000 11,000 1974 132,375
1975 123,350 ; 8,250 13,000 1975 144,600
1976 133,525 8,500 13,250 1976 155,275
997, 143,300 8,750 13,500 1977 165,550
1978 153,275 < 9,600 14,750 1978 L/6 . e
1979 163,250 9,250 14,000 1979 186,500
1980 173,225 9,500 14,250 1980 196,975




PROJECTED OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES FOR ZOO-PARK LEVY

1972 1973 1974 1975

Zoo 313,911 359,380 377,380 383,880
Lake Afton 63,800 65,000 66,500 68,000
Co. Park S 5,000 7,500 9,000

377,711 429,380 451,380 460,880

1976 1977 1978 1979

396,880 421,880 449,880 482,380
69,500 71,000 72,500 74,000
12,500 15,000 20,000 25,000

478,880 507,880 542,380 581,380

1980 1982

520,380 562,380
75,500 78,500
_ 30,000 31,500 33,500
625,880 674,380

PROJECTED CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

1973 1974

Zoo 403,100 29,200

Lake Afton 25,000 (12,500)

Co. Park 55,000 (27,500) 217,500 (108,750)
483,100 (40,000) 246,700 (108,750)

1975 1976 1977

20,000 1,095,300 232,600

155,000 (77,750) 173,250 (
175,500 (77,750) I,268,550 (

85,
65,6

625) 166,250 (83,125)
25)

398,850 (83,125)

1978 1979 1980

738,100 (235,550) 7591.,200 582,100(291,050)
148,500 ( 74,250) - = (Federal/
886,600 (309,800) 591,200 582,100(291,050) State Aid)




; ESTIMATED REVENUE
From Zoo - Park Operations (not including sale's tax residue)

Gate Rest Gifts Boats

80,000 900 2,500 20,000
87,500 1,000 3,000 21,875
95,000 1,100 3,500 23,750
102,500 1,200 4,000 25,825
110,000 1,300 4,500 27,500
117,500 1,400 5,000 29,375
125,000 1,500 5,500 31,250
132,500 1,600 6,000 33,125

 Total Rev. Zoo L. A. Rev. Park Rev. Grand Total

1973 103,400 7,750 10,000 - 1973 121,150
1974 113,375 8,000 11,000 1974 132,375
1975 123,350 : 8,250 13,000 1975 144,600
1976 133,525 8,500 13,250 1976 155,275
1977 143,300 8,750 13,500 1977 165,550
1978 153,275 9,000 14,750 1978 176,025
1979 163,250 ; 9,250 14,000 1979 186,500
1980 173,225 9,500 14,250 1980 196,975
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT - July 13, 1973

Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program Advisory Committee

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

BUBJECT potahlishment of Goals and Objectives for

Updating the County Capital Improvements
Program

As you may be aware, the Planning Department is currently

in the process of updating the Sedgwick County Capital
Improvements Program. To accomplish this task, it will

be necessary to formulate an acceptable statement of goals
and objectives to be used in determining priority scheduling
for future projects. Enclosed is a draft of the Goals and
Objectives statements as they appeared in last year's CIP.
Please review this draft and advise our Department of any
changes, additions, deletions, etc. that may be necessary.

Please bear in mind that goals statements are usually very
broad and general in nature. Objective statements, on the
other hand, may be more specific and may have reference to
particular projects that are listed within the program.

Once we have received your response, we will schedule a
meeting for review of anticipated changes to the Program.

RAL:RLY :ber
Attachment

cc: Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners, w/a




EXCERPT FROM 1973-1980 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FOR
SEDGWICK COUNTY

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Once a list has been compiled of capital projects which
are considered either necessary or highly desirable for the
County to undertake over the next six to ten years, the problem
of assigning priorities arises. Although certain priorities may
Jogically suggest themselves, such as installing utilities before
paving streets, other difficulties in scheduling may not be so
easy to resolve. Criteria must be developed to aid those respon-
sible for programming to choose between projects and determine
which improvements will have priority over others. Not only will
these criteria have to aid in selecting between different types
of projects (that is, utilities, roads, parks, etc.), but they
must serve as guidelines for decisions made about priorities
among the multitude of projects contained within each of these
categories as well.

In order to fulfill the need for established criteria to
guide decisions, a series of goals and objectives may be devel-
oped. Objectives tend to relate more to short-range projects, and
may change from one year to another, depending on current needs.
Economic development, for example, has been the primary objective
for capital improvements programming during the past two years.
Goals, however, tend to take a long-range point of view. They
consider development over a longer period of time of perhaps
six to ten years. The two types of guidelines allow decision-
makers the flexibility to shift emphasis from year to year in
order to meet changes in current demands, while at the same time
working consistently toward pre-determined long-range goals. The
following goals and objectives were recommended by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee:

SAFETY
Goals

Sedgwick County will provide the facilities that are
necessary for the minimum recognized level of protection of
life and property. MHigher levels of service are desirable if
adequate resources are available.

Objective

1. Eliminate traffic congestion, improve traffic flow,
and reduce accidents by:

- Providing bridge structures that are consistent
with accepted loading safety standards as defined
by Federal, State and local authorities.




Providing traffic control facilities to maintain
safe and free flowing traffic.

Eliminating bottleneck areas which affect safe
traffic movement.

Widening and improving streets which have excessive
volume based on existing traffic for present pavement
width.

Providing safe adequate arterials in accordance with
the Transportation Study standards.

Provide facilities to improve fire protection capa-
bilities. For example, new fire stations could be
constructed in developing areas to conform with the
previously adopted Fire and Police Facilities Plan.
Provide necessary facilities to strengthen police
protection programs.

HEALTH

Goal

Sedgwick County will provide those facilities necessary to
maintain a healthful environment and take all measures necessary

to combat contagious disease.

Objectives

1. Provide sanitary sewer service and the necessary sewage
treatment facilities outlined in the Sewage Facilities
Plan adopted by Wichita-Sedgwick County.

Construct and expand those health care facilities
necessary for the maintenance of a physically and
mentally healthy citizenry. This would include any
additions to or improvements of the existing Sedgwick
County Hospital and the mental health facility.

In order to prevent disease and provide for solid waste
disposal, provide facilities such as sanitary landfills
in accordance with a County solid waste disposal plan.




T e S S
&

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Goal

Sedgwick County will endeavor to stimulate economic expan-
sion and provide facilities which will encourage economic growth
and new economic development.

Objectives

l. Provide better vehicular access to the existing and
proposed industrial, commercial and agricultural
centers.

Provide facilities that will enhance the image of the
County and promote tourism. The primary project under
this category would be to provide for the construction
of the Agricultural-Industrial Exhibition complex.




TABLE I

Historic Comparison of Annual Tax Millage to
"~ Revenue Produced

Mill Levy Revenue Produced

25.57 $iGaozd0ng70
25.97 12,637,289
26,11 12,885,826
23.38 14,462,880
21.88 13,938,170
22.63 14,781,672
23.42 16,067,716
23.45 16,489,543
24,21 16,906,038
24.15 17,578,991
25.02 18,558,537
26.75 20,364,349
13.42 10,716,254

11,094,166
11,421,439
11,758,375
12,105,242
12,462,348
12,829,989
13,208,473
13,598,123




TABLE II

Projected Assessed Valuation

Total Assessed Valuation

(Actual and Projected)

482,159,099
486,461,229
493,426,241
618,388,960
637,027,921
652,958,410
686,068,181
702,939,011
698,308,095
727,697,639
741,481,372
761,056,480
802,417,050

826,689,000
851,076,000
876,183,000
902,030,000
928,640,000
956,035,000
984,238,000

1,013,273,000




Amortized Bond Indebtedness

TABLE III

Currently Outstanding

G. 0. Bond
Requirements

1,100,989.55
1,082,797.08
1,040,050.51
1,029,508.83
999,930.27
977,171.66
1,438,156.34
1,415,667.24
1,038,446.76
966,803.52
935,929.15
896,397.30

996,686.79
905,845.00
882,461.39
566,966.39
179,230.00
125,035.00
125,820.00
121,310.00

86,720.00

Special Bond
Requirements

292,357.24
286,137.53
310,214.03
304,240.39
297,021.25
290,003.75
283,929.37
275,856 .87
273,803.12
266,539.37
263,505.62
258,602.70

245,542.62
242,409.63
205,043.38
182,397.13
176,210.88
170,030.63
63,538.38
21,362.13
21,704.00

Total Debt
Requirements

1,393,346.79
1,368,934.61
1,350,264 .54
1,333,749.22
1,296,951.52
1,267,175.41
1,722,085.71
1,691,524.11
1,312,249.88
1,233,342.89
1,199,434 .77
1,155,000.00

1,242,229.41
1,148,254.63
1,087,504.77
749,363.52
355,440.88
295,065.63
189,358.38
142,672.13
108,424.00




Revenue Produced by
a constant 1.211
Mill Levy omn Pro-
jected Assessed

Future Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County

Valuation

$

1,001,120
1,030,653
1,061,057
1,092,358
1,124,583
1,157,758
1,191,912
1,227,073

TABLE IV

Currently
Outstanding
G.0. Bonds/
Princ. + Int.
Requirements
For Following
Year

$ 905,845
882,461
566,966
179,230
125,035
125,820
121,310

86,720

Excess
Revenue

95,275
148,192
494,091
913,128
999,548

1,031,938

1,070,602

1,140,353

Bonding
Capability

657,068

1,022,013

3,407,524
6,297,434
6,893,434
7,116,813
7,383,462
7,864,503
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September 10, 1975

Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program.

Enclosed are fifty copies of the 1975-80 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program for distribution from your
offices. Coples have been distributed to all County Depart-
ment heads and additional copies are available at the
Sedgwick County Department of Public Works and the MAPD.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please

do not hesitate to call on me.

“ Rol A, Lakin
Director of Planning




‘EXCERPT FROM EIEZ‘;NNIH-G COMMISSION MELETING OF MARCH 13, 1975

DR-74-26 - Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program -
1975-80

KAMEN stated that a request had been made for item #14
(Sedgwick County C.I.P.) to be moved to the first of the agenda
because of a conflict in time by some of the participants.

MOTION: HENNESSY moved, GRAGERT seconded
and it carried unanimously that agenda
item #14 be considered at the first of the
agenda.

LAKIN referred to the cover memorandum accompanying the
Capital Improvements Program and emphasized that the Capital
Improvements Program Advisory Committee requested that Judge
Corrigan be in attendance to answer questions, and that two

bridge projects had been rescheduled from 1776 to 1975.

HENNESSY commented that his primary concerﬂ was for the
extension of sewer benefit districts to accommodate the grow-

ing population of Sedgwick County.

JUDGE MICHAEL CORRIGAN of the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court explained that he was present to answer questions raised
by the Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee. He
related further that the "Juvenile Complex" contained in the
C.I.P. was actually a building to house the judicial and
administrative offices of the Juvenile Court and was to be con-

structed at the old Friendly Gables site with $500,000 in




rage 2

Revenue -Sharing noney alrea&y appropriated by the Doard of

Sedgwick County Commissioners. At the present  time, he said,

a building is being constructed at the Friendly Gables site to
house the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court which are
now located on the eighth floor of the Sedgwick County Court-
house. Once those facilities are separated from the administrative
facilities which remain on the 1lth floor of the Courthouse then
legal problems will develop because State Statutes require that
there be immediate and frequent hearings for people detained

in the detention facility. CORRIGAN continued that the isolation
of the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court from the
judicial and administrative offices would require dual sets of
records and would necessitate moving the Juvenile Court every

day for a few hours to the detention site at Friendly Gables

with a great loss of efficiency. In terms of economy, efficiency,
and clarity it would be better to have the judicial facilities
located in close proximity to the detention facilities. CORRIGAN
also stated that Commissioner Rush had contacted him about the
lack of space at the Sedgwick County Courthouse and had suggested
that the 11th floor would be available if the judicial and
administrative arms of the Juvenile Court were moved to Friendly

Gables.

CORRIGAN then dealt specifically with the questions outlined
in the letter which had been raised at the C.I.P. Advisory

Committee meeting:




1) What is the cxact purposc of the Juvenile Courts Complox

and how does it relate to the needs of Sedgwick count.y?
CORRIGAN said that he believed that he had answered this’
question in his opening statement but would be hapﬁ:y to answer

any further questions in that area.

KAMEN commented that perhaps the Judge should answer each

question and then the Commissioners would ask theirs.

2) Will the construction of this proposed Complex impose
additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms
of additional staff and equipment and will it require
budget support by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in

excess of actual construction costs?

CORRIGAN stated in relation to question #2 that there
would be little if any. Present staff and equipment would
be utilized at the new facility and although some incidental

items might be required, he was unaware of any at the moment.

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? Is there some estimate
of cost per child for all operations of the Juvenile Court
which only considers individual offenders and does not

include multiple offenses by a single individual?
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CORRIGAN supplied the following statistics: .4,582 individual ¢

young persons appcared before the Court in 1974 and total costs
per offender were $138.39. B80% of the offenders are new cases
whereas 20% of the offenders are repeated offenders. He stated
that often offenders are placed on parole when they should
actually be in a controlled environment because of the lack of
space at the State and local level and he hoped that the proposed
facilities could alleviate this problem. Also 34,858 meals were
served on the 8th floor of the Juvenile Court and 28,579 meals
were served at Lake Afton Boys Ranch during 1974. SOm'e 40,000
people visit the 11lth floor of the Courthouse every year and

50 employees add to the parking problems around the Courthouse.
The State Statutes require at least 3 hearings/case so a minimum
of 13,500 cases were heard on the llth Floor in 1974 and this
figure represents more hearings than were conducted by all

nine Divisions of the District Court combined.

4) What is the interrelationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most
G.C.C.A. programs are generally demonstration projects for
a specified duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County
ultimately be asked to assume these program expenditures

through local funding once federal support is ended?

What is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and

local tax revenue support?




CORRIGAN said that it was his feeling that questions

4 and 5 did not relate to the Capital Improvements Program
and stated that the MAPC was not the monitering agency of the
- Juvenile Court but in the interests of professionalism he
would go through the five federal grants and four individual
budgets of the Juvenile Court line item by line item if the

Commission wished.

KAMEN thanked Judge Corrigan and asked for questions by

the Commission.

GRAGERT inquired as to why these questions were raised.
KAMEN answered that Commissioner Rising had chaired the
C.I.P. Advisory Committee meeting but was not present to relate

the concerns so perhaps the staff could answer.

LAKIN related that although he did not attend said méet.ing
it was his understanding that members of the C.I.P. Advisory
Committee had raised the questions and had directed the staff

to request that Judge Corrigan attend the MAPC hearing.

CORRIGAN stated that he hadn't attended the meeting either
and although he would certainly be happy to answer questions
before the Sedgwick County Commission he did not think that the

MAPC was the proper body to moniter the Juvenile Court.
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GARDENHIRE inquired about community b;éed facilities and

CORRIGAN mentioned the Wichita Youth Homé, the Monica HOUSGS;'
Colofado Youth Home and other such facilities in the Wichita

area and he personally felt that Wichita's problems could not
be solved in Topeka or Larned and that community based efforts

should continue.

KAMEN asked Commissioner Hennessy if he had any comment
since he was a member of the C.I.P. Advisory Committee and

HENNESSY stated that he had no comment.

KAMEN stated that it was his understanding that the questions
reiated to whom the iuvenile Court was responsible and CORRIGAN
stated that he was answerable to the Board of Sedgwick County
Commissioners who set the bﬁdget and ultimately to the people
of Sedgwick County who elected him. KAMEN thanked the Judge for

appearing and asked if there were further questions on the C.

GRAGERT commented on the improvement project for the
Sedgwick County Jail and stated he felt there were even greater

needs at the jail and additional improvements were needed.

MEEK of the MAPD staff explained that additional Revenue
Sharing funds had been appropriated by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners for the Sheriff's Correction Department
but that these were not for capital expenditures and as such were

not included in the C.I.P.




GARDENHIRE noted the remodeling project‘at_the old County

Courthouse and inquired as to rumors that the building would
be torn down. MEEK stated that the building would be remodeled

and retained.

HENNESSY noted the presence of the County Engineer and

inquired about sewer and drainage projects in the County.

GROVER McLURE, the County Engineer, replied that as of

. April 4 there will be one million dollars in temporary notes
available for the construction of the Timber Lakes-Springdale
Benefit District in the eastern part of the County. In addition,
he and the County Commission were exploring equitable methods to
tax an entire benefit district and there were problems in the
assessment of farmland versus other uses. McLURE noted that
Johnson County has three bills in the State Legislature which
would allow assessment of land on a use rather than square foot
basis. He further explained that contracts have been let for the
interceptor main and the laterals in the eastern benefit District
and $562,682 was granted by the Environmental Protection Agency
for the project. McLURE also stated that he had been assigned
the task of trying to devise an equitable and economical method

of benefit district maintenance.

HENNESSY asked McLure whether the reason more development
hasn't occurred in Sedgwick County was a lack of sewer and

McLURE answered that in order to have development you must have




a water system, sanitarv sewer, a”trhnsporfation_network, and

‘drainage facilities. HENNESSY also stated that the size of the
prsgram of $44,000,000 appeared to be a rather lagge bu:&en in
these times. LAKIN referred to charts 3 and 4 which explain

the relationship of the debt and interest fund and any additional
bonding capacity. LAKIN stated that the County was in excellent
shape énd was far below its bonding capacity. MEEK noted that
the amount of General Obligation Bonds in the 1975-80 C.I.P.

was some two million dollars less than last year's program.

HENNESSY inquired as to what would happen if approval

of the Program did not occur for six months or so. LAKIN
stated that the C.I.P. is primarily a statement of public policy
to the citizens of Sedgwick County and although the County Com-
mission could of course continue to appropriate funds without
the C.I.P. as a guide,there would be no guide for private
citizens as to programmed projects. LAKIN also pointed out
that some federal funding programs require that the recipient
agency have a Capital Improvements Program and while transpor-
tation funds for example would not be suspended in the absence
of a C.I.P. there would be problems encountered with certifi-
cation.

MOTION: GRAGERT moved, HENNESSY seconded

and it carried unanimously that the 1975-80

Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program

be forwarded to the Board of Sedgwick County

Commissioners with certification that the

Program is in compliance with the Comprehen-

sive Plan but that no recommendation would be
made on the merits of individual projects.




BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PROCEEDINGS

AGENDA
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSTONERS
REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 11, 1975

Invocation by the Christian Businessmen's Committee
RolL Calt

Approval of Minutes: Regufar Meeting, May 21, 1975
Special Meeting, May 21, 1975
Special Meeting, June 4, 1975

g?‘fc‘;ﬁimﬁan as 1o the avaifability of funds... County Contnollen's
e

Sedgwick County Department of Public Wonks:
1) Highway Division:
Al Right of Way Mattens:

1. Wikson and Company, Engineers and Architects, request for the
Boeing Company permission to installf a 6 inch PVC Tndustrial
Waste Line encased in a 60 foot Long steel encasement pipe at
a point 925+ feet south of the intersection of MacArthur Road
and OLiver Street (827 U) crossing from Section 13 to Section
14 in T-28-S, R-1-E o be installed by boiing at a depth of
7 feet befow the top of the west cunb of OLiver Street. No
blacktop roadways cut; no cost to Sedgwick County.

The Gas Service Company hequests permission to Lay 201'-4" &
2" gas main from a point 250' N.C.L. Harry Street and 6'
W.E.P.L. 143nd Street East, thence south 181' in 143nd Street
East, thence East 20' in Havy. No stneet chossings. ARL

An the SW 1/4, See. 25-T-27S-R-2-E. No blacktop roadways cut;
no cost to Sedgwick County.

Snodgrass & Sons Construction Company, Ine., requests permission
o install gas Line beginning 1320' south of the SW corner of
Rock Road (79th Street East) and 55th Street South, Sec. 30,
thence under Rock Road (79th Street East) to Sec. 29. One 4"
gas Line encased .in 6" sleeve 36" below the Line of ditch.
No bfacktop roadways cut; no cost to Sedgwick County.

Southwestern Belf Telephone Company requests permission to buny
tefephone cable on the east side of 199th Street West (Goddaid
Road), #nom US 54 Highway Nonth to Maple Street; on 16th Street
WesZ, from Maple to 2050' nonth of Central; and on Central from
167th Street West, east 1435', Cable will be placed at a minimum
depth of 24 .nches. No blacktop roadways cut; no cost to
Sedgwick County, !

Southwestenn Bell Telephone Conpany requesis permission o bury
cable beginning nean the northwesit coinen Central Ave., or 4h
Stneet Nonth and 343nd Street West (which is the southeast
cornen Section 15, T-27-S, R-4-W), thence nonth 4782'. Cable
will be buried 24" deep, approximately &' from night of way Line.
No blacktop noadways cut; no cost to Sedguick County.

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company requests permission to
bury Zefephone cable atong the nonth side of 814t Street Noath
from the wesi edge of Valley Center, West Ave., to 39th Street
West. Cablfe will be buried also along the west side of 39th
Street West from 81st Stheet West from 818t Street Noath o
77th Street Nonth. No blacktop roadways cut; no cost to

Sedgwick County.




BOARD OF SEDGWICK COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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Agenda- June 11, 1975
Page 2

7. Southwestern Belf Telephone Company hequests penmission to
bury telephone cable 24" deep .in bottom of ditch afong the
west side of Section 31, T-26-S, R-2-W. No blacktop roadways
cut; no cost to Sedgul-f.cfi County.

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company hequests permission Zo
bury cable along the nonth side of East 45th Street Nonth grom
Hillside, east for approximately 1400'. No blacktop roadmays
cut; no cost to Sedgwick County.

B. Resofutions:

1) Resofution for Bridge Bonds to be presented by M. Grey Dresie
Bridge Bond Counsel

2) Resofution with negand to No Parking Anytime signs on Broadway

3) Onder and Resofution classifying Deer Thail Cincle from 1514t
Street West, east to turnaround; as platted in Country Acres £in
th MV 1/4 Seetion 35, T-29-S, R-2-W of the 6th p.m. as a
Township Road with assignment to Ninnescah Township for
maintenance.

C. Federal Flood Insurance:

1) Acfﬁuga&.ou for participation in Federal Flood Insurance Program-
y Cox

Jail Connections Depastment:
1. Request for authonization to appropiiate Jail Comrections
GCCA Remodeling gunds to F & F Plumbing for plumbing
"clean-outs" fo extend from 3nd fLoor Jaif Corrections
facility to §Loon above. Greg Fuson- Jail Corrections Department

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission:
v1. Case SCZ-0341

\ 2. Case SCZ-0344
/3. Case DR-75-14- Stneet name change

“4. DR-75-15- Special Permit

ViS| Lettons of Chedic- 0'DeLl Woite Addition

1/5. Resofution in negands to Civif Rights and Section Three (3),
Housing and Urban Devefopment Act 1968

/1. Change in Central Plains Area Agency on Aging Plan

8. Central Plains Area Agency on Aging Staff Training
(/9. Proghess Repont of the Wichitn-Sedguick County Drug Abuse Task Fore
VAo Review of Contnact from State Department of Social and

ehabilitation Services
T
11. 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capitaf Improvement Progham

H. Couniy Counselonr:
1. Setttement of Workman's Compensation Claim

-2-
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Purhcasing:

1. Llubrication Equipment  Engineering
Street Sweepen Engdineering
Blfue Jeans Shernif
Air Condition-Class Room Boys Ranch

Drapes i Boys Ranch

Drapes Juvenife Count

Canvas FLoor Covering Juvenile Court

Athletic Equipment Juvenile Count

Medical Supplies Juvenite Court

Kitchen Utensils Juvenile Court

Sinen Civil Preparedness

Sinen Cases Civil Preparedness
Medical Supplies Jail Corrections

CLosed Cincuit TV System--Jail Comrections
Typewniten Personned

Typewniten Distrnict Count Division #2
Dictating Machine District Count Division #2
Voting Machine ELection Commissionen
Remodeling Hospital

2 nooms Law Library

Fish 200 Park




Mailing List for Printed Copies of
County Capital Improvements Program

Mr. Cliff Roddy, Supt.
Lake Afton

RFD #1
Goddard,' Kansas 67052

Mr. Louis B, Earle
Sedgwick County Assessor
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Jerry Bolen

Building Engineer

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Gene Beaver, Director
Civil Defense

2415 Glen Oaks Drive
Wichita, Kansas 67218

Judge Tyler C. Lockett
Court of Common Pleas
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dr. Mervyn Silverman, Director
Wichita-Sedgwick County
Department of Community Health
1900 East 9th Street

Wichita, Kansas 67214

Judge Howard c. Pline
District Court
Sedgwick County Courthouse

Wichita, Kansas 67203
Mrs. Helen Woodman
Election Commissioner
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Grover McLure, Director
Department of Public Works
1015 stillwell

Wichita, Kansas 67213

10,

Chief Ray Davis

Sedgwick County Fire Dept.
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

M. S. Mitchell
Maintenance-Flood Control

Judge Michael Corrigan
Juvenile Court

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Don M. Kordis
Sedgwick County Hospital
1001 North Minneapolis
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Mr. Clinton Willsie
Mental Health Clinic
1045 North Minneapolis
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Sheriff Johnny Darr
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Paul Evans

Regional Criminal Justice
Planning Office

3369 East 49th Street South

Wichita, Kansas 67216

Mr. Syd Werbin

County Building, Planning
& Inspection
1015 stillwell
Wichita, Kansas 67213

Mr, R. L. Blakely, Director
Sedgwick County Zoo

5555 Zoo Boulevard

Wichita, Kansas 67212

Mr. Gene Fey
Sanitation Division




County CIP Mailing 1iSt (cont'd)

20.

Mr. Walter Kenney

Elmer Fox and Company
Vickers-KSB&T Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. Gary Leonard

Auditors Office

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr., Jack Turner

County Counselor

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Lorenzo Lefdahl
County Treasurer's Office
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Donald Miller

County Treasurer

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. George Pierce

County Clerk

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. John Philbrick

County Auditor

Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr, Paul Pickler
Purchasing Department
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kanas 67203

Mary Ann Mamoth

Personnel Director
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. James D. Rush

County Construction and Park Director
320 Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita,Kansas 67203

Mr., Sam Fulco (3 copies)
County Coliseum Director

320 Sedgwick County Courthouse

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Gene Schulte

County Comptroller
Sedgwick County Courthouse
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Steve Asbury, Director
County Ambulance Service
Room 122

1001 N. Minneapolis
Wichita, Kansas 67214




September 9, 1975

Michael R. Meek, Junior Planner

Printed copies cf County Capital Improvements Program.

Enclosed for your reference is a final printed copy of the
updated 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program.
The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners adopted this Program
on June 11, 1975. The Planning Department extends its gratitude
for the assistance we received in compiling information for the
Program. As Capital Improvements Programming is an ongoing
process, we may be contacting you again later this year to
update the enclosed 1975-80 document. Prior to that time, we
would appreciate being advised of any change in status (project
initiation, completion, deferral, addition, etc.) of the projects
in the Program which may be under your direction or of which you
are particularly knowledgeable.

If you should have need of additional copies of the enclosed
Program document, a limited supply is available in the offices
of the County Commissioners, County Engineer, and the Planning
Department.

Michael R, Meek, Junior Planner




FROM

SUBJECT

The' ard of Sedgwick Cou*.' Commlaslonhrs

Rohert A Laklh ﬁlzactor of Plannlnn FROE S " RN " f

1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program

Attached for consideration on your April 2nd meeting agenda is

a copy of the proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program. As you are aware, the Planning Department has been work-
ing over the past several months with County Department heads and
officials to update the 1974-81 Sedgwick County Capital Improve-
ments| Program which was p:c;:r:d last year. The work has been
completed as represented in the attached document. The format

of the Program is the same as last year's except that the time
span encompassed by the Program has been reduced to six years in
order to provide a more realistic basis for project assessment.
The Program contains definitional and descriptive information on
Capital Improvements programming and capital projects as well as
sections dealing with goals and objectives, project scheduling and
financing. In total, it is viewed as a guide for future capital
expenditures in the County and as such is amendable at any time
with overall revision and updating occurring on an annual basis.

The current 1975-80 Program contains 90 capital projects estimated
to cost $44,297,223 over the six year time frame. A summary break-
down of these total estimated costs by project category and source
of funds is attached for your reference.

The Program in its present form has been reviewed by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee and suggested
improvements have been incorporated, It has also been presented
before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission during their
meeting of March 13, 1975.* Following their consideration, the
Planning Commission passed a motion certifying that the 1975-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program is in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan.

*An excerpt from the minutes of that meeting is attached for
your reference.

Tobert 7
Director of Planning

RAL :MM:rme
Attachment
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Judge Michael Corrigan
Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
Sedgwick County Courthoiise

Mr. G. C. McLure
Sedgwick County Engineer
1015 Stillwell, 67213

Mr. Jack Turner
Sedgwick County Counselor
Sedgwick County Courthouse




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF MARCH 13, 1975

DR-74-26 - Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program -
1975-80

KAMEN stated that a request had been made for item #14
(Sedgwick County C.I.P.) to be moved to the first of the agenda
because of a conflict in time by some of the participants.

MOTION: HENNESSY moved, GRAGERT seconded
and it carried unanimously that agenda
item #14 be considered at the first of the
agenda.

LAKIN referred to the cover memorandum accompanying the
Capital Improvements Program and emphasized that the Capital
Improvements Program Advisory Committee requested that Judge
Corrigan be in attendance to answer gquestions, and that two

bridge projects had been rescheduled from 1776 to 1975.

HENNESSY commented that his primary concern was for the

extension of sewer benefit districts to accommodate the grow-

ing population of Sedgwick County.

JUDGE MICHAEL CORRIGAN of the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court explained that he was present to answer questions raised
by the Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee. He
related further that the "Juvenile Complex" contained in the
C.I.P. was actually a building to house the judicial and
administrative offices of the Juvenile Court and was to be con-

structed at the old Friendly Gables site with $500,000 in
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Revenue Sharing money already appropriated by the Board of
Sedgwick County Commissioners. At the present time, he said,

a building is being constructed at the Friendly Gables site to
house the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court which are
now located on the eighth floor of the Sedgwick County Court-
house. Once those facilities are separated from the administrative
facilities which remain on the 11lth floor of the Courthouse then
legal problems will develop because State Statutes require that
there be immediate and frequent hearings for people detained

in the detention facility. CORRIGAN continued that the isolation
of the detention facilities of the Juvenile Court from the
judicial and administrative offices would require dual sets of
records and would necessitate moving the Juvenile Court every

day for a few hours to the detention site at Friendly Gables

with a great loss of efficiency. In terms of economy, efficiency,

and clarity it would be better to have the judicial facilities

located in close proximity to the detention facilities. CORRIGAN

also stated that Commissioner Rush had contacted him about the
lack of space at the Sedgwick County Courthouse and had suggested
that the 1lth floor would be available if the judicial and
administrative arms of the Juvenile Court were moved to Friendly

Gables.

CORRIGAN then dealt specifically with the questions outlined
in the letter which had been raised at the C.I.P. Advisory

Committee meeting:
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1) What is the exact purpose of the Juvenile Courts Complex

and how does it relate to the needs of Sedgwick County?

CORRIGAN said that he believed that he had answered this
question in his opening statement but would be happy to answer

any further questions in that area.

KAMEN commented that perhaps the Judge should answer each

question and then the Commissioners would ask theirs.

Will the construction of this proposed Complex impose
additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms
of additional staff and equipment and will it require
budget support by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in

excess of actual construction costs?

CORRIGAN stated in relation to question #2 that there
would be little if any. Present staff and equipment would

be utilized at the new facility and although some incidental

items might be required, he was unaware of any at the moment.

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? Is there some estimate
of cost per child for all operations of the Juvenile Court
which only considers individual offenders and does not

include multiple offenses by a single individual?
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CORRIGAN supplied the following statistics: 4,582 individual
young persons appeared before the Court in 1974 and total costs
per offender were $138.39. 80% of the offenders are new cases
whereas 20% of the offenders are repeated offenders. He stated
that often offenders are placed on parole when they should
actually be in a controlled environment because of the lack of
space at the State and local level and he hoped that the proposed
facilities could alleviate this problem. Also 34,858 meals were
served on the 8th floor of the Juvenile Court and 28,579 meals
were served at Lake Afton Boys Ranch during 1974. samé 40,000
people visit the llth floor of the Courthouse every year and
50 employees add to the parking problems around the Courthouse.
The State Statutes require at least 3 hearings/case so a minimum
of 13,500 cases were heard on the 11th Floor in 1974 and this
figure represents more hearings than were conducted by all

nine Divisions of the District Court combined.

4) What is the interrelationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most
G.C.C.A. programs are generally demonstration projects for
a specified duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County
ultimately be asked to assume these program expenditures

through local funding once federal support is ended?

What is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and

local tax revenue support?
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CORRIGAN said that it was his feeling that questions
4 and 5 did not relate to the Capital Improvements Program
and stated that the MAPC was not the monitering agency of the
Juvenile Court but in the interests of professionalism he
would go through the five federal grants and four individual
budgets of the Juvenile Court line item by line item if the

Commission wished.

KAMEN thanked Judge Corrigan and asked for questions by

the Commission.
GRAGERT inquired as to why these questions were raised.

KAMEN answered that Commissioner Rising had chaired the
C.I.P. Advisory Committee meeting but was not present to relate

the concerns so perhaps the staff could answer.

LAKIN related that although he did not attend said meeting
it was his understanding that members of the C.I.P. Advisory

Committee had raised the questions and had directed the staff

to request that Judge Corrigan attend the MAPC hearing.

CORRIGAN stated that he hadn't attended the meeting either
and although he would certainly be happy to answer questions
before the Sedgwick County Commission he did not think that the

MAPC was the proper body to moniter the Juvenile Court.
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GARDENHIRE inquired about community based facilities and
CORRIGAN mentioned the Wichita Youth Home, the Monica Houses,
Colorado Youth Home and other such facilities in the Wichita
area and he personally felt that Wichita's problems could not
be solved in Topeka or Larned and that community based efforts

should continue.

KAMEN asked Commissioner Hennessy if he had any comment
since he was a member of the C.I.P. Advisory Committee and

HENNESSY stated that he had no comment.

KAMEN stated that it was his understanding that the questions
related to whom the Juvenile Court was responsible and CORRIGAN
stated that he was answerable to the Board of Sedgwick County
Commissioners who set the budget and ultimately to the people

of Sedgwick County who elected him. KAMEN thanked the Judge for

appearing and asked if there were further questions on the C.I.P.

GRAGERT commented on the improvement project for the
Sedgwick County Jail and stated he felt there were even greater

needs at the jail and additional improvements were needed.

MEEK of the MAPD staff explained that additional Revenue
Sharing funds had been appropriated by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners for the Sheriff's Correction Department
but that these were not for capital expenditures and as such were

not included in the C.I.P.
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GARDENHIRE noted the remodeling project at the old County

Courthouse and inquired as to rumors that the building would
be torn down. MEEK stated that the building would be remodeled

and retained.

HENNESSY noted the presence of the County Engineer and

inguired about sewer and drainage projects in the County.

GROVER McLURE, the County Engineer, replied that as of
April 4 there will be one million dollars in temporary notes
available for the construction of the Timber Lakes-Springdale
Benefit District in the eastern part of the County. In addition,
he and the County Commission were exploring equitable methods to
tax an entire benefit district and there were problems in the
assessment of farmland versus other uses. McLURE noted that
Johnson County has three bills in the State Legislature which
would allow assessment of land on a use rather than square foot
basis. He further explained that contracts have been let for the
interceptor main and the laterals in the eastern benefit District
and $562,682 was granted by the Environmental Protection Agency
for the project. McLURE also stated that he had been assigned
the task of trying to devise an equitable and economical method

of benefit district maintenance.

HENNESSY asked licLure whether the reason more development
hasn't occurred in Sedgwick County was a lack of sewer and

McLURE answered that in order to have development you must have
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a water system, sanitary sewer, a transportation network, and

drainage facilities. HENNESSY also stated that the size of the

program of $44,000,000 appeared to be a rather large burdeh in
these times. LAKIN referred to charts 3 and 4 which explain

the relationship of the debt and interest fund and any additional
bonding capacity. LAKIN stated that the County was in excellent
shape and was far below its bonding capacity. MEEK noted that
the amount of General Obligation Bonds in the 1975-80 C.I.P.

was some two million dollars less than last year's program.

HENNESSY inquired as to what would happen if approval
of the Program did not occur for six months or so. LAKIN
stated that the C.I.P. is primarily a statement of public policy
to the citizens of Sedgwick County and although the County Com-
mission could of course continue to appropriate funds without
the C.I.P. as a guide,there would be no guide for private
citizens as to programmed projects. LAKIN also pointed out
that some federal funding programs require that the recipient
agency have a Capital Improvements Program and while transpor-
tation funds for example would not be suspended in the absence

of a C.I.P. there would be problems encountered with certifi-

GRAGERT moved, HENNESSY seconded
t carried unanimously that the 1975-80

Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program
be forwarded to the Board of Sedgwick County
Commissioners with certification that the
Program is in compliance with the Comprehen-
sive Plan but that no recommendation would be
made on the merits of individual projects.
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Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning i %ﬁ”¢d

1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program

Attached for consideration on your April 2nd meeting agenda is

a copy of the proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program. As you are aware, the Planning Department has been work-
ing over the past several months with County Department heads and
officials to update the 1974-81 Sedgwick County Capital Improve-
ments Program which was prepared last year. The work has been
completed as represented in the attached document. The format

of the Program is the same as last year's except that the time
span encompassed by the Program has been reduced to six years in
order to provide a more realistic basis for project assessment.
The Program contains definitional and descriptive information on
Capital Improvements programming and capital projects as well as
sections dealing with goals and objectives, project scheduling and
financing. 1In total, it is viewed as a guide for future capital
expenditures in the County and as such is amendable at any time
with overall revision and updating occurring on an annual basis.

The current 1975-80 Program contains 90 capital projects estimated
to cost $44,297,223 over the six year time frame. A summary break-
down of these total estimated costs by project category and source
of funds is attached for your reference.

The Program in its present form has been reviewed by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee and suggested
improvements have been incorporated. It has also been presented
before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission during their
meeting of March 13, 1975.* Following their consideration, the
Planning Commission passed a motion certifying that the 1575-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program is in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan.

*An excerpt from the minutes of that meeting is attached for
your reference.

L) AT A
Robert A.

Director of Planning

RAL :MM:rme
Attachment




vt Cn

Page

cc:

2

Judge Michael Corrigan

Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
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Sedgwick County Engineer
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Mr. Jack Turner
Sedgwick County Counselor
Sedgwick County Courthouse




March 25, 1975

The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program

Attached for consideration on your April 2nd meeting agenda is

a copy of the proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program. As you are aware, the Planning Department has been work-
ing over the past several months with County Department heads and
officials to update the 1974-81 Sedgwick County Capital Improve-
ments Program which was prepared last year. The work has been
completed as represented in the attached document. The format

of the Program is the same as last year's except that the time
span encompassed by the Program has been reduced to six years in
order to provide a more realistic basis for project assessment.
The Program contains definitional and descriptive information on
Capital Improvements programming and capital projects as well as
sections dealing with goals and objectives, project scheduling and
financing. In total, it is viewed as a guide for future capital
expenditures in the County and as such is amendable at any time
with overall revision and updating occurring on an annual basis.

The current 1975-80 Program contains 90 capital projects estimated
to cost $44,297,223 over the six year time frame. A summary break-
down of these total estimated costs by project category and source
of funds is attached for your reference.

The Program in its present form has been reviewed by the County
Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee and suggested
improvements have been incorporated. It has also been presented
before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission during their
meeting of March 13, 1975.* Following their consideration, the
Planning Commission passed a motion certifying that the 1975-80
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program is in conformance
with the Comprehensive Plan.

*An excerpt from the minutes of that meeting is attached for
your reference.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL :MM :rme
Attachment
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cc: Judge Michael Corrigan
Sedgwick County Juvenile Court
Sedgwick County Courthouse

Mr. G. C. McLure
Sedgwick County Engineer
1015 sStillwell, 67213

Mr. Jack Turner
Sedgwick County Counselor
Sedgwick County Courthouse




March 6, 1975

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DR-74-26 - Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program 1975-80.

Attached for your reference is a copy of the proposed draft

of the 1975-80 Capital Improvements Program for Sedgwick

County. This project is one of several undertaken by the

Planning Department with HUD #701 planning grant assistance.

As capital improvement programming is a continuous and on-going
process; the attached 1975-80 document is the updated version

of last year's Program. One major change which should be noted

is that formerly the Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program
has encompassed an eight year time frame. This year's proposed
program has been reduced to cover a six year period in order

to provide a more realistic basis for project assessment. This
reduction in time frame has resulted in exclusion of some projects
contained in the 1974-81 C.I.P. because they fall outside of

the six year time frame of the 1975-80 C.I.P. The document con-
tains descriptive information on capital improvements programming |
and projects as well as sections on goals and objectives, project
scheduling and financing. 1In compiling this document the MAPD
has worked with individual County department heads in determining
types and number of projects, and individual project priority

and scheduling. Projects were considered in relation to the
goals and objective statements set out in the Program and in
relation to adopted Comprehensive Plan Elements to insure con-
sistency with Plan recommendations.

On Friday, February 21, 1975, the members of the Sedgwick

County Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee reviewed

the Program gcals and objectives, the proposed project lists,

and reviewed the scheduling of the proposed projects. The action

of the Program Advisory Committee was to accelerate the scheduling

of two bridge projects and a Lake Afton Park improvement from

1976 to 1975. In addition, the Advisory Committee requested

that Judge Michael Corrigan of the Juvenile Court or his

representative attend the Planning Commission meeting and outline
certain aspects of the Juvenile Courts Program as they relate to |
a proposed Juvenile Courts Complex to be constructed at Lake

Afton ( a copy of the letter requesting Judge Corrigan's I
appearance is attached which lists the concerns of the Committee).
Commissioner Hennessy also requested that the Planning Commission

give consideration to recommending to the Board of Sedgwick

County Commissioners that additional sewer and drainage projects
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be included in the Program in order to promote quality development
in Sedgwick County. It was the action of the Capital Improvements
Program Advisory Committee to:

1) approve the 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Program after incorporation of the three aforementioned
scheduling changes

2) direct the staff of the M.A.P.C. to request that Judge
Corrigan or his representative be in attendance at the
Planning Commission hearing in order to provide additional
information about the Juvenile Court

3) direct that the Program be forwarded to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission for recommendation to the Board
of Sedgwick County Commissioners.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the Planning Commission certify that the
proposed 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program

is in conformance with adopted elements of the Comprehensive Plan
and forward the Program to the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
with a recommendation that it be adopted.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL :MM:rme
Attachments
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SUMMARY OF 1975-1980
SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Total Number of Projects 90
Total Estimated Cost $44,297,223

Project Costs by Individual Categories -
General Public Facilities $ 9,365,870
Major Administrative Equipment 195,000
Utilities 9,051,840
Community Facilities 5,709,200
Transportation 19,975,313

$44,297,223

Project Costs by Source of Funds -
General Obligation Bonds $ 5,446,827
Faderal Categorical Grants 8,675,185

Federal Revenue Sharing Previously
Designated 3,350,250

Current County Revenue (Cash) 7,641,162
Special Assessments 3,891,000
Building Trust Fund (County revenue) 4,305,964
City Contributicn 626,000
Federal Aid Secondary Road Funds 8,606,155
Private Contribution 1,147,040

$44,297,223




March 5, 1975

Judge lichael Corrigan
Sedqwick County Juvenile Court
525 liorth iMain Street

tiichita, Kansas (7203

Re: 1975-80 - Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program.

Dear Judge Corrigan:

On February 21, 1975, the members of the Sedgwick County
Capital Inprovements Program Advisory Committee met and
considered the large capital project expenditures proposed
for Sedgwick County during the next six vears, Members of
the C.I.P. Advisorv Committee are: The threa County Com-
missioners, County Counselor, County Engineer, County Auditor,
County Zoning Administrator, and the Chairman and one County
appointment of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission. The
task of the Comnittee is to review all project proposals in
tcrns of priority, necd, available resources, and impact upon
Sedgwick County. After the Capital Improvements Program is
reviewed and revised by the Committee it is forwarded to the
Metropolitan Area Planning Corwission for review and recom-
mendation to the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners.

As the Advisory Comnittee reviewed individual project requests,
soveral quecstions arose concerning the $500,000 in Revenue
Sharing Funds appropriated for the Juvenile Courts Complex to
be constructad at Lake Afton, and it was proposed that further
infornation be obtaincd concerning the entire interrelationshin
of the many proarams onerated by the Juvenile Court. These
questions may be sumnarized as follows:

1) what is the exact purpose of the Juvenile Courts Complex
and how docs it rclate to the needs of Sedgwick County?

2) will the construction of this prorosed Corplex impose
additional revenue needs by the Juvenile Court in terms of
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Judge Michael Corrigan
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additicnal staff and equipment and will it require hudget
support by the Citizens of Sedgwick County in excess of
actual conctruction costs,

3) How many individual juvenile offenders did the Juvenile
Court process during the last year? Is there sonie estimate

of cost per child for all operations of the Juvenile Court which
only considers individual offenders and does not include multiple
offenses by a single individual? :

4) Uhat is the interrelationship of the many programs sponsored
by the Juvenile Court with federal (primarily Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration) funding? In as much as most G.C.C.A.
programs are gencrally demonstration projects for a specified
duration, will citizens of Sedgwick County ultimately he asked
to assume those program expenditures through local funding once
federal support is ended?

5) Wwhat is the total budget picture of the Sedgwick County
Juvenile Court including federal funds, donations, and local
tax revenue support?

In recommending that the 15975-80 Sedgwick County Capital
Improvements Program he forwarded to the Metronolitan Area
Planning Commission for review, the C.I.P. Advisory Committee
also included 4in the motion a request that you or your
representative be in attendance at the M.A.P.C. meating

in order to discuss some of the questions raised.

I realize that the questions raised are far reaching but I
believe that a discussion of these items could be of mutual
benefit to both the M.A.P.C. and the Sedgwick County Juvenile
Court. The item has been scheduled for the reqular meeting of
the M.A.P.C. on March 13, 1975 at 1:30 p.m., in Room 401, City
Building Annex, 104 South Main in Wichita. If you have any
problems with that time or have any questions concerning this
matter, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:MM:rme

cc: Jack Turner, County Counselor
Austin Rising, Vice Chairman, Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission 2 :
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February 11, 1975

Mr. Gary Leonard

County Auditor's Office
Sedgwick County Courthouse
525 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Leonard:

A meeting of the Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee
has been scheduled for Friday, February 21, 1975 at 1:30 p.m.
in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita,
Kansas. Attached you will find a suggested list of goals and
objectives for the 1975-80 Sedgwick County Capital Improvements
Prograr. These goals and objectives are substantially the same

as contained in last year's C.I.P. but additions/deletions to
the proposed list should be a topic of discussion at the meeting.

A proposed project list has also been prepared for your review
on the basis of projects contained in previous year's Capital
Improvements Programs and the submission of project lists by
County Department heads. It should be noted that in the past
the Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program has encompassed
an eight year time frame but this year's proposed program has
been reduced to cover a six year period in order to provide a
more realistic basis for project assessment. This reduction in
time frame has resulted in exclusion of some projects contained
in the 1574-81 CIP because they fall outside of the 6 year time
frame in the 1975-80 CIP. A basic comparison of the proposed
CIP and last year's document is as follows:

CIP Comparison

1974-81 1975-80
Total Number of Projects 107 89
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Additions
Project Year Cost Method of Financing

JC-1 Juvenile Courts Complex 1975 500,000 Revenue Sharing
H-1 E. B. Allen Hospital 1975 200,000 Revenue Sharing
Remodeling
s-1 Jail Corrections 1975 265,235 Revenue Sharing,
Improvements County, Federal
S-2 Sheriff's Pistol Range 1975 5,000 County
at Lake Afton
R-1 Remodeling of Old 1975 500,000 Revenue Sharing
Courthouse
LA-6 Roofs for Boat Slips 1975 5,000 County
Afton
£ projects $T,475,235
7 Livesteck PAVIEsS Rs

(17 450689
=3
peletio 24,23
Deletions 7l %
Project Cost Reason for Deletion

AE-2 Phase IA Acquisition 50,000 Recommendation of Consultant
of 10 time Sharing Video

Display Terminals
AE-4 Phase IIA (same as 50,000 Recommendation of Consultant
above)
AE-6 Pl)xase IIIA (same as 50,000 Recommendation of Consultant
above
AE-8 Phase IVA (same as 50,000 Recommendation of Consultant
above)
LA-4 Island Restroom 5,000 Project completed in 1974
Facilities
CR-22 55th Street South 880,000 Project falls outside of
Ridge Road to Seneca six year time frame.

(4 miles of new con-

struction)

CR-23 Greenwich Road: 240,000 Project falls outside of
63rd Street South to six year time frame.

to 79th Street South

(2 miles new con-

struction)

CR-24 Ridge Road: 240,000 Project falls outside of
55th Street South to six year time frame.
71st Street South
(2 miles new con-

struction)
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Deletions (cont'd)
Project Cost

CR-26 Maize Road: 360,000
U. 8. Highway 54 to

MacArthur Road

(3 miles new con-

struction)

CR-27 Greenwich Road: 600,000
6lsi Street North to
101st Street North
(5 miles new con-
struction)

B-8 Bridge on Greenwich
Road between 6lst Street
North and 69th Street
North

B-9 Bridge on Greenwich 18,480
Road between 93rd Street

North and 10lst Street

North

B-10 Bridge on Greenwich 18,480
Road between 93rd Street

North and 10lst Street

North

B-13 Bridge on Seneca
Street between 59th
Street South and 63rd
Street South

B-15 Bridge on Ridge Road 26,270
between 39th Street South
and 43rd Street South

B-17 Bridge on 103rd Street 37,220
South between 24th Street
West and 39th Street West

B-19 Bridge on 119th Street 8,400
South between 39th Street
West and 55th Street West

Reason for Deletion

Project falls outside of
six year time frame.

Project falls outside of
six year time frame.

Project under contract

in 1974

Under contract in 1974

Under contract in 1974

Under contract in 1974

Under contract in 1974

Under contract in 1974

Under contract in 1974
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‘Deletions (cont'd)
Project Reason for Deletion

B-21 Bridge on 151st Street Under contract in 1974
West between 10lst Street !

North and 109th ftreet

North.

B-23 Bridge on 117th Street 49,760 Under contract in
North between 183rd Street
West and 199th Street West

B-27 Bridge on 11llth Street 26,070 Under contract in 1974
South between 231st Street
West and 247th Street West

B-28 Bridge on 183rd Street 26,070 Under contract in 1974
West between 103rd Street

South and 111th Street

South.

B-29 Bridge on 383rd Street Under contract in 1974
West l'2tween 23rd Street

South and 119th Street

South.

B-30 Bridge on lllth Street 49,760 Under contract in
East between 111th Street

South and 119th Street

South.

B-31 Bridge on 375th Street 40,920 Under contract in
West between 103rd Street

South and 111lth Street

South.

24 projects 3,001,980
1974 975

Total Capital 13,037,150 18,399,771
Improvement Budget for
lst year

Total Capital Improvement 41,756,520 43,889,593
Program
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In comparing the two programs, it should be noted that the large
increase in first year funding is primarily due to the inclusion
of approximately $4,000,000 in Revenue Sharing funds designated
by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners. Another factor
is the high rate of inflation which was responsible for an
approximate $2,000,000 increase in the total program cost even
though there are eighteen (18) fewer projects contained in the
proposed 1975 CIP.

Also attached for your reference is a copy of the 1974-81 CIP
and a Pinancial Summary of the proposed 1975-80 CIP which may
be compared to Table VI in last year's document. Each member
of the CIP Advisory Committee will be contacted individually
prior to the scheduled meeting.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL :MM:rme
Attachments
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Letters sent to:
Capital Improvement Program Advisory Committee

a)
Mr, Gary Leonard %.'1g
County Auditor's Office Ly
Sedgwick County Courthcuse :]'
525 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners /
Commissioner Earl Rush
Commissioner Tom Scott
Commissioner John Hale

Mr., Grover McLure
Sedgwick County Engineer
1015 Stillwell

Wichita, Kansas 67213

Mr. Harlan Kamen, Chairman
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
P, O, Box 485

Wichita, Kansas 67201

Mr. Alvin J. Hennessy
Central Business College
2502 East Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Mr. Syd Werbin

‘/county Zoning Administrator -
1

015 Stillwell
Wichita, Kansas 67213




e CHART 1

HISTOFI!C COMPARISON OF
NUAL TAX MILLAGE TO
RE\IENUE PRODUCED

TABLE I

Historic Comparison of Annual Tax Millage to
Revenue Produced

Mill Levy Revenue Produced

$ 12,329,772
12,637,289
12,885,826
14,462,880
13,938,170
14,781,672
16,067,716
16,489,543
16,906,038
17,578,991
18,558,537
20,364,349
10,575,163
12,791,328

13,209,605
13,641,559
14,087,638
14,548,303
15,024,033
15,515,319
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CHART 2
PROJECTED ASSESSED VALUATION
(In Millions)’ £

Projected Assessed Valuation

.

Total Assessed Valuation

(Actual and Projected)

482,159,099
486,461 229
493,426,241
618,388,960
637,027,921
652,958,410
686,068,181
702,939,011
698,308,095
727,697,639
741,481,372
761; 055 480

879,936,389
908,710,308
918,425,135
969,111,636
1,000,801,586
1,033,527,797




CHART 3

EXISTING BONDED
INDEBTEDNESS REQUIREMENTS

(In Thousands)

TABLE III

Amortized Bond Indebtedness

cun-em: Outstanding

G.0. Bond Special Bond ‘Total Debt
Regquirements Reguirements Reguirements

1,100,989.55 293,357.24 1,393,346.79
1,082,797.08 | 286,137.53 1,368,934.61
1,040,050.51 310,214.03 1,350,264.54
1,029,508.83 304,240.39 1,333,749.22
999,930.27 297,021.25 2
977,171.66 290,003.75
- 1,438,156.34 283,929.37 $72 .71
1,415 275,856.87 1,691,524.11
1,038,446.76 273,803.12 1,312,249.88
966,803.52 266,539,137 1,233,342.89
935,929.15 263,505.62 1,199,434.77
896,397.30 263,505.62 1,192,434.77
996,686.79 245,542.62 1,242,229.41

1,453,312.10 240,801.33

1,333,073.94 203,547.36

1,001,573.46 181,026.39
588,190.48 175,019.58
517,495.00 168,958.77
501,720.00 70,651.96 572,371.96
481,910.00 29,338.13 511,248.13
432,020.00 22,181.75 454,403.75
413,360.00 21,642.50 X 435,002.50
315,000.00 5,181.50 320,181.50




FUTURE G.0. BONDING CAPABILITY
UNDER THE CURRENT MIL E RATE

[]
REVENUE PRODUCED AT THE
CURRENT MILLAGE RATE|

ONDING CAPABILITY.
Vi

U

TABLE IV

Future Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County
at Current Bonding Mill Levy Rate

Currently
Outstanding
Revenue Produced by G.0. Bonds/
a Constant 1.668 Princ. + Int.
Mill Levy on Requirements
Projected Assessed For Following Excess Bonding
Valuation Year Revenue Capability

s 1,467,733 $ 1,453,312 $ 14,421 2 93,038
1,515,728 1,333,074 (%9c00182,654
1,565,293 1,001,573 z02,&¥563,720
1,616,478 “'588,190594,$01,028,288
1,669,337 517,49577%3%1,151,842
1,723,924 501,720 97¢3302 ,222,20




January 15, 1975

Mr. Grover McClure
Sedgwick County Engineer
1015 Stillwell

Wichita, Kansas 67213

Re: 1975-80 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program.

Dear Mr. McClure:

Attached you will find a proposed project list for the
1975-80 Capital Improvements Program for Sedgwick County.
I would appreciate it if you could look it over and inform
me of any omissions or corrections which you feel are
necessary. I will contact you next week about problems

if any and I would like to have a meeting of the Sedgwick
County Capital Improvements Program Committee to review
the proposed document sometime this month. Could you
also suggest a time for the CIP meeting that would be
convenient to you?

Thank you,

Mike Meek
Junior Planner
MM:rme
Attachment
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- County Adopts $4.25- Milli

Sedgwick County
commissioners  gave final
approval Wednesday to a
$4.25-million revenue-sharing
budget which includes $1.37
million for a’ jungle building
,at the county zoo.

The jungle building is the
largest single expenditure
guthomed in. the adopted

udget.

Tying for second high

expenditure is remodeling the ™)
old county courthouse, _$300

,000 is

corrections complex on_the
Friendly Gables property,
just south of the Kellogg
interchange on the I-35W
Canal Route.

A $450,000 allocation for
purchase of 11 ambulances and
related equipment for the new
city-county emergency
medical service followed.

Commissioners set aside
$400,000 for more courthouse
parking lots and fllocated
000_{or new county road
‘equipment.

Another ; $250,000 wlll be

4500,
authorized fmme court

l

spent in the new county_park
just west of the county zoo on
21st Street.

Commissioners earmarked
$200,000 to make changes on
E. B.. Allen Memorial
Hospital to comply with life
safety code requirements.
Changes include running wire
through conduit and replacing
plastic pipe in the fire
sprinkler system with metal

pipe.
The  approved

budget
| includes: $75,000 for
waterproofing the new

courthouse  building, $67,500
for i0 mew sheriff’s - cars,
450,000 for jail maintenance,
$30,000 for repairs to the Lake
Afton boys ranch and $25,056
to continue salaries of four
jailers recently added to the

staff. :
Other included items are

$13,244 /to operate a hn]rlng
ward primarily for mental
patients detained by order of
the probate_court, $10,000 for
soil conseryation and $3,800 to
help with operating expenses
of Operation Clothesline, | &
private agency that collects
old clothing and distributes it
to the needy.

One of two citizens who
spoke during the final public,
hearing was Betty Schountz,
president of the Wichita
chapter of the Kansas Council
on Crime and Delinqueney.

Mrs. Schountz said more |
money should be spm(t“}l:w
upgrade the starting pay.

a month) of jailers ml.herE
than spending so much on me
zo0 or the old enurﬂnxx{
which she called "an ugly
building that should be

down.""

Charles Mullikin, who
as an individual although he
is a member of the
County Associate Agency n{
Aging, said he did not wm to
criticize the budget but asked
commissioners to give more
attention to problems ' of  the
elderly during the next
revenue sharing hearing.

In other actiom, ' the
commission:

® Changed the name of
Sedgwick County Civil
Defense to Civil Preparedness-
to reflect an emphasis on
being: prepared for lany
emergency rather than only
defense against foreign
military attack.

® Agreed to purchase .an
additional 10,000-gallon fuel
oil tank ' for  courthouse

heating (during natural gu

on Revenue-Sharing Budgéﬁ

]turlaxlmetm. Cost will 'be gallons of paint from the department. Commissioners
Sherwin-Willlams Co. for

payment
| expressed displeasure that no  compan;
® Approved purchase of 50  $612.50 for the mental health bids were la]?cn but allowed m-ulupm ymm!d thé paint. o

bvcause
already
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County Plans
Over Budget

By RON CROTTY
Staff Writer

and $552,000 for various juvenile court
projects.

Sedgwick County commissioners today
ordered more staff study after revemie
&l g programs they wanted totalled
nearly $000,000 more than available
funds.

County personnel director and budget
‘advisor John Philbrick said $4,253,900 15
coming to the county from the federal
government for its fifth entitlement
period of 1evenue sharing,

Courty commisioners approved one by
one a list of projects costing §$5,141,856,
according to Philbrick.

Largest among the programs favored
by the commission are $1,373,500 for a
jungle building at the zoo; $1 million to
remodel the old courthouse for lease to
the Kansas Social and Rehabilitative
Services; $450,000 for 11 ambulances,

Cominission Chairman Tom Scolt said
the jungle building would be an asset to
the taxpayers because it would draw
visitors from outside Sedgwick County
and would enable viewing of animals
during winter.

Scott said the $450,000 for ambulances
‘“‘would equip all of them with the most
up to date equipment you can buy."

County counselor Jack Turner said the
state agrees with proposed rent on the:
old courthouse and is ready to lease it.
“We just can’t confract with them
because we don’t have the money to
remodel it,” he said.

Included in the juvenile court request
is money to remodel the old Friendly
Gables Girls' Home and to make

Turn to Page 5A—SHARING

SHARING—Study Ordered

Conlinued from Page 1
°. Improvements at the Lake Afton Boys'

me.

‘Other projects for which
‘commissioners expressed a desire this
morning include:

® Road equipment for the engineering
<department costing $300,000.

® A request for $10,000 from a soil
‘conservation group.

® §76200 for a projected 1975
operating deficit for E. B. Allen
Memorial Hospital,

- ® Another $300,000 to enable the
hospital to comply with life safety code
requirements.

® Remodeling Lake Afton Boys' Homa

@ Hiring four additional jailers for tha
Bedgwick County jail at $25,056.
® A grant of $9,600 for operation of
Clothesline, which gives clothing to poor
ons,

persons,

® Expenses for probate court holding
1nits totaling $40,000.

® Ten cars for the sheriff's
department, costing $67,500.

@& Waterproofing the exterior of tha
new courthouse for $100,000.

® Shelter buildings and other facilities
for the county recreation park near the
200, costing $250,000.

@ Acquisition of more parking area

intenance department,
Denied were an additional $300,000 for
road equipment, a request for $364,000 to

B e e T ]

remodel the district attorney’s office,
§$1.2 million for a veldt building and apes
building at the zoo, another $140,000 for
16 additional sheriff’s deputies, $60,820
for computer service for the clerk of the
court of common pleas, $127,000 for
computerized assessment updates and
$10,630 for cars and radios for civil
defense. 5

Two Pecti-:1-
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COUNTY OF SEDGWICIK  Juisen

PHONE 268.7265
ERNIE FEELER
CAPTAIN OF
SHERIFF INVESTIGATION DIVISION
PHONE 268-7604
JOHNNIE DARR JOHN MONAHAN
APTAIN OF
Room 255 ROAD PATROL DIVISION
PHONE 268-7315
ARDITH PIERCE
SHERIFF'S SECRETARY
PHONE 268-7352

COUNTY COURTHOUSE, WICHITA, KANSAS, 67203

December 17, 1974

Mr. Mike Meek

Metropolitan Area Planning Department
104 S, Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Meek:

Sheriff Darr has requested that I answer your correspondence
in reference to the 1975-1980 Sedgwick County Capital Improvement
Program,

Enclosed are the following project request forms: Jail
Corrections Department, Pistol Range Construction, Sheriff's
Training Academy, and Individual Car Plan,

I hope these forms contain all necessary information for your
needs, If we can be of any further assistance, please don't hesitate
to ask.

Sincerely,

Sgt. M. V. Newber
Director, Staff Services Division
Sedgwick County Sheriff's Office




IP PROJECT REQUEST FORM

)

Project Title: Project Categor Project Number:
Jeil Corrections Department 71;-5.2254..3:_3

Location: Project History Last Assigned

525 N. Main Wichita, Kansas New[3] Revised ] | Project Number: py/u
Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if
To provide internal and external services to | necessary)
the immates while upgrading the enbire pro- | critically needed to comply with the
fessionality of the jail. statutory responsibilities of the Sheriff.

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects

L= 200 Jpe 4t e 5016 5 7B LD @ No other projects similar to this presently exist.
Desirable Critical |

Estimated Life 98T+ years,

il Maintenance
Utility Relocation | Personnel Present 58

s
Construction 75555 Stha:
Equipment &/or Furniture 56,800 | = m—
romr____ [ || anticipatod nevenues | wa |

Broposed Method of Financing:  (000's) Revolving fund ¥
5 (Service charges)
a, Current revenue - City § Federal aid
- County § 13,700.00 State aid
b, Existing Bond fund $ Special assessment
€. General obligation bonds § Other (specify)GCCA

d. Revenue bond}f.‘cnstruction $.130,000,00 TOTAL

Roadways & Streets Location Map
Exicting Surface:
O concrete Existing: (Year
[ Asphalt w/Base
[ Asphalt w/o Base
[ Gravel
O sand
1 Unopened
Condition:
Good
O Fair

[ Poor
[ Hazardous




P PROJECT REQUEST FORM

Project Title: Project Category: Project Number:
Pistol Range Construction 5

Location: Project History: Last Assigned
Sedgwick County New [3F] Revised [] | Project Number:
Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if

Establish and operate a modern law enforce- necessary) Critically need to allow for -
ment pistol range. firearms proficiency.

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
Iiadis g 5ite 3 8 0 (G0
Desirable Critical

Estimated Life _______years.

Is the Project included in the Adopted Master Plan? Yes . No

000's)|Scheduled|l from Project: 000's)

surveys, Plans & Engineering

| lioperation B
| Maintenance

Land Acquisition & Relocation | R
|l Personnel

sy
T
[Geility Relocation [ |
fConREnUE L1 oni e e s ||
[Equipnent &/or Furniture | |

5 Lo ic

sed Mathod of Financing: (000's) e. Revolving fund
B (Service charges)
Current revenue - City § £. Federal aid
- county  $_$5,000.00 g, State aid
Existing Bond fund $ h. Special assessment
General obligation bonds § i, Other (specify)

d. Revenue bonds $ TOTAL

Roadways & Street || Location Map
Existing Surface: ADT :

I3 concrete Existing: (Year

[0 Asphalt w/Base

I Asphalt w/o Base| projected: (Year

O Gravel

O sand sufficiency Rating:
[ Unopened ; :
Condition: R/W |Street
0O Poor [ Existing | | |
B} Razardous [Teguirea | | |




'@P PROJECT REQUEST FORM

project Title: Project Catego.
Sheriff's Training Academy :
525 N. Main _ Wichita, Kansas New[l Revised [ | Project Number:

pescription: Need: (Attach separate sheet if

Funding for equipment to operate an effectivy necessary) Critically needed to properly

training program. equip and operate a law enforcement
training academy.

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
142
Desirable Critic

ated Life e
he Project included the Adopted Master Plan? Ye ¥o
000's

s
Annual Costs Result
from Project:

? (000's
o T

B
(Pevsomnel 1 |
fotms . |

Anticipated Revenues
d

Propneed Method of Financina: (000's) e. Revolving  fun
7 (Service charges)
a, Current revenue - City $_________ £, Federal aid
- county § 5,000.00 g, state aid
b. Existing Bond fund s h. sSpecial assessment

c. General obligation bonds § i. oOther (specify) GCCA
d. Revenue bonds TOTAL

Roadways & Streets Location Map
Bxisting Surface: [ADT: |

O concrete Existing: (Year,
[ Asphalt w/Base

1 asphalt w/o Basef projected: (Year.
1 Gravel |

8 sand sufficiency Ratingg
[ Unopened

condition:
Good
O rair —
1 Poor Existing
d

o Hazardous

Title: Department:
Director of Staff Servides Sedg. Co. Sheriff 3
Date: |
“ 12'16'7!" I

Sgt. Mike Newberry l
|
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM

- Project Category: : Project Number:
Individual Car Plan i

Location: Project History: Last Assigned

o5 N. Main Wichita. Kansas New[¥] Revised [] | Project Number:

Description: The project would provide eacH Need: (Attach separate sheet if
officer a car to be assigned to him permanently] necessary) Needed to extended life of car
in an effort to better preserve the cars and decrease maintenance cost, and increase law
increase public service, 5 enforcement coverage.

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
P e S L e 10
Desirable Crifical

Estimated Life years,

Is the Project included in the Adopted Master

[Survevs. Plans & Engineering) |

|Land Acquisition&Relocation| '

I WS o T s PSS SO =
Construction T s

Equipnent s/ct Forniture | ||

rozosed M2 £ Financing: (000's) 'e. Revolving fund
(service charges) s
£. Federal aid
- County g. State aid $
b. Existing Bond fund $ h. Special assessment $

c. General obligation bonds § i, Other (specify) $

a. Current revenue - City §

d. Revenue bonds

Roadwayvs & Street Location Map
Existing Surface:

2 concrete

[0 asphalt w/Base
I Asphalt w/o Base]
O Gravel
(=]
O

Sand sufficiency Rating-

Unopened [
Condition: /W treet
Bl Good width |width

O Fair —
B oor (Ewisting | | |

7 Hazardous




January 3, 1975

Mr. Mike Meek
Metropolitan Area
Planning Department
104 south Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mike:

We are about 50% per cent complete on our 1974 project.
By summer we will be caught up, and should be up to
date on the 1975 project.

Sincerely,

Dave Rush
County Park & Construction
Superintendent

DR/cg




December 10, 1974

Johnnie Darr

Sheriff, Sedgwick County
Sedgwick County Courthouse
525 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67203

1975-1980 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvements Program.

Dear Sheriff Darr:

As you requested in our conversation on November 15, 1974,

I sent some Capital Improvements Program project request

forms to your office on November 18, 1974. As these were

never returned I am again enclosing Capital Improvements

Progam project request forms and ask that any capital

projects of the Sedgwick County Sheriff's Department be

included in the Capital Improvements Program. The entire

form does not require filling out, but I wish you would include
the project name, cost, the year you wish it to be scheduled,

and the type of financing you think will be used to pay for the
project. The only projects which I am aware of that you currently
have are the remodeling of the jail with Revenue sharing Funds and
the pistol range for Lake Afton.

Please do not limit the projects to those ones planned for next
year, but also include future capital projects for the years
1976-80. One of the purposes of the Capital Improvements Program
is to project the capital needs into the future in order that the
County Commissioners can plan for these needs. If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
Mike Meek
Junior Planner

MM:rme
Enclosure




Jovember 18, 1974

Johnnie barr
Sheriff, Sedgwick County
Sedygwick County Courthouse

Subject: 1975-1980 Sedgwick County
Capital Improvement Froyram,

Dear saeriff Darr:

As you requested in our conversation on Wovember 15, 1974, L
am enclosing some project reguest forms. The entire form
doesn't require filling out, but I wisn you would include
the project name, cost, the year you wish it to be scheduled,
and the type of financing you think will be used to pay for

the project. The only projects which I am aware of that
you currently have are the remodeling of the jail with
Revenue Sharing Funds and the pistol range for Lake Afton.

Please do not limit the projects to those ones planned for
next year, but also include future capital projects for the
sears 1976-80. OUne of the purposes of the Capital Improvements
Program is to project the capital needs into the future in
order that the County Commissioners can plan for these needs.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,
Mike Meek
Junior Planner

liM:vn
Enclosure




¥

\u Lake Afton, Cliff Roddy, Supt / games D¢’ Bn

)

The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners M [ /5
@mmww% iHies|74

Robert A, Lakin, Director of Planning e (-
oo h s/

b ‘_n,n.)w.w:u--' L
County Capital Improvements Program, s
Ty
The attached letter was sent to the following ndividuals: a5
‘\

RFD 1, Goddard, Ranau 7052 County camtruction & Park Directov-'

¥ Sedgwick County Asseuor Vv’ 3554 ¥ RIDGE RUAD

Sedgwick County Hospital” o\~
bonw M. KorD)g
1001 N. Minneapolis 67214

Louis B. Earle, Courthouse
2T 7Y f \g
S Building Engineer ;
W oM, Jerry Bolen, Courthouse
; J Juvenile Court ;,—QL/
aaﬁfdf" Gival PeepArdecs ’a,éy Judge Michael Corrigan

Gel}ﬁ, h%eave;. Courthouse 2546 Courthouse

1--\.

Common P1 eal éourt Mental Health Clinic A\~
Judge Tyler C. Lockett . Clinton Willsele i
Courthouse 26i-7/ o 1045 N. Minneapolis 67214

Community Health Dept.”” 4
Dr. Silverman, 1900 E. 9th o
Wh-gaa) Ma1/7) A i
. District Court h,.‘
Qudge Howard C. Mlin® -~
,‘Co ouse, z44- 7121

Sheriff, Johnnyp,narr ‘r\j“"r;,'_}.;n‘
cou/r{:}musa 20%-72 [

Planning & Zoning Office
Max Christman, 1015 Stillwell

\

P e L] _ 200, Ron Blakley e el
. Election Coﬁ;;ioner &'Q)/ A%\ .’7 §f %av‘;rd 67212 ol
¥ Mrs. Helen Woodman Courthouse fftgred sl
ef e e sanitation Division o
Engineering Department L Fey, 104 S. Mam 57‘(
Grover, Mf!.ure, 1015 Stillwell 'fﬁ?‘fﬂwww e
Walter Kenney ~ 40( & fen en Q
¢ Pire Department, Chief.~ Elmer Fox & Co. 7y 5-22-3] h/
X Davis, Courthouse KSB&T Building o Y
T m‘w?q Mo puigda it -ou Tl o 5 lifed 1l hrarhie ;
{ Flood Control i ,Q-\__,
“#M. 8. Mitchell, 104 S. Main Bels Mo -(ECA 3T

&

As indicated, the Planning Department is in the process of updating
the Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program. We are following
up the letter with contacts to the individual departments involved.
If you are aware of particular projects that should be added to the
program for 1975-1982 scheduling, please advise.

RAL :MM:rme
Attachment

,Sc: Jack Turner, County Counselor




Certified Public Accountants
800 Fourth Financial Center/Wichita, Kansas 67202/(316) 265-3231

October 22, 1974

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Building Annex

104 South Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lakin:

This letter is a response to your request for information
regarding the Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program for the
period 1975-1980.

It is my opinion that during this period of time Sedgwick
County will not acquire a computer. The County will continue to uti-
lize outside services, which may be the City of Wichita computer.

Advancements in the use of computer techmology by Sedgwick
County will probably extend to use of on-1. als in various
offices throughout the County. However, it is likely that these
terminals will be leased rather than purchased.

It is possible that four (4) terminals will be installed
during each year starting in 1976, for a total of sixteen (16) ter-
minals by the end of 1980. These terminals would lease for approxi-
mately $135 per month. The purchase price would be approximately
$7,000 each. If purchased, the total purchase cost for sixteen (16)
terminals would be approximately $112,000. It is possible that some
Federal aid could be obtained to assist with acquisition of these
terminals, but the amount of aid cannot be estimated at this time.

It is also not possible at this time to determine the source of County
funds that might be used to purchase terminals.

Annual maintenance costs on purchased terminals should be
minimal, and present County personnel would operate the terminals. No
direct revenue will be generated through use of the terminals.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call me.

Yours very truly,
'\,\5“* C)iw«lzg /)
O0f Elmer Fox & Compahy

WK:ge

ce: Mr. Paul Pickler
Purchasing Officer




items such as autos, trucks, typewriters, office furniture and
equipment or minor alterations to structures and facilities.

We request your assistance in identifying these types of projects
anticipated by your office.

As you may recall, we made a similar request for project infor-
mation last year.;\_‘lf you submitted project proposals at—that [l yedr
&kme which were scheduled for 1978, vlease indicate whether or
not the 197§ projects will be completed or under contract prior
to January 1, 197§. If they will, in fact, be comnleted or
under contract by this date, they will not bhe carricd in the
1978-1982 Programn If, however, they are not to be accomplished
in 1974, please indicate the proper future year for rescheduling.
Also indicate any shift in schedvling now anticipated or projects
previously submitted for the years 1978-196Q and any additional
projects that you wish to incorporate into the 197%-198F program.

To assist in the identification of additional projects we have
enclosed a "Project Request Form". It is our hope to obtain
as much information as possible so that meaningful decisions on
project priority can he made. :

A member of our staff will contact you shortly to assist in answer-
ing any questions you may have.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:RLY:rme

Enclosure

Yhis YeaR we have delayed the peeparation of the
Sedquatck Counly Capital Twprivemests froekim v orden
do provide closer coopdiniation with dhe peegaraticy of the
City of Wichita CrR




IP PROJECT REQUEST FORM

Project Title:

Toowentbe Comgl-2
Location:

Project Number:|

Project History: Last Assigned
1900 E  Gkber 5 New Revised [ | Project Number: ‘

Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if

Qmﬁ(‘* = B .kgx-r\&‘\

necessary)

Priority (circle) ; Relation to other projects .

T i e L D sy e e R )

Desirable Critical ,/.‘/Z"/ !74 Vil ///"/ 7 veen/
9

o

e atoves

Annual Costs Resulting
from Project:

Surveys, Plans & Engineering —_

‘Jutility Relocation R
500,000

Land Acquisition&Relocation| |
Equipment &/or Furniture 5700 0

| 252000
Maintenance ]
Personnel R S

| 075 |
Total T P

Broposed liethod of Financing: (000's)
a. Current revenue - City §

- County s
i:. ‘Existing Bond fund $
c. General obligation bonds §
$

d. Revenue bonds

e. Revolving fund

S

9.
h.
e

(Service charges)
Federal aid

State aid

Special assessment

Other (specify)
TOTAL

Roadways & Streets:
. Existing Surface:

O concrete Existing: (Year
[ Asphalt w/Base

' Asphalt w/o Basel projected: (vear
[ Gravel

O sand Sufficiency Rating:
[J Unoperned

Condition: R/W [Street
ﬁ Sped width |width

O Poor T e |
O Hazardous [ Required | | ]

Location Map
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E,B, Arcen) MemorincL f p}!OJE‘E—T REdUEST FORML

Location: 7 Project History: Last Assigned
1001 N, MinnenroLls New[S?] Revised [] | Project Number:

Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if

CompLy witH LiFE SAFery Eope; | Hecessany)
Redutlgemen

Priority (circle) - Relation to other projects
L PR R R e T LR
Desirable

Estimated Life =
+ha 2 Ya
00's)|Scheduled|| from Project
] P e

00's)
Surveys, Plans & Engineering —

Land Acquisitions&Relocation]| | ~  Wnaintenance | |
OGN e B RE IO C T L o At ol i et e Sy
construction [igfoo0] /775 | ot e
T

Total g _ nticipated Revenues -

se inancing: (000's)

e. Revolving fund
x (Service charges)
a. Current revenue - City e f. Tederal aid
1975 Revenié Siaemécounty  $ 200, 000 g, state aid
b. Existing Bond fund $ h.
% bl

c. General obligation bonds §

Special assessment
Other (specify)
d. Revenue bonds £ TOTAL

Location Map
gting Surface:
O concrete
O Asphalt w/Base
[ Asphalt w/o Basg|
1 Gravel
[ sand
[ 'Unopened -

Condition: R/M |Street
U gggg width |width

[ Poor [ Existing [~ [ = |
Ci Rashrdous [Reauirea | |




COUNTY OF SEDGWICK
COUNTY ASSESSOR

LOUIS B, EARLE

ROOM 227

COUNTY COURTHOUSE, WICHITA, KANSAS, 87203 . TELEPHONE 268=7461

November 5, 1974

Mr. Robert A, Lakin

Director of Planning

Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Building Annex

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY METROPOLITAN AREA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Reference is made to your letter of October 17, 1974 concerning the
Capital Improvements Program for Sedgwick County.

I am enclosing two proposals to be considered for the Capital Improve-
ment Program, One has to do with the establishment of the Multiple
Regression Analysis Program, which would permit the Sedgwick County
Assessor's office to reappraise all residential properly yearly. The
reasons I figure this as a Capital Improvement Program is because it
must be established only once and then is on a maintenance basis.

The other program that I am requesting to be considered is additiomal
office space. This is particularly needed by the Assessor's office.

1f there are any questions on these two proposals, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

LOUIS B, EARIE
Sedgwick County Assessor

mj = Enclosures




Projaect :le: Project Category: Project Number: |

_AmL REAPPRATSAL PROGRAM REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENTS
Localion: Projoect IHis Last Assigned
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KANSAS New [f7]  Revised Projeck Number:
Description: Through data processing using | Nead: (Altach separate sheet if
Multiple Regression and other data programs, cy) To be fair to all property-

to develop a program to teappﬂ:ise all real owners in changing times, real estate ‘should

ea:acﬁ each year based on the "Fair Market be appraised and assessed each year, g

Value" concept, which is according to law.

Priority (circle) Relation to other projecks: Now an atfempt is

s e T e G A S @ made to reappraise all real estate every four or five
a

osira P44 years by people reappraising each piece of property.
Shagtrable gricd This is very unsatisfactory and -actually impossible.

" Estimated Life: )%%mx- 5 i :
Is the Project included in the Adopted Master Plan? ___ Yes X _ No
2 ] Annual CosLs Resulting -
L from Project: : (000'5)
Surveys, Plans & Engincering| 125000 1975 or 1976] Operation - Regular Hudget
Land . .r'\cqu"_:,].tl.an&m_]ocal.lon Il Maintenance
u Lty Relocation 5 Personnel Regular Hudget
[Construction oth P
Equipment &/or Furniture ==
‘Total 5
Proposed 'let] od of Financing:  (000's c. Rl.vol\u. ﬂ nd
(Sexvice r;harges)
a. Current revenue - City SoEe £. rederal aid -
- County §_ - g. State aid
Existing Bond fund $ - h., Special assessment

General obligation bonds $_ = Other (Sp’\clf )
Federal Revenue Sharinf l?unda
Revenue bonds ; s =

Roadways & Streets: Lo?atz.on-map
* Existing Surface: |ApT: :
D__Cnncrete Existing: (Year,
Asphalt w/Base
Asphalt w/o Base| projected: (vear.
Gravel

Sand
Unopenred

ondition: R/W |Street
Ell gggg Wwidth |width
[ Poor

. [[1 Hazardous
Prepared by:

LOUIS B. EARLE SR T
Title: [Department:

County Assessor | COUNTY ASSESSOR
Division: _ Date:

Sedgwick County, Ks. November 5, 1974

Sufficiency Rating:




Project Title:
ADDITIONAL OFFICE SPACE
Locaticn: :
SEDGWICK COUNTY COURTHOUSE
Description:
At least 1,000 more square feet of ofFice

space is needed for the Assessor's
employees

Priority (circle}
1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 @
Desirable

000's)|{Scheduled

Surveys, Plans & E
Land.Acquisition & Relocation
‘|utility Relocation :
Construction

Eguipment &/or Furniture

frotat :
Proposed Method of Financing: (000's)

a. Current revenue - city §
; $

— County
Existing Bond fund $
General obligation bonds §

e

$

b.

Revenue bonds

Roadways & Streets:
- Existing Surface:
D.‘CDncIete >

J Asphalt w/Base
OI Asphalt w/o Base
1 Gravel

[ sand

[ Unopered
‘Condition:

[0 Good

[t Fair

[ Poor
- 1 Hazardous

Existing: (Yea

Departments:
COUNTY ASSESSOR
Date:

November 5, 1974

Division: _
SEDGWICK COUNTY, KS.

Relation to other projects T
‘This would be an improvement to the present office
situation. :

FEEEE, rrray

Project category:

ASSESSMENI OFFICE SPACE

Need: (Attach separate sheet if
necessary) :
With the present space, the employees -
cannot work efficiently, nor can the public
be served properly.

/

es

Annual Costs Resulting
from Project: (000's) | |+

e
P

Operation

Maintenance -

e, Revolving fund
(Service charges)
Federal aid - ¥

State aid
Special assessment

. Other (specify)
Federal Revenue, T%graitng .I_‘unds

$

g.
ho.

000

Location-Map

Projected: (Year__




@
Sedgwick County
Department of Mental Health

Clinton D. Willsie, ACSW, Director

- > 1801 E, 10th, Wichita, Kansas 67214
bl : (316) 2688251
North Comprehensive Community Mental Health Center

October 21, 1974

Wichita-Sedgwick County

Metropolitian Area Planning Department
104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Gentleman:

Regarding your letter of October |7, 1974 concerning future
Capital Improvements.

The Sedgwick County Department of Mental Health has no plans
for any Capital Improvements during the period of 1975 - 1980,

Sincerely,

L Sl

ohn R. DuVall
Program Administration




October 17, 1974

The Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

County Capital Improvements Program.
The attached letter was sent to the following individuals:

Lake Afton, Cliff Roddy, Supt. Sedgwick County Hospital

RFD 1, Goddard, Kansas 67052 Mrs—eteo—stome !t Dol KoRD(S
1001 N. Minneapolis 67214

Sedgwick County Assessor

Louis B. Earle, Courthouse James D. Rush
County Construction & Park Director

Building Engineer -S6FWeRtI3th 67212~

Mr. Jerry Bolen, Courthouse Sebowick Cnoﬂ“y (aoRtNouse
Juvenile Court

Ccivil Defense Judge Michael Corrigan

Gene Beaver, Courthouse Courthouse

Common Pleas Court Mental Health Clinic

Judge Tyler C. Lockett Clinton willsie

Courthouse 1045 N. Minneapolis 67214

Community Health Dept. Sheriff, Johnny Darr

Dr. Silverman, 1900 E. 9th Courthouse

District Court Planning & Zoning Office

Judge Howard C. }éline TEFSerfrTm, 1015 Stillwell

Courthouse SYD WERBIW

Zoo, Ron Blakley

Election Commissioner 5555 Zoo Boulevard 67212 T |
Mrs. Helen Woodman, Courthouse e ||
PEPARTMGNT OF PUBLC WORKY Sanitation Division

T Gene Fey, 104 S. Main
Grover McLure, 1015 Stillwell
Walter Kenney

Fire Department, Chief Elmer Fox & Co.
Courthouse KSB&T Buildin
SRR RS E - g

Flood Control
M., §. Mitchell, 104 S. Main

As indicated, the Planning Department is in the process of updating
the Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program. We are following
up the letter with contacts to the individual departments involved.
If you are aware of particular projects that should be added to the
program for 1975-1980 scheduling, please advise.

RAL :MM:rme
Attachment

cc: Jack Turner, County Counselor
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October 17, 1974

This letter is a request for your assistance and cooperation
in a project which the Planning Department is undertaking for
the Board of County Commissioners. Our office is once again
in the process of preparing a Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) for Sedgwick County. The CIP is a scheduling of physical
improvements for the County area over a certain time period.

Although in pravious years the Sedgwick County Capital

Improvements Program has been scheduled for an eight year
period, this year's Program will encompass the six year
period from 1975-1980. The eight year time frame was too
long to be of real value and the reduction to six years will
provide greater flexibility and increase the utility of the
CIP.

We will be doing most of the paperwork; however, the prepara-
tion of recommendations will be through the use of a committee
of County Officials, Planning Commissioners, and myself. The
County's program will then be submitted to the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission for comments and
recommendations before final submittal to the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners for their approval.

The initial tasks to be accomplished area:

1. The establishment of goals and objectives; and
2. The identification of projects to be needed
County Departments over the next 6 years.

We are concerned with projects of a physical and permanent nature
which are usually stationary and of major proportion. Examples
include land acquistions, roads, parks, buildings, sewers, water




October 17, 1974
Page 2

and sanitation facilities, and major permanent equipment having

a useful long life such as computers, fire engines, etc. We are
not concerned with operational, maintenance, and equipment items
such as autos, trucks, typewriters, office furniture and equip-
ment or minor alterations to structures and facilities. We request
your assistance in identifying these types of projects antici-
pated by your office.

As you may recall, we made a similar request for project informa-
tion last year. This year we have delayed the preparation of the
Sedgwick County Capital Improvements Program in order to provide
closer coordination with the preparation of the City of Wichita
C.I.P. If you submitted project proposals last year which were
scheduled for 1974, please indicate whether or not the 1974 pro-
jects will be completed or under contract prior to January 1,
1975. If they will, in fact, be completed or under contract by
this date, they will not be carried in the 1975-1980 Program.

If, however, they are not to be accomplished in 1974, please
indicate the proper future year for rescheduling. Also indi-
cate any shift in scheduling now anticipated or projects pre-
viously submitted for the years 1975-1980 and any additional
projects that you wish to incorporate into the 1975-1980 program.

To assist in the identification of additional projects we have
enclosed a "Project Request Form". It is our hope to obtain as
much information as possible so that meaningful decisions on
project priority can be made.

A member of our staff will contact you shortly to assist in
answering any questions you may have.

Sincerely,

Robert A, Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL :MM:rme
Enclosure




October 22, 1974

Mr. Jack Turner

County Counselor

Sedgwick County Courthouse
525 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Re: County Bonding Capacity and
Capital Improvements.

Dear Mr. Turner:

The Metropolitan Area Planning Department is once again in the
process of preparing a Capital Improvements Program (CIP) for
Sedgwick County in the six year time frame of 1975 through 1980.

Attached, you will find a copy of a MAPD staff report which was
prepared two years ago in an attempt to categorize State Statutes
relating to the bonding capacities and the ability to construct
physical improvements in Counties within the State of Kansas.

We did not include all State Statutes relating to bonding in
general but attempted to document those which would apply to
Sedgwick County and its ability to fund capital projects.
Although we have attempted to update the report, legal research
without benefit of legal expertise is rather risky and the report
may contain deficiencies/ommissions which need to be corrected.

I would appreciate it if you could review this report and
appropriate State Statutes and inform our office of any omissions,
erroneous information or glaring deficiencies in order that we
may utilize such in the preparation of next year's County Capital
Improvements Program.

Thank you,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL :MM:rme
Attachment
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Location: ry Last Assigned
ed ] | Project Number:

Descriptiom Need: (Attach separate sheet if
necessary)

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
TRiEoiigliea Pl GEea G R e B IO YD)
Desirable Critical

rs
Is the Project included in Adopted Master Plan? Yes No
e e

000 eduled|| from Project:
Surveys, Plans & Engineering ot a0

Tand Acquisition & Relocation Maintenance
Ueility Relocation

| Anticipated Revenues

e. Revolvin. fund_
E (Service charges)
a. Current revenue - City . £f. Federal aid
- County g. State aid
b. Existing Bond fund h. Special assessment
c. General obligation bonds § i. Other (specify)

TOTAL

Equipment &/or Furniture

d. Revenue bonds

e

Roadways & Streets Location Map
Existin Surface: |[ADT: |
Concrete

Existing: (Year
[ asphalt w/Base

O Asphalt w/o Base] projected: (Year, .
Tl Gravel

O sand sufficiency Rating
[ Unopened |

= gogd width |width
O Poor [(Existing | | |
O Hazardous [Required | | |

Division:




CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM

l Project Title: Project Category: Project Number:

Location: Project History: Last Assigned
New[) Revised [ | Project Number:

pescription: Need: (Attach separate sheet if
necessary)

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
1] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
pesirable Critical
Estimated Life ___years.
Is the Project included in the Adopted Master Plan? ___ Yes — No
Costs Year Annual Costs Resulti
i cheduledfl from Project: (000's

surveys, Plans & Engineeri (o) ati
Tand Acquisition & Relocation i N Maintenance
Utility Relocation Y Pecsonnel
Construction Y other

Equipment &/or Furniture I
Total | Anticipated Revenues
e

P raposcd Method of Financind: (000's) - Revorying und
E Service charges) Sl
a. Current revenue - City § £. Federal aid

- County § g. State aid
b, Existing Bond fund $ h. Special assessment
c. General obligation bonds $ i. Other (specify)

d. Revenue bonds TOTAL
Roadways & Streets: Location Map

Existing Surface: ADT :

Concrete Existing: (Year,
[0 Asphalt w/Base
O Asphalt w/o Basel projected: (Year___|
3 Gravel

0 sand Sufficiency Ratingi
[ Unopened

Emgt_i.gm R/W |Street
Good width |width

g ’ng;,i Existin

1 Hazardous Required
repared Dy:

O —

)
\
"
&

Title: Department:

Division:




CIP PRCJECT REQUEST FORM

Project History Last Assigned
New[] Revised [] |Project Number:

Description: Need: (Attach separate sheet if
necessary)

Priority (circle) Relation to other projects
ke B Wy MR s B - T S )
Desirable Critical

Li ars i
the -Project inc n Adopted ter Plan? Yes __ No
Scheduled] from Project: 000's
[operation 1 |
Tana Acquisition & Relocation [Maintenance | |
Utility Relocation T
B

construction |
Equipment &/or Furniture

ieiesb o) Anticipated Revenues
. Revolving, fund
: (Service charges) ¥
a. Current revenue - City f£. Federal aid
- County g. State aid
b. Existing Bond fund h. Special assessment
c. General obligation bonds § i. Other (specify)

d. Revenue bonds TOTAL

Existing Surface:
Concrete

O Asphalt w/Base |
O Asphalt w/o Basel projected: (vear,
O Gravel
Sufficiency Rating
Street
dth
| Existing | :

Existing

)
[Requized | | |




Method
of

Financing

|
|
!

|




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
i ‘ of
rcf]ecf:l.on Description Financing




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

GENMERAL PUBLIC FACILITIES

Courthouse Parking Facilities
rand Acquisition
Construction Improvements

Agri-Industrial Exhibition
complex:

Surveys, Plans, Engineering
Land Acquisition and
construction

aq:i—lnduﬂ.:hl Exhibition
mple:

camper's Park Development

Including Plans, specifica=
tions and Construction.

Juvenile Courts Complex

E. B. Allen Memorial Hospital
Major Remodeling to comply

with Life Safety code Require
ments.

Jail corrections Department
1mprovements to Sedgwic]
county Jail

pistol Range Cf struction
Sheriff's Range at Lake Afton

Remodeling of 014 county
(Courthouse

MAJOR ADMINISTRAT IVE EQUIP.

computer Conversion of
county Records:

Phase I - Acquisition of
4 on-Line Teriminals

hase 11 - Acquisition of 4
on-Line Terminals

lPhase III = Acquisition of 4
on-Line Terminals

400,000

2,000,000
2,876,000

781,000
1,031,000

200,000
200,000

500,000
200,000

130,000
13,700
121,535
5,000

500,000

30,000
30,000

30,000

Method

of
Financing

jeo 008
[oe 00




Method

of
Financing

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP
{cont

Phase IV - Acquisition of 4 30,000
On-Line Terminals

Acquisition of One Scientific 75,000
Engineering Small Scale’
Computer

" urrLiTies

Four Mile Creek 894,140
Drainage District (Sewage +147,980
Collection & Treatment

Facilities Construction).

Lake Afton (Sewage Collection 72,360
Collection and Treatment 168,120
Facilities Construction).

Lake Afton (Sewage Collection 221,760
Facilities Construction)

Sedgwick County Zoo (Sewer 600,000
(Sewer Line Construction)
(Initiated by the City)

Four Mile Creek - Crestview
Country Club (Expansion of
Treatment Plant)

Four Mile Creek Interceptor -
Sewer Main Construction 335,160

Lateral Sewers (Within 300,000
Developed Areas of the County)
=~ (Unidentified)




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Projection Description

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Sedgwick County Zzoo (cont'd)

1| prairie Exhibit and Structures

2| pampas - Outback Exhibit and
Structure (Accumulate Funds
in 1980 and 1981 for 1981
Construction).

3| Aquatic Complex (Accumulate

4 |Funds in 1980, 1981 and 1982
for 1982 Construction).
LAKE AFTON
1| camping Area Improvements

barbecue facilities, shelters,
playground equipment.’

‘t+3|Bait Shop
i _‘ S|perimeter Electrical System
L6|Roofs For Boat Slips

TRANSPORTATION
Roads
1|21st Street:
(See B-1)

-3|61st Street North:
247th St. W. west to 1/2 mile

(a) 1/2 mile of new construc-
tion. (See B-d4 & B=5)

(b) 3 1/2 miles new con-
struction.

243,055
364,971

324,927

200,000

25,000

30,000

5,000 -
- 10,000

5,000

243,203
567,473

Method
of

Finaneing




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

ject
Projection Description W Pé::;:c

TRANSPORTATION

Roads (cont'd)
13th Street: 81,500
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road 163,000
to Maize Road 570,500
1 1/2 miles of new construc- -
tion.
21st Street:
Colwich Road to Ridge Road
6 miles of new construction

grading, drainage, sub- 205,632
de stablization & temporar: 479,808

surfacin
(b) curb, gutter, yemaﬂlﬂt 371,520
surfacing, 868,880
21st Street:
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 88,800
6 miles of new construction 207,200
Greenwich Road: 159,000
Kansas Turnpike to Pawnee 371,000
1 1/2 miles of new constru
tion.
85th Street North: 129,600
I-35W to Valley Center 302,400
2 1/2 miles of new construc-
tion.
47th Street South: 88,800
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 207,200
2 miles of new construction. £
21st Street: 129,600
Greenwich Road to County line 302,400

3 miles of new construction.

129,600
[Pawnee to 47th Street South 302,400

3 miles of new construction.

47th Street South:
reenwich Road to County line
3 miles of new construction.

129,600
302,400

[Ridge Road: 129,600
[L3th Street to S53rd Street Ho. 302,400

P miles of new construction.

HMethod
of
Finaneing




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
of
Financing

120,000

120,000

88,800
207,200

new constructien.

~16) 79th Street South: 108,000
Derby City Limits to 11lth 252,000
Street East - 2 1/2 miles to
new construction (See B-11 &

B-32) . @

17| Greenwich Road:
47th Street South to 63rd
Street South - 2 miles of new
construction.

d.
21st St. North to 53rd St. Mo. 207,200
4 miles of new construction.

Ridge Road: 88,000
S3rd St, North to 65th St. No. 207,200
and 71st St. to 85th St. North

3 miles of new construction.

e 172,800
55th St. South to Flood Contro) 403,200
Structure - 1 mile of new -
construction (See B-12 & B-33)

129,600
K-42 to 55th St. South - 3 302,400
les of new construction
(See B-14 & B-16).

151,000
352,800




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Mothod
Projection Description

of
Financing

TRANSPORTATION
Bridges (FAS)

21st Street between Hoover 77,500
and Ridge Road over the Slough| 180,835
drainway. (See CR-1)

614-22-1408

21st Street between 1159th St. 88,000
West & 135th St. West over 207,200
Cowskin Creek. (See CR-5)

614-18-2609

2lst Street between 135th St. 49,680
West and 151st Street West 115,500
over Dry Creek (See CR-5)

614-17-1281

6lst St. North between 279th 16,329
St. West & 295th St. West, 38,102
(See CR=-3) 604-8-4205

6lst St. North between 295th 7,948
St. West & 311th St. West 18,547
(See CR-3) 604-7-1580

Hillside between 45th St. No. [x 127,512
& 53rd St. No. 825-J-2471 5

Little Arkansas River west of [x 274,824
[Valley Center
599-24-861

79th St. South between 95th St|x 93,300
[East & .111th St. East
638-33-340 (See CR-6)

[Seneca St. Between 55th St. So 25,656
59th § South. 819-W-4430

Ridge Road between 3lst St. Sofx 258,192
[k 39th St. South
11-T-355 (See CR-21)
idge Road between 43rd St. So 2p5,920
47th St. South
11-U-B99 (See CR-21)

03rd St. South between 55th St 93,300




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

t. North & B5th St. North
801-F-70

th
St. North & 125th St. North
785-A-3050

& 13th St. North
799-0-3911

103rd St. South over the
Ninnescah River -
644-15-3725

132|79th St. South between 63rd St
East & 79th St. East.
638-31-2040 (See CR-16)

+33|Seneca Bridge over the Flood
g Control Structure north of
Haysville.

ontrol Structure

ounty 7 Township u.iage
eplacements (unidentified)

eridian Bridge over Flood
ontrol Structure north of
Haysville.

63rd St. South Bridge and
Approaches over the Big
Arkanzas River,

* (Federal guidelines require

t all bridges on the Fed.
Aid sec. (FAS) system be con=
structed to standard by 1/1/7

Method

0!
Financing

124,980

125.522
47,676
171,384
747,168
85,056

346,240
574,560

515,000
515,000
1,030,000

120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000

844,000

1,080.000




b

B s aiae . cut O

Method
of
Financing

UTILITIES (cont'd)

Joint District Sewers - 240,750
- Unidentified

? ;mgng!g"gngh

Land Purchase 48,000

2
<

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
County i‘ui

Phase I - Grading, ground 30,250
Shaping, bank stabilization 30,250
channel dredging

Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft.
10

replaces, walks, etc.),
caping and watering system.

3lphase IIT - Grading, ground
shaping, bank stablization,
estrodm facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
courts, 1 li?lted softball
diamond, tra.
pent, 3 tennis courts, L
horseshoe pits, camper area
(parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and play-
ground equipment.

se IV - 6250 lin. ft. 94,635
adway w/parking bays, trail 94,635
stem development, 5 picnic

eas, 1 softball diamond
lighted), 1 multi-purpose
ourt, 2 tennis courts, land-

ping.




COMMUNITY FACILITIES
‘County Park [cont

Phase V - 6250 lin. ft. road-
way w/parking bays, trail
svstem development, 1 baseball
diamond (lighted), landscaping
playground equipment.

Phase VI - 1 softball diamond,
1 baseball diamond (lighted),
5 picnic areas (shelter,
tables, fireplaces, walks,
etc.), 1 multi-purpose court,
1 tennis court, landscaping,
sewer laterals, restroom
facilities, playground epuip-
ment.

SEDGWICK COUWTY 200

2| Jungle Building

4|Animal Principles (Visitor
Indoctrination Facility).

1977 & 1978 for 1978 Con-
struction) .

 |-3lapes and Man Building (Accum-
z ulate Funds in 1976 and 1577
for 1977 Construction).

-9 |nocturnal Building (Accum-
ulate Funds in 1979 and 1980
for 1980 Construction).

20 |Education Building

Mothod
£

©
Financing

81,675
81,675

1,370,000
32,120
221,180

61,330
22,000
138,413

295,374
552,113

244,219
118,415

322,405
19,058

87,780
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i yR- PRODEST
. S, Project _Method
P t Description 3
- ““:“!‘“"’ e

GENERAL PUBLIC FACILITIES e
ourthouse Parking Facilities - 5(:,, 8e0 ( D .
Land Acquisition X 100,000 =¥
Construction Improvements 100,000
Agri-Industrial Exhibition o AL e
Complex: ” 8, 0 FeF
Surveys, Plans, Engineering| . 2,000,000 T ) P
Land Acquisition and 2,876,000 e Lo BE
Construction Lo x 781,000 yao, 160 £
T 1,081,000
Agri-Industrial Exhibition i
Complex:
Camper's Park Development ] G R
Including Plans, Specifi- 200,000 i
cations, and Construction 200,000 2 P
MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.
Computer Conversion of Count: |
Records: [ K |
LW
Phase I - Acquisitickd! :
pata Capture Stations 30,000
= A::q.uiai.tion of ; 1
fie. Sharing Video Dis- 50,000 3
1
Phase II - Acquisition of 3
Data Capture Stations ¥ 30,000
10' hI 4 - Acguisition of ;
S| ng Video Display 50,000
Terpdnals~— i ;
Phase III - Acquisition of 3
Data Capture Stations 30,000
Phase ™1LII Acquisition of
10 Time ing Video Dis-
play T 50,000
Phase IV - Acquisition of 3
Data Capture Stations 30,000 .
28 7




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Project Description

MAJOR.ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.
(Cont'd) R DT
|Phase IVa - Acquisition of
10 Time Sharing Video Dis-
play Terminals i

Acquisition of One Scientific
Engineering Small Scale
Computer

UTILITIES

Four Mile Creek Drainage
District (Sewage Collection
& Treatment Facilities
Construction)

[Lake Afton (Sewage Collection
and Treatment Facilities
Censtruction)

Lake Afton (Sewage Collectio:
Facilities Construction)

dgw: ounty
(Sewer Line Construction)
(Initiated by the City)

Four Mile Creek - Crestview
Country Club ‘(Expansion of
Treatment Plant)

Four Mile Creek Interceptor
Sewer Main Construction

Lateral Sewers (Within
Developed Areas of the
County)

- (Unidentified)

50,000

75,000

. 745,950 |
_ 956,650

837,900
279,300

250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
250,000
© 250,000
250,000

CHANGE

AS
SCHEDVLED

80,000 F
goq:.,oo S-SA.
247600 SA

qu1s0
750
00

1
21?

93,050
919%6 <-sa
70,200 3A
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<
Project Description ii pProject PROJTT
Cost

UTILITIES (Coni: ‘d)

Joint District Sewers
- Unidentified 225,000 15000 F{
. o006 S =R

75,000
(0,000 SR

g".l

225,000
75,000

g7

225,000
75,000

225,000
75,000

g™ g"

225,000 |
75,000

225,000
75,000

™ wnm
- >

* 225,000
75,000

225,000
75,000

o m

e

Land Purchase cx P

Sanitary Landfill Site ' 7 NED il
% 0T chothané {

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

County Park

Phase I - Grading, gfmmd
shaping, bank stablization, 30,250
channel dredging 30,250

Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft.

roadway w/parking bays, 10 119,625
picnic areas (shelter, 119,625
tables, fireplaces, walks,

etc.), landscaping and

watering system

30
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SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

iption S roject v&ﬂﬁ PROJIECT
T l,c~.:-st Financ 1g| SCH. CosT

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
County Par
t‘ai
Phase III - Grading, ground
Ishaping, bank stablization, -
restroom facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
jcourts, 1 lighted softball 100,125
diamond, trail system developt 100,125
Iment, 3 tennis courts, 10
horseshoe pits, camper area .
{parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and
playground equipment

Phase IV - 6250 lin. ft. :
trail system development - S o
5 picnic areas, 1 softball -94,635 36y 6 c
diamond, (lighted), 1 multi- 94,635 Ll 50 o
lpurpose court, 2 tennis 4

* fcourts, landscaping

[Phase V - 6250 lin. ft.
iroadway w/parking bays,

ail system development, 91,435
L baseball diamond (lighted) 91,435
andscaping, playground i
equipment

Phase VI - 1 softball dia-

mond, 1 baseball diamond

(lighted) , 5 picnic areas

(shelter, tables, fireplaces, 81,675
alks, etc.), 1 multi-pur- 81,675
pose court, 1 tennis court,
Landscaping, sewer laterals,
estroom facilities, play-
round equipment

Lake Afton
Camping Area Improvements-
picnic tables, barbecue - X 25,000
facilities, shelters, play-
ground equipment
A-2 | Boat Dock 10,000
30,000

codt for, Bt 20P5 X

'3 !\a@.tnm




Project
Number

Nocturnal s.u_.l..‘l.ding 7

SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Project Description

Lake Afton (Cont'd)
Bait: Shop
Island Restroom Facilities

Perimeter Electrical System

Sedgwick County Zoo

Jungle Building .
(Accumulate funds in 1974,
1975 for 1976 Construction)

Greenhouse

Animal Principles (Visitor |

Indoctrination Pacility) -

Animal Storage Building

Asian Steppes Exhibit and
Structure (Accumulate funds
in 1977 & 1978 for 1978 Con-
struction) ’
Apes and Man Building
(Accumulate funds in 1978
and 1979 for 1979 Construc-
tion)

(Accumulate funds in 1978 &
1979 fqr 1979 construction)

Education Building
Prairie Exhibit and Structure
(Accumulate funds in 1979 &
1980 for 1980 Construction)

Pampas-Outback Exhibit and
Structure

{Accumulate funds in 1980 &
1981 for 1981 Construction)

Project

5,000

15,000
/000

101,500
530,420
572,910
32,120

193,930

22,000
326,270

259,100
171,100

100,000
218,100

Method
of

CHANGE&
AS
GCHEDULED

W -

13 P

YEAR

Financing | SCH.

Co.
Co.

Co. -~

Co. (BTF)
Co. (BTF)

231,020 |«

68,510

77,000

251,610
320,150
68,550

452,550
252,550

PROIECT

cosT

Netleowtamien IN =

agnrboﬂ Co
(4,0t BT

2600 Co
12,700 ETF

20,000 Cr

Co

S6,%00 Co .

(97000 Co
st oo BUF

246,260 Co
24/, 050 E
d4d; g 00 BTF
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pProject Methoo

yeAR| PROJECT
Project Description Gl ﬁn;ﬁ._.j . <ch. usr

Sedgwick County Zoo (Cont'd)

Agquatic Complex 69,620 Co. (BTF)
(Accumulate funds in 1980, 607,020 | Co. (BT
1981 & 1982 for 1982 Con- ? :
struction)

TRANSPORTATION
Roads

21st Street: : i 296, 300

Hoover to Ridge Road 355,560 L -

1 mile of new construction |[X 355:560 ] 29, 300 £4s
(See’ B~1) * & : 7 :

R-3 | 61st Street North:
247th St. W. west to 1/2
mile line 4785
(a) 1/2 mile of new construc:
tion

© 146,280
(See B-4 & B-5) 146,280
(b) 3% miles new construc- 180,000
tion 180.000

R-4 | 13th Street:
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road. 3
to Maize Road 217,200
14 miles of new construction 134,400
b 351,600

(e t™ C3%
i 0 =
243,000 €AS
21st Street:
Colwich Road to Ridge Road
6 miles of new construction:
(a) grading, Eruinaze, sub=
grade stablization & i
temporary surfacing 285,600 o '33‘5| G&O b=
B 285,600 23%,8¢0 Ffs
(b) curb, gutter, permanent
- surfacing 516,000 Yaoee0 &=
(See B-2 & B-3) 516,000 43,000 ¥

R-6 |2lst Street: ¢
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 120,000 (sc,ece Co
2 miles of new construction 120,000 ‘,,-(; b v AS
20y
5

R B ot
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Project Mctiéad mg PRODECT

Project Description
Cost Financing 5‘-"

TRANSPORTATION (cont'd)

Roads

Greenwich Road:
Kansas Turnpike to Pawnee . 225,000
1% miles of new construction 225,000

85th Street North: AT
I-35W to Valley Center 1 180,000 = l'-tq“ﬁ‘f
2k miles of new construction 180,000 20000 FAS

47th Street South: 2 o Ce
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 7 120,000 ! | AL
2 miles of new construction 120,000 Ioﬁ’lL

21st Street: " i : '
Greenwich Road to County line| 180,000 150800
3 miles of new construction 180,000 |6 0,660 FAS '

: 7o)
Greenwich Road: RS
Pawnee to 47th Street South 180,000 150,600 Ce
- |3 miles of new construction © 180,000 \S{\ﬁ'ﬁo TAS

47¢th Street South:

Greenwich Road to County line 180,000 158 06D Co

3 miles of new construction 180,000 3 5
150,600 FAS

Ridge Road: =

13th Street to 53rd Street 4o Lo
North 180,000 ek

5 miles of new construction 180,000 150,008 FAS

Right-of-way Acquisitions:
Unidentified X 100,000
; 100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000

13th Street: 120,000 loeiceniCh
ichita City Limits to Green- 120,000 {oti0e0 FAS
ich Rd. - 2 miles of new

construction

(2]
79th St. South: 150,000 1ns, o
|pe rhy city Limits to 111lth 150:900 G res, u*qa €AS
St. 2k miles to new

conatrucnen {see B-11 & B-32

34

o
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Methodo
of
Financi 7

Project Description

TRANSPORTATION (cont'd)
Roads

Greenwich Road: ' 2 Woeee (__L
47th Street South to 63rd [speet VAS
St. South - 2 miles of new

construction :

-~
Maize Road: it e T'—‘Tvﬂ 'FJ—J:
2lst St. north to 53rd sSt. 0 “C'l (3%

Ridge Road: L.u(;mﬂ') Co

53rd St. North to 65th St. =
North & 7lst St. to 85th 41 . ; Woese [FAS
St. North - 3 miles of new .
construction

ca Street: . 200,50 Cn. 3
h St. South to Flood Con- 0,082 FAS.
trol Structure - 1 mile of
: |new construction (See B-12,
B-13 & B-33)

; C
Ridge Road: Igoue® 8
K-42 Highwzy to 55th St. 150,690 TAS
South - 3 miles of new con-
struction (See B-14, B-15 & -
B-16)

2o8 8c0 (s
55th St. South: 240,000 S A
Ridge Road to Seneca St. 240,000 20,000 EAS
4 miles of new construction

Greenwich Road: '120,000 - o B¢ é_:
63rd St. South to 79th St. 120,000 )

South -~ 2 miles of new con- t ,r[,cx,t:le:ﬂi ik
struction

Ridge Road: 120,000 (557800
SSth St. South to 71st St. 120,000 160, 8
South = 2 miles of new con-

struction ¥

! r1s, 860 {’\:.rs(
71lst St, - 83rd St. South: 210,000 5 460 O
haysville to Derby City 210,000 2869
Limits - 34 miles of new con- ¥
Istruction (Requires adjust- v
ent in FAS designation)
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Project Description ﬁ E PROAECT :
5 Financing COST

TRANSPORTATION (cont'd)
Roads C
o800 &2

180,000 BS

u.s. Highway 54 to MacArthur. 180,000 [$8e0D "—&S
Road - 3 miles of new con-

struction (Requires adjusted

'AS designation) S o, 900 (e
Greenwich Road: : 300,000 ¢-—-.._ SQ o6d ‘-ﬂ:‘
6lst St. North to 10lst St. 300,000 \ I

orth - 5 miles of new con=

struction (See B=8, B-9 &

Brides (PAS)

Joiis o (e
B-1 [21st street between Hoover & |X 107,640 G490 e
Ridge Road over the slough 107,640 g g4, 709 (s
drainageway s \
(See CR-1) 614-22-1408 i

B-2" [21st sus»:gt between 119th St.|X : ﬁo,uon G jeeped O
W. & 13 5t. W. over Cow- 0,000 AS ;)
rerls ! 100,660 FAS

(see CR—S) 614-18-2609

B-3 |21st Street between 135th St.|X 69,000 ¢7s0n (o
W & 151st St. W. over Dry - . 69,000 i &7, <00 A5
Creek

| (see cr-5) 614-17-1281

B-4 |6lst St. North between 279th | 22,680 - 1¢, 420 C”
W. 22,680 s 14,960 €
{See CR-3) 604-8-4205 ! !

B-5 |61st St. North between 295th 11,040 €,20C (o
W. & 31lth W 11,040 q,260 TS
(See CR-3) 604-7-1580 ) '

B-6 |[Hillside between 45th St. N. | X 106,260 s Qe
& 53rd st. N. - 825-3-2471 ! %%, 559

Al e hkandac Rtvar west i |x 229,020 | 90,880
of Valley Center - 599-24-86

B-8 |Greenwich Road between 618 ‘ X 58,080 * o £ 402 G
St. N. & 69th St. N. i :
835-H-2763 (See CR-27)
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L=h
Project Description Project Ma:;l;on PEO:: T
~ Cost 5 co
Financi g

Bridgés (FAS) (cont'd) :
reenwich Road between 9 . 18,480 t
St. N. & 10lst N.
- 835-D-2016 (See CR-27) / . ; :
B-10 |Greenwich Road between 117Ny |x 18,480 >
St. N. & 125th St. N. 74 2
835-A-2000 (See CR-27) ! 3 2 : o
; g ; _
B-11[79th St. South between 95th |[X 77,750 g i
St. E. & 111th St. E :
| 638-33-340 (See CR-16) :
B-12 |Seneca St. hetween 55th St. 21,380 Ji£ ;
S. & 59th s ; e i :
819- w—uso tSee CR-20) i 3
B-13 |seneca st. hetueen 59th st. .29,300 i
S. & 63rd St. : L e
: S CR- . :
819-W-792 (See 20) ; l _?6’ 200 (o o
Ridge Road between 31st St. 215,160 | G.0.* ! :
S. & 39th st. s. s F i
811-T-355 (See CR-21) : :
21,990 G 8
26,270 > 1 i
| 171,600 (B, 000 Co. e
Is. & 47th st. s e
811-0-899 {Sae CR-21) ,C i
: ; . 3], 02050 e
B-17103rd St. South Letween 24thy] | 37,220 | G.o. bl i
- |st. W. & 39th st. W. gt
-24- o
_su 2535' ; (.9'4 ‘7?0 (o [
103rd St. South between 55th 77,750 : !
St. W. & 7lst St. W. )
644-22-2013 7,0 0O (.
B-19|119th St. South between 39th 5 3
St. W. & 55th St. W. st
648-23-1065 106 B
B-20[119th St. South between 33¢h 104,150 1&"’_‘7 -
St. W. & 55th St. W.
648-23-1645 :
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R O2ECT
pProject Description ii : F:os.‘-
Financing]

Bridgés (FAS) (cont'd) "{I;(I’?G CCT‘-

151st St. West between 10 49,760
st. N. & 109th St. N.

801-C-4200 : ; 95400 Cp

151st St. West between 77th 102,960
St. N. & 85th St. N.
801-F-70 -

117th St. N. between 18)&' . 49,760
St. W. & 199th St. W.
590-14-2179

279th- St. West between 117th | - T 39,730 |
St. N. & 125th St. N. i
785-A-3050

Project
Number

67th St. West between 142,820
entral & 13th St., N. ASEA
799-0-3911

103rd St. South over the
Ninnescah River 644-15-3725 622,640

111th St. South between 23\t 26,070

St. w. & 247th St. W.
646-11-3180

83rd St. W. between 103r} 26,270
IS. & 11lst St. S. b
797-CC-1890

ISt. S. & 31lst St. S.
772-5-5020

383rd St. West between 23:& 38,410

Y1470 C@

Ll1lth St. East:between 1119k 49,760
st. S. & 119th St. S.
835-DD-3075

24 100 G
B75th St. West between 109/d 40,920 2 3 ff & 2
St. S. & 11lth St. S.
i cq 070 (g
B-32 [79th St. South between 63rd 70,880 i)
St. E. & 79th St. E.

773-CC-1180
638-31-2040 (See CR-16) 4
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Methou y&lg PROJECT
rinaonfcs 4] ScH cost

Project Description

Bridges (FAS) (cont'd) qu60 (o

Senega Bridge over the Flood 360,000 T ? 330 esp FhAS
Control Structure north of 360,000 =i
Haysville

B-34 |25th St. Bridge over Flood 515,000
°  |Control Structure 515,000
1,030,000

B-35 |County & Township Bridge . 100,000
Replacements (unidentified) - 100,000
100,000

100,000

100,000

B-36 | eridian’srid.ge over Flood : 720,udo
ontrol Structure north of
|Haysville.

63rd 5t. South Bridge & 900,000
Approaches over the Big
Arkansas River

(Federal guidelines require

at all bridges on the
'ederal Aid Secondary (FAS)
system be constructed to
Gtandard by Jan. 1, 1976.)
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAMMING

Capital Improvements Programming is the listing and
scheduling of public and governmental physical improvements
correlated with the financial capabilities of the community
over a period of time. The physical improvements necessary
to serve the future population can be most economically pro-
vided if they are coordinated in a Capital Improvements
Program (CIP). Through such a program, economic and efficient
expenditure of public funds is made possible by constructing

improvements in proper locations at the time they are needed.

Capital Improvement

The capital improvements provided for by the program

include major nonrecurring expenditures or any expenditures
for the physical facilities of government, such as the acqui-

sition of land; construction of buildings or other structures;




and the alteration of or addition to existing structures. While
expenses for personnel to operate a facility are not a part of
capital improvement expenses, engineering and architectural
services are considered legitimate project costs; consequently,
detailed planning is provided for in estimating the total cost of
the project. Construction of parking facilities, highways,
bridges, parks and utility lines; the purchase of fixed equipment;
landscaping and similar projects all constitute capital improve-

ments expenditures.

pital Improvements Budget

Whereas a Capital Improvements Program, is the long-range

schedule of capital improvements with their estimated costs over
a period of approximately six to ten years, the list of projects
for the coming fiscal year, together with the amounts and sources
of funds, constitute the Capital Improvements Budget. It is
desirable to prepare a Capital Improvements Budget and Capital
Improvements Program annually, reviewing and revising the entire
program and adopting the Capital Improvements Budget for each
year as part of the regular operating budget. This annual review
and the insertion of an additional year make the program a con-
tinuing, self-renewing process, consistently maintaining an up-

to-date inventory of projects.




Need For A nty CIP

The continuing growth of Sedgwick County is the primary
force which generates the necessity for the construction and
expansion of public facilities and services. While many sections
of the County may lack adequate sewers and paved streets, certain
other public facilities may be suffering from obsolescence and
should be replaced. No governmental unit, however, has enough
money for all the things that need to be done at one time. A
CIP allows the County to coordinate projects with available
funding and program them over an extended period of time in
order to continually provide the greatest benefit to thellargest
number of people.

The complexity of governmental finance; the limited avail-
ability of funds; and the ever-increasing number and variety of
capital improvements needed in Sedgwick County combine to inten-
sify the necessity for developing a methodology for choosing
between projects and determining priorities. Capital Improvements
Programming provides an orderly system for selecting between com-
peting projects through evaluation of need and timing, considera-
tion of costs, and analysis of present and future financial
resources.

As Sedgwick County continues to grow, competition increases

for every dollar available to be spent for public services. In

the absence of advance project planning and programming, dollars
might be diverted to less timely expenditures, producing fewer

benefits to the people. An important aspect of the CIP is that




it presents the opportunity to schedule projects over several
years so that stages in the development of an area follow one
another in logical order. Identification and scheduling of
projects in the CIP also:
1. Promotes coordinated growth by:
a. Announcing in advance the intention of the County.
This can be valuable in attracting private
investment both in industrial and residential
areas. Fire stations, utility extensions, and
road programs are particularly important.
Allowing the citizenry to plan and coordinate
their activities based upon the CIP.
Encouraging better cooperation with the utility
companies who need advance notice for coordination
with governmental construction.
d. Aiding in implementing the Comprehensive Plan.
Provides for coordination of local projects with sur-
rounding communities, state projects, federal funding
programs, etc.
Encourages better financial planning which often leads
to more effective use of available funds and tends to
stabilize debt management problems when bonds are used

for financing.

Coordinated Growth

In addressing the responsibilities of providing facilities and

services to its residents, Sedgwick County must concern itself with
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the way in which growth occurs. The county can influence
growth to a large extent through the operation and enforce-
ment of subdivision regulations, zoning ordinances, building
codes, and the capital improvements priority and finance pro-
gram, The investment of county funds in public facilities
such as roads, utilities or public buildings clearly has an
impact on the pattern of community development. Private
developers may consider the imminence of community services
when deciding where to design new subdivisions or undertake
homebuilding programs. Planning for public facilities and
the announcement of governmental intentions to acquire
property or schedule construction can do much to influence
private decisions.

Many capital improvements have significant relationships
to each other. Through the use of long-range planning, facilities

can be developed or renovated in logical, sequential stages.

Accordingly, scheduling the relocation of utilities or the

replacement of a sewer main to coincide with the reconstruction

of a street can Tesult in substantial savings.

The Comprehensive Plan

In addition, a CIP serves the function of implementing and
coordinating the elements of the Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Comprehensive Plan. The Plan currently con-
sists of elements dealing with Community Facilities (i.e., parks,

schoolds, libraries, etc.), Utilities (sewer, water, etc.,) and




Transportation, in addition to the general Residential, Com-
mercial and Industrial Land Use elements. The Comprehensive
Plan is intended to aid in keeping pace with the area's growth,
and implementation requires continuing investments in such

capital improvements as roads, fire stations and parks.

Inter-Governmental Coordination

Another important function of capital programming lies
in the area of inter-governmental coordination. The formu-
lation and execution of a unified Capital Improvements Program
can facilitate efficency and cooperation between different units
of government. A composite CIP including all cities in Sedgwick
County could identify projects to governmental units and allow
an early opportunity for discerning any apparent conflicts or
duplications. As a result of the process, local governments
may be able to werk out agreements for joint use of facilities
to their mutual financial benefit. It may, for example, be
advantageous to set up refuse disposal areas and sewage disposal

plants to be jointly owned or operated. It may also be more

feasible for a smaller city or improvement district to purchase

water from existing sources than to construct separate purifica-

tion systems.
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nancial anning

With the increasing complexity of both financing and
development activities, Sedgwick County has recognized the
need to carefully analyze the way it preograms expenditures
to assure that it obtains maximum value for each dollar
spent., Many dissimilar projects compete for funds which are
always limited. A formal procedure for programming capital
improvements and expenditures is useful in balancing com-
peting local pressures for available financial resources and
in discovering projects which meet requirements for aid form
the state or federal government. A systematic review of pro-
posed projects offers an opportunity to tie them together in
regard to timing, location and financing. Not to do so may delay
construction of necessary facilities. In light of constantly
rising construction costs, delay means higher costs in the
future and shifts a greater financial burden to following years.
Since capital investments or similar major expenditures
are occasionally paid for with borrowed money through the sale
of bonds, the fiscal analysis provided by the CIP may help to
imize the impact of improvement projects on the local tax
base. State law contains restrictions and limitations on the

amount of money the county can borrow. By scheduling improve-

ments over a six to ten year period, projects can be identified

which may be desirable, but are unlikely to be immediately

undertaken because of present financial, legal or other obstacles.




GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Once a list has been complied of capital projects con-
sidered necessary or highly desirable, the problem of assign-
ing individual priorities arises. Although certain priorities
may logically suggest themselves, such as installing utility
lines before paving streets, other priority assignments may
not be so apparent. In these instances criteria must be

developed to aid in selecting between projects and determining

scheduling sequence throughout the program. Not only should

these criteria aid in selecting between different types of
projects (sewers vs. roads, parks vs. fire stations, etc.),
they should serve as guidelines for priority decisions among
the multitude of projects contained within each category as
well.

Criteria of this nature are generally set out in a series
of goal and objective statements. Goal statements in this

instance tend to take a long-range point of view. They consider




development over a longer period of time of perhaps six to
ten years. They are general in nature and express a con-
tinuing pursuit. Objectives on the other hand, are more
specific in nature and they relate more to short-range
projects. They may change from one year to another, depend:
ing on current needs. Economic development, for example,
has been the primary objective for capital improvements
programming during the past three years due to the depressed
employment conditions existing previously. These types

of guidelines allow decisionmakers the flexibility to shift
emphasis from year to year in order to meet changes in cur-
rent demands, while at the same time working consistently
toward pre-determined long-range goals. In developing this
year's Capital Improvements Program, the following goals and
objectives were recommended for use by the County Capital

Improvements Program Advisory Committee:

SAFETY

Goal
Sedgwick County will provide the facilities that are

necessary for the minimum recognized level of protection of

life and property. Higher levels of service are desirable

if adequate resources are available.

Objectives

1. Eliminate traffic congestion, improve traffic flow,

and reduce accidents by:




- Providing bridge structures that are consistent
with accepted loading safety standards as defined
by federal, state and local authorities.

- Providing traffic control facilities to maintain

safe and free flowing traffic.

- Eliminating bottleneck areas which affect safe

traffic movement.
- Widening and improving streets which have excessive
volume based on existing traffic for present pave-

ment width.

- Providing safe adequate arterials in accordance
with the Transportation Study standards.

Provide facilities to improve fire protection capa-

bilities. For example, new fire stations could be

constructed in developing areas to conform with the

previously adopted Fire and Police Facilities Plan.

Provide necessary facilities to strengthen police

protection programs.

HEALTH

Sedgwick County will provide those facilities necessary
to maintain a healthful environment and take all measures
necessary to combat contagious disease,

Objectives
1. Provide sanitary sewer service and the necessary
sewage treatment facilities outlined in the Sewage
Facilities Plan adopted by the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission.
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Construct and expand those health care facilities
necessary for the maintenance of a physically and
mentally healthy citizenry. This would include any
additions to or improvements of the existing Sedgwick
County Hospital and the mental health facility.

In order to prevent disease and provide for solid waste
disposal, provide facilities such as sanitary land fills

in accordance with a County solid waste disposal plan,

C DEVELOPMENT

Goal
Sedgwick County will endeavor to stimulate economic expan-
sion and provide facilities which will encourage economic growth

and new economic development.

jectives

1. Provide better vehicular access to the existing and

proposed industrial, commercial and agricultural
centers .

Provide facilities that will enhance the image of
the County and promote tourism. The primary project
under this category would be to provide for the con-
struction of the Agricultural-Industrial Exhibition

complex.




CULTURE AND RECRE

Goal
Sedgwick County will develop projects which will complement

municipal cultural and recreational facilities, and provide

special regional facilities to meet the cultural and recreational

needs of its citizenry.

Objectives
1. Provide land and construct facilities for the creation
of new and the expansion of existing regional open
space, park and recreational areas.

- Pursue a continuous annual construction improvement
program toward the ultimate enlargement and com-
pletion of the new zoo in accordance with the
adopted master plan for zoo development.

Construct additional recreational facilities at
Lake Afton.

Further improve and develop active and passive

recreational facilities in the area west of the
Sedgwick County Zoo.

Provide land and/or construct facilities for the pres-

ervation, refinement or development of skills and arts.

Examples might include 4-H facilities, memorial tree

gardens and a nature center.
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Sedgwick County will strive to provide those facilities
which will achieve the highest level of service at the lowest

possible cost.

Objectives

1. Provide equipment for the maintenance, collection
and dissemination of the data necessary for the
smooth, efficient operation of county business. A
basic program for achieving this objective would
be the provision of computer capabilities for all
departments of county government.

Implement programs for replacing obsolete, crowded
and inadequate government facilities thereby elimi-
nating high maintenance costs.

Analysis of capital improvements projects on the basis of
the above criteria results in a priority rating for each. This
priority, together with the amount of financing available,
determines the construction schedule. Adjustments are made
through the process of an annual review to assure that project

priorities continually reflect changing needs and conditions,.
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SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

ssification of Projects

County governments in urban areas are involved in the

construction and/or acquisition of a substantial variety of

capital improvements, As part of an effort to organize and

classify the vast array of county capital improvements projects,
past construction activities of individual departments were
inventoried, and department heads were contacted regarding
future plans. From this review, Sedgwick County's projects
were aggregated under five broad categories: General Public
Facilities, Major Administrative Equipment, Utilities, Com-
munity Facilities and Transportation. The specific types of
projects contained within each category are listed below:
General Public Facilities: Sedgwick County Courthouse, includ-
ing parking areas, building equipment and major renovations
thereto; juvenile detention facilities; medical facilities,
including parking areas; agriculture-related structures; county

fairgrounds and structures; maintenance yards and structures;
and building sites for the above.

Administrative Equipment: Voting machines and associated

storage facilities, computer equipment.




Utilities: Sewer and sewage tratment facilities; sanitary
Tandfill sites; and flood control structures.

Community Facilities: Fire stations and apparatus; county
lake, park and zoo improvements, including fishing and boat-
ing facilities, camping areas, landscaping, drives and park-
ing areas, picnic shelter, comfort stations, sports facilities
and concessions, exhibit, maintenance, and administrative
structures.

Transportation: County roads, bridges and highways.

The Gene Public Facilities category contains those

projects which house general government operations and/or
provide specialized public services in facilities established
with public tax revenues. The Sedgwick County Courthouse,
Juvenile Courts Complex, Sedgwick County Fair Grounds,-and
the Agricultural-Industrial Exhibition Complex are examples
of projects within this category.

The Administrative Equipment category contains items that
require significant expenditure of public funds over and above
normal year to year office equipment replacement within depart-
ments. Equipment purchases associated with conversion of county
operations to computer systems would fall in this category as
would voting machines, major communications systems, or any
other large scale acquisitions that broadly affect the operation
and efficiency of county government.

The Utilities category contains types of projects generally
considered as basic governmental services to land development.
At present, in Sedgwick County these include sewer and sewage
treatment facilities, drainage and flood control structures,
and sanitary landfill sites.

The Community Facilities category includes projects which

are generally dispersed throughout the county and provide for a
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specialized governmental function to satisfy the need, desires
and well-being of the citzenry. In Sedgwick County this
includes fire and police facilities and county lake, park and
200 improvements, 4-H facilities and fairgrounds. Other facil-
ities that traditionally fall under this category in other areas
are libraries, schoools, community buildings, social service

centers, health stations, etc.

The Transportation category contains improvements and

facilities required for safe and convenient vehicular move-

ment throughout the County, namely roads and bridges.

Project Identification an Scheduling

To determine the total number and description of county
capital projects, individual county offices and departments
were initially contacted “y Planning Department personnel.

The Capital Improvements Programming process was explained and
illustrated to those departments directly involved with capital
type projects as defined previously. To assist in obtaining an
accurate description of individual projects, use was made of a
project request form. An example of the form is attached as
Appendix A to this document. When completed, the form contains
a description of each project, its location, relation to other
projects,llife expectancy, priority, relative need, estimated
cost and proposed method of financing.

In completing each project request form, every effort was
made to arrive at realistic cost estimates, Whenever possible,

actual engineering and/or architectural estimates were used.
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When these were not available, unit cost estimates (i.e.,

X dollars per mile for road improvements) were developed

and applied on the basis of recent construction experience.

All estimates appearing in the program are in constant 1975
dollars without inflationary allowances. Once completed,

form sheets for all projects go together to make up the total
capital improvements project list. The total list for Sedgwick
County contains 90 individual projects and is retained as a
supplemental document to the Capital Improvements Program
report.

All projects in the capital improvements project list are
not necessarily reflected in the Capital Improvements Program.
Constraints of priority, time and money have the effect of
moving some project scheduling beyond the 1975-1980 time
frame of the initial Program. As more critical projects are
completed and removed from the list, those of lesser priority
will move forward into the scheduling of future Programs. New
projects may be added to the list at any time.

Following project identification for individual departments
of the county, construction scheduling was established by
determining the priority of each project (a) in relation to
others within the department and, (b) in relation to those
of other departments with similar priority ratings. Priority
between departmental projects was determined in consultation
with individual department heads on the basis of expressed

objectives of the department and explicit recommendations,

S oA g




expressions of need, etc. found in adopted Comprehensive Plan
Elements for the metropolitan area. Concentrated effort was
made to assure that construction scheduling of Capital Improve-
ments Projects coincided with expressions of critical needs in
adopted Comprehensive Plan documents.

Once project priorities were arranged within departments,
each project or group of projects was considered in light of
its contribution toward attaining the overall goals and objec-
tives expressed in the Capital Improvements Program regarding
Safety, Health, Economic Devélopment, Culture and Recreation,
and Efficiency. This task was undertaken initially by the

Capital Improvements Program Advisory Committee consisting of

elected county officials, appointed department heads, and two

members of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission. Based

on the Committee's recommendations and comments, the Board of
Sedgwick County Commissioners makes the final determiniation of
project scheduling through review and action on the Capital

Improvements Program document.




1975 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BUDGET

The 1975 Capital Improvements Budget for Sedgwick County
contains the first year's projects of the 1975-1980 Capital
Improvements Program. The projects, together with a descrip-
tion of the abbreviations used under the "Methods of Financ-
ing" are listed individually on the following pages.

In total, an investment of $19,480,832 is scheduled for
financing capital improvements in 1975. Of this amount,
$1,710,606 is anticipated to be in the form of current county
revenue (cash); $4,368,385 in Federal revenue sharing funds pre-
viously designated by the Board of County Commissioners;
$1,187,061 in general obligation bonds; $3,928,785 in Federal
aid from categorical program; $1,528,230 in special assessments
to those directly benefited by projects; $2,423,715 in Federal

Aid Secondary (FAS) road funds; $1,147,050 from private contri-

butions; $2,876,000 in building trust funds financed from current

county revenue; and, $311,000 in city contributions. The break-
down of all funds for each major capital improvements category

is summarized in the following table.




1975 Capital Budget Summary

Gen, Public Admin. Community  Transpor-
s Facilities Equip. Utilities Facilities tation Total

Current Revenue 799,700 75,000 - 80,250 755,656 1,710,606
Revenue Sharing 2,587,635 = 48,000 1,732,750 - 4,368,385
(previously des-

ignated)

GO Bonds 168,120 1,018,941 1,187,061
(new issues)

Federal Aid 2,121,535 1,807,250 3,928,785
(categorical)

Special 1,528,230 1,528,230
Assessment

Federal Aid 2,423,715 2,423,715
Sec. Funds (FAS)

Contributions 1,031,000 116,050 1,147,050

| Building Trust 2,876,000 : - 2,876,000
Fund

| City Contribution 148,000 163,000 311,000

Totals 9,415,870 75,000 3,699,600 1,929,050 4,361,312 19,480,832




1975 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BUDGET
SEDGWICK COUNTY

Abbreviations Used for '"Methods of Financing"

Contribution to project by City Government
Current County Revenue (cash)

General Obligation Bonds (new issues) paid for by
the County at Large

Federal Aid from Categorical Grant Programs
State Aid

Special Assessment General Obligation Bonds paid
for by properties specifically benefitted by the
improvement project

Federal Aid Secondary Funds

Private Contribution

Building Trust Fund of accumulating funds for
specific project purposes

Federal Revenue Sharing Funds previously designated
by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project Method of
Number Description Amount Financing

GENERAL PUBLIC FACILITIES

Courthouse Parking Facilities 527,874
Land Acquisition
Construction Improvements

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 2,000,000 F
Complex (Kansas Coliseum): 2,876,000 Co. (BTF)
Surveys, Plans, Engineering 781,000 Co.
Construction 1,031,000 C

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 10,000 RS
Complex (Kansas Coliseum):
Camper's Park Development
Including Plans, Specifica-
tions and Construction,

Agri-Industrial Exhibition 450,000
Complex (Kansas Coliseum):
Livestock Pavilions

Juvenile Courts Complex 500,000
E. B. Allen Memorial Hospital 263,952
Major Remodeling to comply

with Life Safety Code Require-

ments.

Jail Corrections Department 245,167
Improvements to Sedgwick 13,700
County Jail 121,535

Pistol Range Construction 5,000
Sheriff's Range at Lake Afton

Remodeling of 0l1d County 584,200
Courthouse

4H Maintenance Parking Lot 6,442

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.

Acquisition of Ome Scientific 75,000
Engineering Small Scale
Computer




Project
Number

1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Description

UTILITIES

Four Mile Creek Drainage
District:
Sewage Facilities Construction

Lake Afton: Collection
§ Treatment Facilities

Sedgwick County Zoo:
Sanitary Sewer Extension

Lateral Sewers:
Unidentified

Joint District Sewers:
Unidentified

Sanitary Landfill Site:
Land Acquisition

MMUNITY FACILITIES

County Park

Phase I - Grading, ground
Shaping, bank stabilization
channel dredging

Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft.
roadway w/parking bays, 10
picnic areas (shelter, tables,
fireplaces, walks, etc.), land-
scaping and watering system,

Phase III - Grading, ground
shaping, bank stablization,
restroom facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
courts, 1 lighted softball
diamond, trail system develop-
ment, 3 tennis courts, 10
horseshoe pits, camper area
(parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and play-
ground equipment.

Amount

894,140
1,147,980

72,360
168,120

600,000
100,000
300,000

240,750
80,250

48,000
48,000

30,250
30,250

220,000

112,500

Method of
Financing




1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project Method of
Number Description Amount Financing

COMMUNITY FACILITIES(cont'd)

SEDGWICK COUNTY ZO0O

Jungle Building 1,370,000
Greenhouse 32,120
Shops 61,930

Animal Storage 22,000

LAKE AFTON
Boat Dock
Bait Shop
Perimeter Electrical System

Roofs For Boat Slips

TRANS
Roads (FAS)

21st Street: 243,203
Hoover to Ridge Road 567,473
(See B-1)

61st Street North:

247th St. W, west to 1/2 mile

line.

(a) 1/2 mile of new construc- 105,321
tion. (See B-4 & B-5) 245,750

13th Street: 81,500
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road 163,000
to Maize Road 570,500
1 1/2 miles of new construc-

tion,

21st Street:

Colwich Road to Ridge Road

6 miles of new construction

(a) grading, drainage, sub- 205,632
grade stablization § temporary 479,808
surfacing.
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1975 PROJECT SCHEDULE

Project
Number Description Amount

TRANSPORTATION (cont'd)
Roads (FAS)

Right-of-way Acquisitions: 120,000
Unidentified

Bridges (FAS)

21st Street between Hoover 77,500
and Ridge Road over the Slough 180,835
drainway.

614-22-1408

21st Street between 119th St. 88,000
West & 135th St. West over 207,200
Cowskin Creek. (See CR-5)

614-18-2609

21st Street between 135th St. 49,680
West and 151st Street West 115,500
over Dry Creek (See CR-5)

614-17-1281

61st St. North between 279th 16,329
St. West & 259th S5t. West 38,102
(See CR-3) 604-8-4205

61lst St. North between 295th 7,948
St. West § 311th St. West 18,547
(See CR=3) 604-7-1580

Hillside between 45th St. No. 127,512
§ 53rd St. No. 825-J-2471

Little Arkansas River west of 274,824
Valley Center
599-24-861

79th St. South between 95th St. 93,300
East § 111th St. East
638-33-340

Seneca St, between 55th St. So. 25,656
§59th St. South 819-W-4430

Ridge Road between 31st St. So. 258,192
§ 39th St. South 811-T-355

*(Federal guidelines require that
all bridges on the Fed. Aid Sec.
(FAS) system be constructed to
standard by 1/1/76)

27
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1975-1980
SEDGWICK COUNTY
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Sedgwick County's Capital Improvements Program for
1975-1980 is listed on the following pages. The program
is directed toward the achievement of the goals and objec-
tives set out in a previous section of this report. The
entire program is aimed toward the implementation of over-
all Comprehensive Development Plan Elements for the
Metropolitan Area. Coordination with Comprehensive Plan
Elements and recognized plans and programs of municipalities
throughout the county assures a minimization of conflict

between similar types of projects, avoids wasteful duplication

of public services, and guards against excessive disruption

and incovenience to county citizens by reason of governmental
construction activities.
For visual summarization of the entire program, a map is

included showing project locations, type and year scheduled.




for construction. The projects contained within the program

are subject to revie: and adjustment on an annual basis.

Additional projects may be included in future programs to meet

the ever changing needs and conditions of the county.
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SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

er

Projection Description

Project
Numb

GENERAL PUBLIC FACILITIES

CH-1| Courthouse Parking Facilities
Land Acquisition
Construction Improvements

AH-1|Agri-Industrial Exhibition
Complex:
Surveys, Plans, Engineering
Land Acquisition and
Construction

AH-2| Agri-Industrial Exhibition
Complex:
Camper's Park Development
Including Plans, Specifica-
tions and Construction.

AH-3| Agri-Industrial Exhibition
Jc-l:Juvenile Courts Complex

H-1 |E. B. Allen Memorial Hospital
Major Remodeling to comply
with Life Safety Code Require
ments.

S-1 |Jail Corrections Department
Improvements to Sedgwick
County Jail

S-2 [Pistol Range Construction
Sheriff's Range at Lake Afton

~1 |Remodeling of 01d County
Courthouse

4-H Maintenance Parking Lot

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.
——— e hal Ve SQUIP

Computer Convesion of
County Records:

Phase I - Acquisition of
4 On-Line Teriminals

Phase II - Acquisition of 4
On-Line Terminals

hase III - Acquisition of 4
On-Line Terminals

Method
of
Financing

2,000,000
2,876,000

781,000
1,031,000

200,000
200,000
10,000

450,000
500,000
263,952

245,167
13,700
121,535
5,000
584,200

6,442

30,000

30,000

30,000




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

]

- Projection Description

MAJOR ADMINISTRATIVE EQUIP.
cont'd

Phase IV - Acquisition of 4
on-Line Terminals

AE-9| Acquisition of One Scientific

Engineering Small Scale’
Computer

UTILITIES

CS-1| Four Mile Creek

Drainage District (Sewage
Collection & Treatment
Facilities Construction).

cs-2| Lake Afton (Sewage Collection

Collection and Treatment
Facilities Construction).

cs-3| Lake Afton (Sewage Collection

Facilities Construction)

cs-4| sedgwick County Zoo (Sewer

C5-5

CS—-6

(Sewer Line Construction)
(Initiated by the City)

Four Mile Creek - Crestview
Country Club (Expansion of
Treatment Plant)

Four Mile Creek Interceptor
Sewer Main Construction

1|Lateral Sewers (Within

Developed Areas of the County)
- (Unidentified)

894,140
,147,980

72,360
168,120

221,760

600,000
100,000
39,100
37,490
35,880
34,270
32,660

379,080
126,360

x fL,005,480
335,160

300,000
300,000
300,600
300,000
300,000
300,000

Method
of

Financing

S A
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SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

L

Projection Description

UTILITIES (cont'd)

Joint District Sewers
= Unidentified

Sanitary Landfill Site
Land Purchase

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Count: Pari

Phase I - Grading, ground
Shaping, bank stabilization
channel dredging

Phase II - 12,500 lin. ft.
roadway w/parking bays, 10
picnic areas (shelter, tables,
fireplaces, walks, etc.), land
scaping and watering system.

Phase III - Grading, ground
shaping, bank stablization,
restroom facilities, sewer
laterals, 2 multi-purpose
courts, 1 lighted softball
diamond, trail system develop-
ment, 3 tennis courts, 10
horseshoe pits, camper area
(parking pads and electrical
service) landscaping and play-
ground equipment.

[Phase IV - 6250 lin. ft.
roadway w/parking bays, trail
system development, 5 picnic
hreas, 1 softball diamond
(lighted) , 1 multi-purpose
ourt, 2 tennis courts, land-
scaping.

Method
of

Financing

240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250
240,750
80,250

48,000
48,000

30,250
30,250

220,000

112,500
87,750

94,635 |F
94,635 |Co.




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
Projection Description of
: Financing

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

County Park (cont'd)

CP-5|Phase V - 6250 lin. ft. road-
way w/parking bays, trail
system development, 1 baseball
diamond (lighted), landscaping
playground equipment.

CP-6|Phase VI - 1 softball diamond,
1 baseball diamond (lighted),
5 picnic areas (shelter,
tables, fireplaces, walks,
etc.), 1 multi-purpose court,
1 tennis court, landscaping,
sewer laterals, restroom
facilities, playground epuip-
ment.

SEDGWICK COUNTY 20O
CZ-2|Jungle Building 1,370,000

CZ-3|Greenhouse 32,120

CZ-4|Animal Principles (Visitor 221,180
Indoctrination Facility).

61,930
22,000

138,413 | Co. (BTF)
Structure (Accumulate Funds in 295,374 F

1977 & 1978 for 1978 Con- 552,113 Co.
struction). b

244,219 | Co: (BTF)
ulate Funds in 1976 and 1977 118,415 Co.
for 1977 Construction).

CZ-9 |Nocturnal Building (Accum=- 322,405 Co. (BTF)
ulate Funds in 1979 and 1980 19,058 Co.
for 1980 Construction).

CZ10 |Education Building 87,780 Co.




Method
of
Financing

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Sedgwick County Zoo (cont'd)

Prairie Exhibit and Structures| 243,055
; : 364,971

Pampas - Outback Exhibit and 324,927
Structure (Accumulate Funds -

in 1980 and 1981 for 1981

Construction) . !

Aguatic Complex (Accumulate 200,000
Funds in 1980, 1981 and 1982
for 1982 Construction).

LAKE AFTON

Camping Area Improvements 25,000
barbecue facilitjes, shelters,
playground equipment.

Boat Dock 30,000
Bait Shop 5,000
Perimeter Electrical System f 10,000

Roofs For Boat Slips 5,000

TRANSPORTATION
Roads

21st Street: 243,203
Hoover to Ridge Road 567,473
(See B-1)

'R-3 |61st Street North:
247th St. W. west to 1/2 mile
line.
(a) 1/2 mile of new construc- 105,321
tion. (See B-4 & B-5) 245,750
(b) 3 1/2 miles new con- 129,600
struction. 302,400




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
Projection Description ol
Financing

TRANSPORTATION
Roads (cont'd)

13th Street: 81,500
1/2 mile west of Ridge Road 163,000
to Maize Road 570 500
1 1/2 miles of new construc-

tion.

"21st Street:

Colwich Road to Ridge Road

6 miles of new construction

(a) grading, drainage, sub- 205,632
grade stablization & temporary 479,808
surfacing.

(b) curb, gutter, permanent 371,520
surfacing. 868,880

21st Street:
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 88,800
2 miles of new construction 207,200

Greenwich Road: 159,000
Kansas Turnpike to Pawnee 371,000
1 1/2 miles of new construc- f

tion.

85th Street North: 129,600
I-35W to Valley Center 302,400
2 1/2 miles of new construc-

tion.

47th Street South: 88,800
Rock Road to Greenwich Road 207,200
2 miles of new construction.

21lst Street: 129,600
Greenwich Road to County line 302,400
3 miles of new construction.

Greenwich Road: 129,600
Pawnee to 47th Street South 302,400
3 miles of new construction.

47th Street South: 129,600
reenwich Road to County line 302,400
3 miles of new construction.

129,600
3th Street to 53rd Street No. 302,400
miles of new construction.




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Method
of
Financing

Right-of-way Acquisitions: 120,000
Unidentified - 120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000

TRANSPORTATION
Roads (cont'd)

13th Street: 88,800
Wichita City Limits to 207,200
Greenwich Road - 2 miles of

new construction.

79th Street South: 108,000
Derby City Limits to 1llth 252,000
Street East - 2 1/2 miles to

new construction (See B-11 &

B-32).

Greenwich Road: 88,800
47th Street South to 63rd 207,200
Street South - 2 miles of new

construction.

Maize Road: ! 88,800
2lst St. North to 53rd St. No. 207,200
4 miles of new construction.

Ridge Road: . 88,800
53rd St. North to 65th St. No. 207,200
and 71lst St. to 85th St. North

3 miles of new construction.

Seneca Street: 172,800
55th St. South to Flood Contro 403,200
Structure - 1 mile of new -

construction (See B-12 & B-33)

Ridge Road: 129,600
K-42 to 55th St. South - 3 302,400
miles of new construction

(See B-14 & B-16).

71st St. - 83rd St. South 151,000
Haysville to Derby City Limits 352,800
3 1/2 miles of new construc-

tion. (Requires adjustment in

AS designation).




SEDGWICK COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

. Method
: £ ipti 25
Prq:ection Description Financing

TRANSPORTATION
Bridges (FAS)

21st Street between Hoover X 77,500
and Ridge Road over the Slough 180,835
drainway. (See CR-1)

614-22-1408

21st Street between 119th St. . 88,000
West & 135th St. West over 207,200
Cowskin Creek. (See CR-5)

©14-18-2609

21st Street between 135th St. 49,680
West and 151st Street West - 115,500
over Dry Creek (See CR-5)

614-17-1281

6lst St. North between 279th 16,329
St. West & 295th St. West. 38,102
(See CR-3) 604-8-4205

61lst St. North between 295th 7,948
St. West & 311lth St. West ! 18,547
(See CR-3) 604-7-1580

Hillside between 45th St. No. 127,512
& 53rd 5t. No. 825-J-2471

Little Arkansas River west of |X 274,824
Valley Center
599-24-861

79th St. South between 95th St({X 93,300
East & 1llth St. East
638-33-340 (See CR-6)

Seneca St. Between 55th St. So4X 25,656
& 59th St. South. 819-W-4430

Ridge Road between 3lst St. SodX 258,192
& 39th St. South /
B11-T-355 (See CR-21)

Ridge Road between 43rd St. So. X 2p5,920
47th st. South
811-U-899 (See CR-21)

L03rd St. South between 55th S 93,300
est & 7lst St. West

b44-22-2013




TRANSPORTATION
Bridges (FAS)

119th st. South between 39th
St. West & 55th St. West
648-23-1645

151st St. West between 77th
. St. North & 85th St. North
801-F-70

279th St. West between 117th
St. North & 125th St. North
785-A-3050

167th St. West between Central
& 13th St. North
799-0-3911

103rd St. South over the
Ninnescah River -
[644-15-3725

79th St. South between 63rd St
East & 79th St. East.
638-31-2040 (See CR-16)

Seneca Bridge over the Flood
Control Structure north of
Haysville.

25th St. Bridge over Flood
Control Structure

ounty & fownship Bridge
[Replacements (unidentified)

eridian Bridge over Flood
ontrol Structure north of
aysville.

63rd St. South Bridge and
Approaches over the Big
Arkansas River.

* (Federal guidelines reguire
that all bridges on the Fed.
Aid Sec. (FAS) system be con-
structed to standard by 1/1/76)

124,980

123,522

47,676

171,384

747,168

85,056

246,240
574,560

515,000
515,000
1,030,000

120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000
120,000

844,000

x| 1,080,000

Method
of

Financing




FINANCING COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECTS

Sedgwick County's Capital Improvements Program must be
formulated within the framework of the financial capacity
of the county to pay for needed and desirable projects. The
fundamental purpose of a financial analysis is to determine
approximately the present and future ability of the county
to pay for the construction and maintenance of public improve-

ments. This is accomplished through estimating the present

availability of funds, by research into probable future trends

of county revenue and expenditure, by appraisal of all factors
related to the administration and operation of the program,

and through determining what limitations are imposed by statutes
and prior commitments upon the freedom of the county to act.

The following discussion of financing capital improvements pro-
jects for Sedgwick County is based primarily on: 1) extensive
investigation into the types of projects constructed by the

county; 2) the legal authority regulating construction and

P i ol




5 3

5 5

e A e e

-

financing of capital imp ements; and 3) current and
historical financial conditions as reflected in past budgets,
financial statements, assessed valuations, mill levies, etc.
During the preliminary research stage, it became obvious
that a completely accurate statement on funding future capital
improvements projects would be difficult, if not impossible, to
complile. This problem arises for a number of reasons. A
major cause is the complexity of county bonding and financing
provisions and procedures prescribed by Kansas statutes. In
addition, financial responsibility, as well as financial infor-
mation, is widely diffused throughout the structure of county
government. As a result, a number of sources of information
had to be combined in attempting to determine the overall
methods, procedures, limitations and resources for financing
county capital projects.
Other factors contributing to the complexity surrounding
countyccapital improvements financing include’ the attitudes
and subsequent actions of state and local government; trends
in federal and state aid to local units of government; and
the growth and stability of the community. In several instances,
therefore, it was necessary to make broad assumptions concerning
certain factors influencing county finance. Under such conditions,
the actual construction program executed by Sedgwick County may
need to vary from the proposals set forth in this program.
Annual reevaluation and review will thus be necessary in order

to adjust to continually changing conditions.
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Methods of Imp ements Financing

There are five basic methods of financing County Capital
Improvements. These include current county revenue, general
obligation bonds, special assessment bonds, federal and state
grants-in-aid, and user fees.

Current county revenue is derived on an annual basis

through the adoption of the county budget., It consists of

all forms of annual receipts of the county including ad
valorem taxes, state sales and gas tax refunds, federal pay-
ments in lieu of taxes, and other scellaneous income sources.
Each department of the county is responsible for proposing a
budget which in most instances may include an amount toward the
construction of specific capital projects in the following year.
If the budgeted items are approved by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners, the annual mill levy is adjusted accord-
ingly to cover the project in accordance with the cash basis
laws of Kansas. To date, most county capital improvements have
been financed in this manner, Problems arise, however, when
large scale projects are involved. Covering the entire cost
of an expensive project under the mill levy in one year may
present an excessive financial burden and/or may be impossible-
due to mill levy and budgetary limitations imposed by state
statutes.

In these situations, other means of financing must be
found. In several instances, Kansas law has provided authority
to accumulate current county tax revenues for specific project

construction purposes.
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For example, the County Engineer is authorized by
KSA 68-590, subject to resolution of the Board of County
Commissioners, to transfer up to 25% of the annually bud-
geted County Road and Bridge Fund into a special building
(construction) fund for the construction of future projects.
In similar fashion, the Board of County Commissioners may by
resolution establish building funds to accumulate, on an
annual budget basis, sufficient financial resources to pay
for the future construction of specific public projects.
This is authorized in a general sense for all public build-
ing projects by K.S.A., 19-15,114 and as a more specific
example by K.S.A. 19-1862 relating to county hospitals and
health facilities.

In addition to using current tax revenues, county govern-

ment is also authorized to finance improvements through the

sale of general obligation and special assessment bonds. Gen-
eral obligation bonds are paid for by all taxpayers within the
county, whereas, special assessment bonds are the responsibility
of only those taxpayers receiving a direct benefit from the
project financed by the bonds.

As is the case with current tax revenues, the use of bonds
is extensively regulated by state law in regard to purpose,
type, indebtedness limitations, etc.

In Sedgwick County, general obligation bonds have been used
primarily to finance large general public capital projects (i.e.,

Kansas Coliseum, courthouse, zoo). Special Assessment bonds have been



used to finance local street and sewer systems in special

benefit districts where the bonds are paid off by those

specifically benefiting from the improvement.

Over the past ten years, federal and state grants have
come to play an ever increasing role in financing local
improvements. Categorical grants are now available to assist
in the financing of health facilities, juvenile detention
centers, parks and recreation facilities, economic development
proje¢ts, roads and bridges, sewer and water systems, and
police, fire and civil defense improvements. Although the
size of the grant varies with the particular type of project,
most are in the range of 50% and above. Few if any, however,
are 100%. A source of local funds must be available, there-
fore, to finance some portion of each eligible project. To
assist in determining what future local matching fund require-
ments may be, the following grant percentages were applied to
seemingly eligible projects in the Capital Improvements Program;
park and recreation facilities - 50%, economic development pro-
jects - 60%, sewer systems - 75%, and roads and bridges on the
Federal Aid Secondary System - 70%.

In addition to the traditional categorical federal grant
programs, county government has at its disposal a new method
of financing from federal sources. The passage by Congress of
the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 ushered in
the era of sharing federal revenue with state and local govern-

ments for general purposes. These federal funds are dispersed




regularly to state and local governments on a formula basis
without the necessity of filing a formal application. They
may be used for ordinary and necessary capital expenditures
that are authorized by law and must be spent within 2 years
of receipt unless an extension is requested. These funds

may not be used to defray the "local share" requirements of

categorical grant projects. They may be used, however, to

supplement the construction of such projects when original

estimates for categorical grant purposes are exceeded. In
general, revenue sharing funds may be used for any of the
projects listed, provided any other categorical federal grant
funds involved were matched entirely by local sources.

Within the current Capital Improvements Program, those
projects anticipated to be eligible for categorical federal
grant assistance are designated with an "F" in the "Method
of Financing" column. This designation should not be con-
strued as federal revenue sharing money. No indication has
been made within the Program as to projects to be financed
specifically from revenue sharing funds other than those
already set aside for specific projects by the Board of Sedgwick
County Commissioners.

All of the preceding methods of finance have been used in
‘varying degrees to finance improvements in Sedgwick County.
User fees, however, have not been used extensively in the past
to finance the construction of public improvements. User fees
are simply a direct charge for the use of a particular facility
which is not collected in the form of a tax. User fees more

commonly take the form of admission fees, monthly sewer service




chai‘gesi lease payments, boating permits, etc. To date, most

user fees have been relatively small, as few revenue producing
or admission type facilities have existed. This situation

may change substantially, however, in future years as more
emphasis is placed on specialized direct service type facilities
by county government (i.e., Agri-Industrial Exhibition Complex,
county zoo and park, sanitary sewer districts). As this source
of income grows, it may be possible to pledge user fee toward
the construction and improvement of the facilities from which
they are derived. This in a general sense gives rise to the
possibility of using some form of revenue bond financing for

project construction.

Capability to Finance Future Improvements

Economic Growth:

The program and projects Sedgwick County can undertake
and the services it can provide are dependent on the continued
economic- prosperity of the community. As existing commercial
and industrial activities expand and new business and industry
locates in the area and as new homes are built, the community
grows. As this growth occurs, the County tax base increases.
Consequently, Sedgwick County's assessed valuation is greater
each year. With significant increases in assessed valuation,
it is possible for the annual mill levy rate to remain at a
relatively constant level and produce the additional revenue
necessary to support the programs, construction and services
needed by an expanding business and residential community.

Economic vitality as reflected in the continuing increase of
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CHART 1
HISTORIC COMPARISON OF
ANNUAL TAX MILLAGE TO

REVENUE PRODUCED

TABLE I

Historic Comparison of Annual Tax Millage to

Revenue Produced

Mill Levy Revenue Produced

.57 s 12,329,772
.97 12,637,289
.11 12,885,826
14,462,880
13,938,170
14,781,672
16,067,716
16,489,543
16,906,038
17,578,991
18,558,537
20,364,349
10,675,163
12,791,328

13,209,605
13,641,559
14,087,638
14,548,303
15,024,033
15,515,319




CHART 2
PROJECTED ASSESSED VALUATION
(In Millions)

TABLE II

Projected Assessed Valuation

Total Assessed Valuation

(Actual and Projected)

482,159,099
486,461,229
493,426,241
618,388,960
637,027,921
652,958,410
686,068,181
702,939,011
698,308,095
727,697,639
741,481,372
761;056,480
802,281,940
852,073,583

879,936,389
908,710,308
938,425,135
969,111,636
1,000,801,586
1,033,527,797




total valuation of the County is, therefore, the key to financ-
ing future capital projects.

Chart I and Table I illustrate the effect of economic
growth on the annual mill levy rate and the revenue it pro-
duces. As indicated, in 1961 the 25.57 mill levy rate required
to support the County budget produced $12,329,772.47 in revenue.

In 1971, a slightly lower mill .levy of 25,02 produced

$18,558,537.25 in revenue. The 50 plus percent increase in

revenue produced was a result of assessed valuation advancing
from $482,159,099 in 1961 to $741,481,372 in 1971. As indicated
on Chart I, a significant reduction in the millage rate occurred
in 1973 to finance the 1974 County Budget. This was brought
about primarily through actions of the State Legislative in
assuming total responsibility for the welfare program, and in
significant reductions in required school foundation support
from county governments. The use of federal revenue sharing
funds has also contributed to the mill levy reduction. By
applying the latest levy rate (15.01 mills) to the assessed
valuation projected for future years, Table I indicates antici-
pated revenue increasing from $13,209,605 in 1975 to $15,515,319
by 1980.

Projected Assessed Valuations:

From 1964 to 1974 the annual increase in assessed valuation
has been 3.27 percent, By utilizing this average annual increase,
assessed valuations for 1975 through 1980 were projected and
appear in Chart II and Table II below. Thus, a relatively stable
mill levy rate applied to an assessed valuation which will become
greater each year can be expected to produce a proportionately
larger amount of revenue to finance Sedgwick County's capital

projects,




Bonding:

The Kansas State Legislature has given county governments
the authority to issue bonds to finance a wide variety of
capital projects. Research into the Kansas Statutes Annotated
reveals that there is legislation permitting bond issues to pay
for such diverse projects as county arterial and connecting
highways, bridges and culverts on county roads, interurban
railroads, lakes and recreation centers, monuments and memo-
rials for veterans, airports, national defense depots, flood

control, libraries, social welfare buildings, storage facilities

for voting machines, mental health clinics, juvenile detention

facilities and buildings for the care of the poor and aged.
Specific statutes may allow bonds to include such expenses as
acquiring a site; preparing plans and specifications; erecting
and equipping a structure; additions, improvements, remodeling

or reconstruction of county buildings; and replacing deteriorated,

obsolete equipment.

Sedgwick County's Use of Bonds:

In past years, Sedgwick County has used general obligation
bonds to fund the County Courthouse construction, flood control
projects, a voting machine building, Sedgwick County Zoo projects
and the Kansas Coliseum. Revenue bonds and ‘'special assessments have
typically been used to pay for projects which serve a restricted
segment of the population, for instance the extension of public
utilities such as streets, sewer and water lines and sewage disposal

facilities to subdivisions and improvement districts.
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Limitations:

There are usually certain 1ij ations of a county's
statutory authority to finance projects. The aggregate of
bonds issued and sold is most commonly regulated by limiting
the amount of the bond issue to: 1) a specified percentage

of the assessed valuation of the county; 2) a stated dollar

amount; 3) a specific proportion of the total project cost

(for example, one fourth); or 4) a percentage of the total
tangible valuation of the county. Revenue bonds, building
funds and other resources can be similarly restricted by
statute. The legislation authorizing funding of the project
may also limit the period during which bonds may be issued, the
annual levy rate used to retire the bonds, the number of years
in which the bonds will mature and the rate at which they will

bear interest.

Limitation of Total Bonded Indebtedness; Interest Rates:

The total bonded indebtedness of any county in Kansas is
limited to one percent (1%) of the assessment for taxation by
K.SA. 10-301. There are two exceptions to this provision. The
first is the refunding of outstanding debt, including outstand-
ing bonds and matured coupons thereof; and the second exception
involves bonds issued under a statute specifically exempting
such bonds from the statutory limitations of bonded indebtedness.
The text of the legislation itself usually specifies whether or

not the bonds issued thereunder are subject to or exempt from
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of the statutes involved should not remain a barrier to
exploring to the fullest the use of bonding to finance capital
improvements. With the continued growth of Sedgwick County,
it will probably be necessary to make much greater use of the

County's bonding capabilities.

Future Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County:

In order to estimate the amount of general obligation
bonded indebtedness the County will be able to assume in future
years, assessed valuation, mill levy rate and current bond
obligations were analyzed. The total annual amount required to
retire interest and principal payments on bonded indebtedness
is made up of both general obligation and special bonds (see
Chart III and Table III). Making use of the estimated assessed
valuations contained in Table II and assuming that the 1974
mill levy rate of 1.668 for bonds and interest remains constant,
the amount available to retire principal and pay interest on

general obligation bonds was derived. The combined interest

and principal payments due each year on general obligation bonds

now outstanding was subtracted from the above amount, indicating
the funds available to meet additional bond obligations on an
annual basis. It was assumed that the County would issue ten
year bonds at an annual interest rate of 5 1/2 percent, and

that ten percent of the principal would be retired each year.
Chart IV and Table IV illustrate the estimated additional bond-

ing capability of Sedgwick County from 1975 through 1980.
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the bonded indebtedness and/or tax levy limitation of the county.

The applicable statute must be consulted in each case, but many

projects are exempt from the bonded indebtedness limitation,

broadening the bonding capability.of the county considerably.
In addition, K.S.A. 10-1009 states that whenever a rate
of interest is authorized to be fixed in any act, except for
general obligation bonds, such interest may be fixed in any
amount not exceeding eight percent (8%) per annum. General
obligation bonds, however, may not bear interest at an annual

rate exceeding seven percent (7%).

Bond Elections:

The issuance of bonds may also be subject to the approval
of the duly qualified electors at a general or special election.
Such election may be required for any bonds issued to finance a
project, or for bonds which exceed a specified amount or. a cer-
tain percentage of the assessed valuation.

Subjecting the use of general obligation bonds to prior
voter approval can be time consuming and expensive. This is
one of the major reasons that in the past Sedgwick County has
preferred to finance certain projects, especially roads and
bridges, from the general fund.

Although the statutory provisions which outline the ways in
which a county may use bonds to finance capital projects are far
too numerous to discuss in detail, they do give the County a

broad range of bonding capabilities. The apparent complexity




CHART 3

EXISTING BONDED
INDEBTEDNESS REQUIREMENTS

(In Thousands)

TABLE III

Amortized Bond Indebtedness
T Currently Outstanding

G.0. Bond
Bequirements

1,100,989.55
1,082,797.08
1,040,050.51
1,029,508.83
999,930.27
977,171.66
1,438,156.34
1,415,667.24
1,038,446.76
966,803,52
935,929.15
896,397, 30
996,686.79

1,453,312.10
1,333,073.94
1,001,573.46
588,190.48
517,495.00
501,720.00
481,910.00
432,020.00
413,360.00
315,000.00

Special Bond
Reguirements

293,357.24
286,137.53
310,214.03
304,240.39

297,021.25
75

273,803.12
266,539.37
263,505.62
263,505.62
245,542.62

240,801,33
203,547.36
181,026.39
175,019.58
168,958.77
70,651.96
29,338.13
22,383.75
21,642.50
5,181.50

Total Debt
Requirements

1,393,346.79
1,368,934.61
1,350,264.54
1,333,749.22
1,296,951.52
1,267,175.41
1,722,085.71
1,691,524.11
1,312,249.88
1,233,342.89
1,199,434.77
1,199,434.77
1,242,229.41

1,694,113.43
1,536,621.30
1,182,599.85

763,210.06

320,181.50




CHART 4

FUTURE G.0. BONDING CAPABILITY
UNDER THE CURRENT MILLAGE RATE

TABLE IV

Jvuture Bonding Capability of Sedgwick County
at Current Bonding Mill Levy Rate

Currently
Outstanding
Revenue Produced by G.0. Bonds/
a Constant 1,668 Princ. + Int.
Mill Levy on Requirements
Projected Assessed For Following Excess Bonding
Valuation Year Revenue Capability

$ £733 $ 1,453,312 14,421 $ 93,038
.728 1,333,074 182,654 1,178,412

1,565,293 1,001,573 563,720 3,636,903
1,616,478 588,190 1,028,288 6,634,116
1,669,337 517,495 1,151,842 7,431,238
1,723,924 501,720 1,222,204 7,885,187




Table IV indicates that in 1975 a mill levy rate of 1.668
applied to the estimated assessed valuation would produce
$1,467,773 in revenue, The amount needed to meet interest and
principal payments on outstanding general obligation bonds will
be $1,453,312, leaving $14,421 to finance additional bonds.

Assuming issuance of ten year bonds at an annual interest rate

of 5 1/2 percent, this figure would finance an additional

$93,038 in bonds. In 1976 and 1977 the revenue remaining

after retiring principal and interest payments would be $182,654
and $563,720 respectively. This would create an additional
bonding capability of $1,178,412 in 1976 and $3,636,903 in 1977.
These estimates have been derived by assuming a constant mill
levy rate. In reality, the mill levy rate will probably not
remain constant, but fluctuate in response to the actual amount
of the obligations assumed by the County. These figures illustrate
bonding capabilities under fixed assumptions. Some of this surplus
bonding capability will, -however, be taken up by new bonds which
are currently scheduled to be issued in these years.

Table V and Chart V illustrate how the capital improvements
bonds currently scheduled from 1975 through 1980 actually affects
the County's bonding capability (contained in Table IV). The
annual mill levy rate required to support outstanding and proposed
G.0. bond issues is also shown. Again, it was assumed that ten
year general obligation bonds would be issued at an interest rate
of 5 1/2%. Principal and interest payments on special bonds were

calculated cn a ten year basis, also at an interest rate of 5 1/2%




CHART 5

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL
BONDS - EXISTING AND PROGRAMMED

(In Thousands)

TABLE V

Revenue and Levy Requirements
for A1l Bonds - Existing and Programmed

Total Total Levy
Requirements Additional Additional Requirements Require-
for all Bonds Requirements Requirements for Qutstand- ment for
Currently for Proposed for Proposed ing and Addi all G. 0,

Outstanding G. 0. Bonds Special Bonds tional Bonds Bonds
1,694,113 = e 1,694,113 1.668

1,536,621 183,994 236,875 1,957,490 1.724

1,182,599 284,445 272,126 1,739,170 1.415
763,210 550,187 1,636,824 1.213
686,480 574,993 350,032 1,611,505 1.127
572,371 517,480 373,967 1,463,818

511,248 633,132 447,457 1,591,837

57




The six year Capital Improvements Pogram involves a

total of $9,337,827 in bonds to be issued from 1975 to 1980.
This includes $5,446,827 in general obligation bonds and
$3,891,000 in special bonds.

As additional bonds are issued to pay for capital improve-
ments, total interést and principal requirements each year will
increase proportionately. Payment on bonds issued during the
year become due in the following year. Thus, in 1976, an addi-
tional $183,994 would be reugired to pay debt and interest on
general obligation bonds and $236,875 for special bonds programmed
to be issued during 1975. The $1,187,061 general obligation bond
issue in 1975 exceeds the $1,178,412 additional bonding capability
illustrated for that year in Table IV. This would require increas-
ing the Bond and Interest fund mill levy rate in 1975 to an esti-
mated 1.724 mills to cover 1976 payments. After 1976, however, the
mill levy rate necessary to meet the debt and interest requirements
for G.0. bonds is projected to decrease below the current 1.668

mill level as illustrated in Table V and Chart V.

Financial Summary of Total Program.

The Capital Improvements Porgram for Sedgwick County
scheduled for 1975 through 1980 involves an investment of
$44,747,223 from local, State, Federal and other sources. In a
previous section of this study, the various capital improvements
Projects the county will undertake were grouped into five general
categories: General Public Facilities, Major Administrative

Equipment, Utilities, Community Facilities and Transportation.
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Detailed project descriptions and cost breakdowns were given
for each project. Table VI summarizes these individual pro-
jects into total costs by year and by source of funds for each
of the five general categories.

An investment of $9,815,870 is anticipated for General
Public Facilities, with no projects financed through general

obligation bonds. Private sources contribute $1,031,000;

$779,000 comes from current county revenue, $2,587,653 from

Federal revenue sharing and $2,321,535 from Federal aid.

The total expenditure planned for Major Administrative
Equipment is $195,000. All phases of this project are antici-
pated to be financed out of current county revenue.

A total of $9,051,840 is scheduled to be invested in
Utilities over the next six years. Most of the funds come
from local special assessments, $3,891,000 and Federal aid,
$4,395,560. Current county revenues provide $179,400, General Ob-
ligation bonds, $389,880, with city contributions $148,000, and
$48,000 will be utilized from general revenue sharing funds.

Federal funds are anticipated to account for $928,090
of the §5,709,200 scheduled for Community Facilities from 1975
through 1980. Predesignated Federal revenue sharing funds make
up $1,732,750, building trust funds will provide $1,229,964, private
contributions provide $116,000, and $1,702,346 will be in the form of
current county revenue.

Transportation expenditures are scheduled to be $19,975,313,
Of this amount, $8,606,155 will be from Federal Aid Secondary
funds, $678,000 from city contribution, $1,030,000 from Federal
aid, $4,604,216 from current county revenue. Included within
the general obligation bond figure are $5,056,947 in bridge and
road construction bunds which are subject to further funding analysis

and approved by the Board of Sedgwick County Commissioners.
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