LOUISBURG CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 15 2021
6:30 P.M.

https://boxcast.tv/view/city-council-11-15-21-656073
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. CONSENT AGENDA
A. Adopt Agenda
B. Approval of Minutes of the Regular Meeting November 1, 2021
C. Approval of the Bills
4. RECOGNITION OF SCHEDULED VISITOR
A. Gabe Cotter (200 N. Metcalf)
PUBLIC COMMENTS: Persons who wish to address the Mayor and City Council regarding
items not on the agenda may do so at this time. Speakers will be limited to three (3) minutes.
Any presentation is for informational purposes only. Please state your name and address.
5. DEPARTMENT REPORTS
6. CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT
7. MAYOR’S REPORT
8. ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
A. Master Planning Review Continued
B. City-Owned Property Sale Consideration Continued
C. Cemetery Fees Update Continued
D. Stormwater Priority Projects Funding Consideration
9. COUNCIL/COMMISSION REPORTS
10. ADJOURNMENT

CITY OF LOUISBURG, KANSAS
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING
NOVEMBER 1, 2021
994023

Livestream link: https://boxcast.tv/view/city-council-11-1-21-

The Council of the City of Louisburg, Kansas met at 6:30 p.m. in regular
session in the City Hall Council Chambers. Mayor Marty Southard presiding.
Council Members Steve Town, Donna Cook, Sandy Harris, Scott Margrave,
TJ Williams
City Administrator Nathan Law
City Clerk Traci Storey
City Attorney Jared Anderson
Police Chief Tim Bauer
Fire Chief Gerald Rittinghouse
Communications Coordinator Jean Carder
Public Works Supervisor Craig Hufferd
Visitors Rocky Rhodes, Bill Fields, Tiffany Ellison, Scott Hipp
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Councilmember Scott Margrave led the pledge of allegiance.
APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA
Councilmembers Donna Cook asked questions regarding the bills list.
Administrator Law explained. Councilmember Sandy Harris moved, seconded by
Councilmember Steve Town and carried 4-0, to approve the consent agenda to
include adoption of the agenda and approval of the regular meeting minutes October
18, 2021 and the bills list.
VISITORS
Rocky Rhodes, a home builder, and Bill Fields, a land developer, addressed
the Council regarding property at the southwest corner of S. 16th and Metcalf
recently purchased by Mr. Fields. They would like to build single family homes on
96 lots. They provided a information sheet on the style of house to be constructed.
Mr. Rhodes is interested in building 96 homes on the property and would like for

Council to consider a residential housing incentive district to offer a better sales price
for homebuyers by pushing some costs into the future. He said a starter home in
southern Johnson County is in the $400s and is really unattainable for young
families. He would like to build a mix of 2-story, story and a half and ranch style
homes. He said in order to achieve the appropriate price point that an incentive is
needed to give homebuyers a reason to travel that extra 15-20 minutes.
Councilmember Town asked about the current pond in the development. Mr. Fields
said when he purchased the property in May the pond transferred to him. If this
project proceeds the pond would become a community pond. Councilmember Town
asked what kind of incentives they would like to see. Mr. Rhodes said lot prices
vary depending on location and $80-$90,000 lots are the reality of today’s market.
Lots need to be offered less than what is found at 179 th & US 69. Any incentive
would help and a drop in price of $20-$25,000 makes a difference. City Attorney
Anderson asked what specific incentives they are requesting. Mr. Rhodes said an
incentive district makes the lots cheaper and allows the developer to make their profit
later rather than on the price of the lot. Many prospective homeowners are getting
priced out of the market, he said and this would allow them to offer homes at a better
rate than what can be purchased in southern Johnson County. Councilmember Cook
asked if this was like the former RHID that was presented. Administrator Law said
yes, but it is over a number of years. Councilmembers had discussion. Mr. Rhodes
said their target is home ownership not rentals. Councilmember Town said he is
interested in hearing more about it. Mayor Southard asked the Council if they would
be open to the idea. Councilmembers agreed they would like more information. Mr.
Rhodes said he thinks this is a win-win-win for the city, developers, and
homebuyers. He said the existing neighborhood is Prairie Crossings and the new
development would be the Hill of Prairie Crossings with slightly more expensive
homes so thinks neighbors will be pleased. Mr. Fields said he has talked with many
of the neighbors and they are receptive to the project. Rhodes and Fields will return
to a future meeting with more information.
Tiffany Ellison voiced her concerns over the proposed ballot regarding the
LRC mill increase and provided councilmembers a handout. Ellison thanked the
Council for listening to her views.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
Scott Hipp said he is a former LRC member who helped Ms. Ellison craft the
flyer she just handed out. He refuted information on the LRC bond promotional
materials.

DEPARTMENT REPORTS
Police Department: Police Chief Tim Bauer said the DEA Drug Take-Back
program on Oct. 23, brought in 21 pounds of prescription drugs. It is a great program
and residents appreciate it.
Chief Bauer said participating law enforcement officers are collecting nutritional
drinks for the Miami County Cancer Foundation. This will run through the month
of November. Community members can drop off drinks at the Police Station or City
Hall during regular business hours.
No-Shave November has participating officers excited to grow a beard, while also
helping with a charity. The months of November, December, January and February
they will be able to keep a trimmed beard. The money given from the donation will
be given to a charity or local foundation.
Public Works Department: Public Works Supervisor Craig Hufferd said he
would like to hire Timothy Eaks for the PUA position at pay scale 2-1C. Mr. Eaks
has passed his background and reference checks. Councilmember Cook asked where
he lives. Hufferd said Garnett, which is within reasonable drive time of the water
plant. Councilmember Harris moved, seconded by Councilmember Town.
Councilmember Cook asked how many applicants there were. Hufferd said they
were four. Motion carried 4-0 to accept the recommendation to hire Timothy Eaks
with pay scale 2-1C.
Hufferd said the cemetery mowing contract will be up for bid soon and there is an
option in the current contract to extend it for two years. This would lock in our rate
for another two years, which is $580 per mow. Councilmember Town if this were
put out for bid would this price be honored. Hufferd said he did not think so. Town
also asked if there had been any problems. Hufferd said just the few in the first year
but that has been straightened out and the contractor is doing fine now.
Councilmember Town moved, seconded by Councilmember Scott Margrave and
carried 4-0, to extend the current contract with Scarecrow Mowing for two years.
Fire Station: Fire Chief Gerald Rittinghouse told the Council the aerial truck
is back in service. We are hoping the repairs fall under the warranty. Rittinghouse
reminded everyone that daylight savings time is this weekend. It is a good reminder
to change your clocks back and change your batteries in your smoke detector. This
month has been busy with fire prevention at the schools.

Administration Office: City Administrator Nathan Law said Finance
Director Richard Mikesic needs signature authority for all bank accounts.
Councilmember Cook moved, seconded by Councilmember Harris and carried 4-0,
to approve Richard Mikesic to be added to all bank accounts for the City of
Louisburg.
CITY ATTORNEY’S REPORT
None
MAYOR’S REPORT
Mayor Marty Southard would like to appoint TJ Williams for the Ward 4 seat
and said he received good, solid candidates for the open seat. Councilmember Cook
asked Mr. Williams if he has served on any boards. Williams said no, but he wants
to be involved with the growth of the community. Councilmember Town moved,
seconded by Councilmember Margrave and carried 4-0, to accept the appointment
to TJ Williams for Ward 4.
OATH OF OFFICE
The oath of office was administered by City Clerk Traci Storey to TJ
Williams. He is replacing Kevin Vohs on Ward 4.
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Master Planning Review Continued: Mr. Law reviewed the Master Park
Plan for Lewis-Young Park. He said some of the items on the list had been completed
or are in the works, like the trail and paved parking areas, due to the grant from the
Kansas Department of Wildlife, Parks & Tourism.
Councilmember Cook asked if the Powell Observatory was still moving.
Administrator Law said they are looking at funding for moving to near Cedar Cove.
Cook asked if this list can be rearranged. Mr. Law said yes and said a lower priority
item can be completed ahead of a higher priority item if funding for a smaller project
is available. Cook asked if the Park Board reviews this as well. Mr. Law said it is
reviewed annually by that board.
Cemetery Fees update: Administrator Law said on average there are about
20 burials at the cemetery each year and said at the last meeting Councilmember

Harris asked for fees for infant burial plots be removed. Mr. Law said the Council
could really do what it wanted for a fee structure but asked Council to define the age
limit for an infant. Councilmembers had discussion regarding age and accepted
Councilmember Harris’ suggestion that includes infant up to 3 years old.
Councilmembers had discussion. Council asked Mr. Law to check on the price for
an infant plot and return that information to council for a final decision.
City Owned Property: Mr. Law reviewed the options as presented in the
Staff memo. Mayor Southard said in his opinion selling property by property is the
best option. Councilmember Cook likes sealed bids and the starting bid would have
to be appraised value. City Attorney Jared Anderson said he has an obligation to
present both sides. He said there is currently an interested buyer who has an
interested tenant and will be operational within a year but if sealed bids are accepted
that, while the property might sell, it might not develop or if developed, not have a
tenant and sit empty. Councilmember Cook said the Council wouldn’t have to accept
the highest bid but could accept any bid. Mr. Law said it could be advertised the
expectation is to purchase the land, build and have a viable business within a year.
Mayor Southard asked if we are taking a risk of losing a potential business. City
Attorney Anderson said there could be a downfall if Council doesn’t consider all
sides. Cook said she is concerned that people don’t know there is property for sale
and wants to be transparent. Mr. Law said it has been publicly discussed for years
that the city-owned property at Amity/Metcalf and the Farmers Market block may
be considered for sale, and was the reason for having those properties appraised in
2017. Councilmember Harris asked how a sealed bid could be transparent. Cook
said before making a decision she would like Mr. Williams be brought up-to-date on
the matter before the vote. Mr. Law said he agrees and can meet with Williams
regarding this. Councilmember Town asked what the deadline is for the corner
property. Mr. Law said soon and said he would bring back the same information to
the next meeting. Mr. Williams said he would meet with Mr. Law before the next
meeting.
COUNCIL REPORTS
Councilmember Town: Councilmember Town asked how we proceed to get
a traffic light by the new Casey’s. Administrator Law said he has requested from
KDOT a traffic study of Sutherland Drive/Amity intersections. He said there is
already approval for a light at the off-ramp of northbound US 69. Councilmember
Town asked what does KDOT look for and what is the timeframe for a completed
study. He said he isn’t sure the exact warrants but reported vehicular and pedestrian
accidents, wait time for turns and traffic volume are some of the considerations.

Councilmember Margrave: None
Councilmember Cook: Councilmember Cook said she heard a business is
looking for potential spot for industrial park. She asked if the south lagoon area
would be a possible spot for an industrial park. Mr. Law said it is a relatively small
acreage and there is floodplain consideration. The lagoons will be offline, but it may
take about a decade for them to dry out. It is also quite a distance from a junction to
US 69, the biggest drawback in his opinion.
Cook asked about the N. 3rd and Broadway mowing. Mr. Law said the homeowners
are aware of the City’s requirement to maintain that right-of-way.
Cook asked about garage sale signs and verified signs must be on the property
owner’s location. Mr. Law said yes but there is a moratorium twice a year in which
signs can be placed anywhere.
Cook asked about the stormwater project. Mr. Law is working on financial
considerations and should have something for the next meeting. Cook asked about
the $4 surcharge for stormwater on the utility bill and how much is in that fund since
it’s been collected now for a number of years. Mr. Law said some of that fund was
spent on the Broadmoor Cove project and engineering costs for that project, the N.
Third and the other current projects. He said about $88,000 is collected annually.
Cook asked to be updated via email the amount in that fund.
Councilmember Harris: Councilmember Harris asked to receive the same
information on the stormwater fund as Councilmember Cook requested. Mr. Law
said he always sends that type of requested information to all councilmembers even
if only a single councilmember has made the request. Mr. Harris also encouraged
everyone to get out and vote tomorrow.
Councilmember Williams: Councilmember Williams said he looks forward
to working with Mr. Law to be well versed on topics of interest by the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
At 8:15p.m. Councilmember Cook moved, seconded by Councilmember Harris and
carried 5-0, to adjourn the meeting.
Approved:
______________________________
Marty Southard, Mayor
Attest:
___________________________
Traci Storey, City Clerk

BILLS LIST 11/15/21
BLUE VALLEY TRACTOR
DELTA DENTAL OF KANSAS
DESIGN 4 SPORTS
ELLIOTT INSURANCE
FAMILY CENTER OF PAOLA
GRAINGER W.W.INC
GWORKS
HICKEY, KRAIG
HOME DEPOT CRC
KANSAS SECRETARY OF STATE
KANSAS SOCIETY OF CPAS
LOUISBURG MUNICIPAL UTILI
MCI
MO-KAN DIAL, INC.
NATIONAL SIGN CO INC
NEPTUNE TECHNOLOGY GROUP
NPG NEWSPAPERS
OLSSON ASSOCIATES
PACE ANALYTICAL
PAOLA HARDWARE
PEREGRINE CORP.
POWELL PUMPKIN PATCH
PRICE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE
QUADIENT FINANCE USA INC
ROMANS OUTDOOR POWER
RURAL WATER DISTRICT #2
SCARECROW FARM LAWN CARE
STAPLES ADVANTAGE
SUMNER ONE
SUPERIOR BOWEN
TRAFFIC CONTROL CORP
VERIZON
CLAIMS TOTAL

25.12
2,500.24
170.00
204.00
521.94
257.69
7,887.82
200.00
348.24
25.00
335.00
803.93
64.77
1,510.86
589.00
4,923.95
693.04
7,500.00
1,205.00
87.98
1,217.40
147.50
52.50
300.00
174.30
34.99
2,320.00
383.88
250.00
113.20
1,230.00
904.15
36,981.50

SUPPLIES - PUA
INSURANCE - ALL
EMBROIDERY - PWD
SAFETY MEETING - PWD
SUPPLIES - PUA, WWTP
SUPPLIES - PUA
ANNUAL LICENSE/SUPPORT
SERVICES - CEMETERY
SUPPLIES - PWD
NOTARY BOND - POLICE
MEMBERSHIP - ADMIN
CITY UTLITIES
TELEPHONE - ALL
TELEPHONE - ALL
SUPPLIES - WATER/GAS
METERS - WATER
PUBLICATION OF ORDINANCES
PROJECT #021-03083 - STREETS
TESTING - WASTEWATER
SUPPLIES - PUA
UTILITY BILLS
BROADWAY DECOR
COMPUTER SERVICES - ADMIN
POSTAGE
SUPPLIES - PARKS
WATER - PARKS
CEMETERY MOWING
OFFICE SUPPLIES - ADMIN
PRINTER REPAIR - ADMIN
SUPPLIES - STREETS
EQUIPMENT - STREETS
CELLULAR - ALL

City of Louisburg

Memo
To:

Louisburg Governing Body

From:

Nathan Law

Date:

October 28, 2021

Re:

Master Planning Review Continued

Background: Included as part of the administrative goals list is a regular review of master planning
projects, goals and objectives. This is the fourth and final section of the Master Parks Plan but is the
twenty-fifth section of master planning review. The master parks plan may be found at https://www.louisburgkansas.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1059/master-parks-plan-FINAL-2-3-20-PDF.
Aquatic Center:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Lazy river - $2,000,000-$2,400,000
Expanded swim area – unknown cost
New slides - $1,000,000-$1,500,000
Toddler Pool - $500,000-$700,000
Splash area - $700,000-$900,000

A description of this facility is included on page 18 of the document, with an aerial image showing the
facility layout. Attached with this memorandum are initial images and estimates provided to staff for facility
expansion options, as compiled by Larkin Aquatics in 2017. The types of options for expansion were
included as part of public survey, excluding presentation of the images and estimates.
In review of the plan document, please note pages 19-21 include an initial rankings list of the various
parks projects, public input provided as part of outreach for parks amenities, and a revised rankings list
resulting from public input.
Related to this discussion, Park & Tree Board reviewed the Master Parks Plan at its meeting Monday of
last week. In that review the board made recommendations to consider realigning priorities for certain
parks. Below is a copy of the final priority list from November 2019 Park & Tree Board review of public
survey input, reflecting changes to the original board list of priorities from earlier that year.

The following changes to the list were recommended by the Park & Tree Board.
Ron Weers Park – Revised Priorities Requested by Wayne Knop
1. Expand Parking Areas (Previously #4)
2. Trial Lighting
3. Sledding Area
4. Fishing Dock (Previously #2)
5. Add Play Equip/Fitness Equip/Replace Aging Play Equip
City Park – Revised Priorities Requested by Andy Gibbons
1. Picnic Shelter (Add Tennis/Pickle Court Parking)
2. 2 Park Signs, Porta-Potty Screening & Landscaping
3. Concrete Walkways/Path
Lewis-Young Park - Revised Priorities Requested by Michael McClellan
1. 4-Plex Baseball Complex
2. Additional/Replace Play/Fitness Equip
3. Walking/Jogging Trails
4. Expand/Pave Parking Areas
5. Add Lighting in Areas (New Item on List)
6. Outdoor Stage (Previously #5)
7. Establish a Recreation Commission Office (Convert the current Powell Observatory Building
after they move to their new location)
Aquatic Center - Revised Priorities Requested by Ryan Westhoff
1. Expanded Swim Area (Previously #2)
2. New Slides (Previously #3)
3. Toddler Pool (Previously #4)
4. Splash Area (Previously #5)
5. Lazy River (Previously #1)
Financial Consideration: None at this time.
Legal Consideration: None at this time. Should changes to the Master Parks Plan be desired, Council
must approve the changes by adopting an updated master plan document.
Recommendation: Discuss as desired and direct accordingly.
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City of Louisburg

Memo
To:

Louisburg Governing Body

From:

Nathan Law

Date:

November 11, 2021

Re:

City-Owned Property Sale Consideration Continued

Background: At the last meeting Council directed staff to bring back the options presented at that time for
possible disposal of city-owned property to allow the newly appointed Councilmember time to get up to
speed on the discussion. The following options were compiled by staff and presented to Council at the
last meeting.
The following are options compiled by staff based on the order of responses for a request sent to
membership of the Kansas Association of City/County Management.
Local Realtor – This response included that a local realtor was selected following a sealed bids process
returned no responses.
Public Auction – This response did not specify whether professional auctioneer services were utilized.
Sealed Bid & Public Opening – Accept sealed bids up to a publicized end date/time, publicly open bids,
and accept highest qualified bid. One respondent noted the use of Zillow to advertise land and made
notice of sealed bid process on that site and publicized the same in multiple ways locally. If selected, staff
recommends securing percentage of winning bid at time of opening that will be non-refundable should the
property sale not follow through.
Negotiated Sale – Work directly with an individual interested buyer and negotiate value, incentives,
clawbacks, etc. An example was presented of property sold without clawbacks and has remained vacant
and unimproved since that sale. Another example included offering for direct negotiation to adjacent
property owners first, requiring a minimum set price sale value. One example included a development
agreement as part of the negotiated sale, with a pricing policy tied to development metrics. This last
example had property price options of free, greatly reduced, reduce, and full lot price based on factors
including number of employees, capital expenditures, taxable sales, utility demand, and additional
modifiers (local banking, 50% or more construction by contractors within the city, and either expansion or
relocation of an existing enterprise in that city).

Council inquired as to the whether appraisals may be disclosed. Appraisal disclosure is not limited by
statute. Staff recommendation is that if appraisals are released, that price is identified as the base sale
value for any method selected by Council for disposal of property.
Individual Lot v. All-In-One
Additional consideration may be given to different options for different City-owned lots. At least one of the
responses to staff’s request for sales information included a written policy that afforded options to
consider for real property disposal—competitive bidding (sealed bid), real estate agents (by RFP), or
negotiated. A few additional responses included that various methods had been used for real property
disposal, and each was met with varying degrees of success based on the considerations paid at the time
for specifics on development, incentives, etc. Council is encouraged to consider the various disposal
methods, selecting the approach Council determines is most appropriate for each individual lot. That
method may take into consideration timeframe for desired sale, attaching either incentives or clawbacks,
or what Council may determine is most beneficial to the City.
Earlier in the current year, staff presented consideration that may be paid by City Council with the
intended goal of possible sale of any number of City-owned properties. At the time of the original
consideration, staff provided maps of locations and noted previous appraisals of three City-owned
properties completed in 2017 as well as locations of two additional City-owned properties (attached again
for convenience). Council directed staff at that time to pursue appraisals of all currently owned and
unused City properties and did not desire to utilize realty services for sale of the property. There were no
additional considerations stated by Council at that time.
City-Owned Properties

1.

3.

2
.

2

4.
5.

In looking again at the City-owned properties, many of the properties have unique attributes based on
location. Using the numbering system assigned above, some of the noted attributes are:
1. The outline shown encompasses two separate parcels, the larger of the two is approximately 9.00
acres in size and the smaller is approximately 1.08 acres. There is no current public right-of-way
access to these lots and is further limited by the new sewer infrastructure approximately 2,400’
east of the properties. As may be seen in the image below, two separate creeks converge, one
from east-northeast and the other from east-southeast, whereby the convergent creek runs west
under US69 Highway. There is additional stormwater runoff collecting just west of the property
that contributes to the convergent creek as well. The overlay of the flood zone layer helps to both
identify the waterways as well as show the potential limitations of the property as it currently
stands. While the lagoon cells directly east are now offline and will eventually be at a point of infill,
there is no determined timeframe for adding fill material therein once enough time has passed.
The smaller of the two properties is old railroad right-of-way and may be encumbered by certain
legal limitations as mentioned at the previous Council meeting. That should be taken into
consideration as part of any discussion for disposal.

2. This property is approximately 1.32 acres in size and is one block west of Broadway Street. This
block, typical in size for the older part of Louisburg, measures approximately 240’ on each side of
the property. This block previously was the location for school buildings, at one point the location
for City Offices, and was at one point commonly referred to as the “Civic Center”. The block
currently is used for a farmer’s market seasonally and has a small flower garden at the southeast
corner of the block. The block is otherwise primarily vacant and unimproved aside from existence
of pavement for parking, onsite sidewalks, and a number of benches. Some considerations have
been paid for this block within the Bright Future Comprehensive Plan adopted in December of
2017.

3. This property previously was a series of four residential properties, all of which were purchased
and demolished as part of the K-68/Amity & Metcalf intersection project. This property is now one
parcel and is approximately 0.67 acres in size. Staff has reviewed this property internally and
presented in discussion to the Park and Tree Board for various potential uses with no definitive
outcome from either. The options considered or discussed have been a small park facility, a
prairie grass park/preserve, and commercial use.

4

4. This property is approximately 1.47 acres in size and has primarily been unused vacant property
in any recent history. The northwest corner of the parcel had been the location for the “Little
Round House” that is now located in Ron Weers Park.

5. This property is approximately 2.00 acres in size and has primarily been unused vacant property
in any recent history. This parcel is immediately north of the Louisburg Fire Station.

5

Financial: Regardless of selected method of disposal, Council is requested to consider whether a base
sale value is intended to be set for each parcel considered for sale.
Legal: There may be varying legal considerations based on the method of disposal and based on the
parcel, as mentioned above. If clawbacks or the use of property as part of any type of incentive is desired
by Council, there is legal language to be considered for final agreement of sale and for including with
publication. If differing methods of disposal are intended for each parcel, staff will need specific guidance
on a per parcel basis to draft appropriate legal consideration for each.
As a reminder, discussion of sale of City-owned property must be held in open meeting.
Recommendation: Discuss considerations for potential sale of City-owned properties and direct staff
accordingly.
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City of Louisburg

Memo
To:

Louisburg Governing Body

From:

Nathan Law

Date:

October 28, 2021

Re:

Cemetery Fees Update Continued

Background: At the last Council meeting staff presented the following table of current fees, service charges, and
proposed fees for the cemetery.
Current Fees

Service Charge

Proposed Fees

Grave Space

$ 650

N/A

$ 700

O/C Adult (M-F)

$ 650

$ 650

$ 725

O/C Adult (Sat)

$ 850

$ 800

$ 875

O/C Adult (Sun)

$ 950

$ 910

$ 975

O/C Adult (Holiday)

$1,000

$1,125

$1,200

O/C Cremation (M-F)

$ 300

$ 410

$ 475

O/C Cremation (Sat)

$ 400

$ 560

$ 625

O/C Cremation (Sun)

$ 425

$ 670

$ 725

Additional Rock Charge

$

$ 630

$ 630

0

Staff was requested to return this item for discussion with the possibility of removing charges for infant burial services
(reflected in the chart above) and to consider infant to include from birth to 3 years of age. Staff was also asked to look at
the costs of infant plots to see if there is any pricing consideration. There is discount consideration given for such plots in
other communities if Council would like to consider the same. Staff would recommend Council mark such plots down in
price by $100.
Financial: The following financial information remains as previously presented.
In review of cemetery charges for services over the past three years, there has been perhaps one infant service each
year. If that were to be the case in the future, the cost to be absorbed through other fees would range from $410-$670.
Using the proposed fees above and considering the varying costs of service charges also above, that would equate to
anywhere from 6 to 13 other services to offset the one infant burial each year using the revenue range of $55-$75 based
on the proposed fees listed above.
In review of the existing balance of the Cemetery Fund and the annual revenue-to-expense dating back to 2015, the total
fiscal change to that fund has been an increase of $42,610. Staff has made expense adjustments in previous years dating

back to 2018 based on known costs allocated to other funds—at that time to alleviate the impact to the Cemetery Fund.
Following those adjustments, the fund would have realized a decrease of $1,971. Going further, if that fund had been
paying the current annual mowing costs as the current and previous two years (average $18,000/year), as well as other
costs allocated elsewhere, the fund decrease would be closer to $73,971 since 2015.
The cemetery has averaged 20 services each year from 2015-2020. If using a net revenue on services of $75 per service
type, that would yield an annual revenue of $1,500 per year. If an average of two plots were sold every month in that
same year at $700/plot, that would increase the revenue by $16,800, a combined total of $20,400. The cost of road work
in the cemetery in 2018 was $19,676. Using the assumptions of $75 per service type and $700 per plot, and with the
example number of services and plot sales, the total revenue would pay for the average mowing cost of $18,000 and
leave $2,400 for other maintenance of the cemetery.
Legal: Attached is a draft resolution for Council consideration.
Recommendation: Discuss the recommended fee schedule and direct accordingly.

RESOLUTION NO. ______
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING NEW FEE SCHEDULE FOR SERVICES ASSOCIATED WITH
LOUISBURG CEMETERY.
WHEREAS, the Fox Hall and Cemetery Board of the City of Louisburg has discussed
current and possible fees for services associated with the operations of the Louisburg Cemetery;
and
WHEREAS, the Fox Hall and Cemetery Board made by motion at a special meeting held
on October 11, 2021, a recommendation to the Governing Body of the City of Louisburg to update
the fee schedule for services associated with the operations of the Louisburg Cemetery;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE CITY OF
LOUISBURG, KANSAS:
Section 1. The fee schedule for services associated with the operations of the Louisburg
Cemetery is established as follows.
Grave Space*
Open/Close Adult (M-F)
Open/Close Adult (Sat)
Open/Close Adult (Sun)
Open/Close Adult (Holiday)
Open/Close Cremation (M-F)
Open/Close Cremation (Sat)
Open/Close Cremation (Sun)
Open/Close Ages birth to 3 years
Additional Charge for Rock

$700
$725
$875
$975
$1,200
$475
$625
$725
$0
$630

* Reduced by $100 for ages birth to three years or by $400 for plots in dedicated area of cemetery

Section 2. Any other fee schedule in conflict directly with the schedule included herein is
hereby repealed and replaced by the same.
ADOPTED by the Governing Body of the City of Louisburg, Kansas, this 15th day of
November, 2021.

Attest:
______________________________
Traci Storey, City Clerk
(SEAL)

__________________________
Marty Southard, Mayor

City of Louisburg

Memo
To:

Louisburg Governing Body

From:

Nathan Law

Date:

November 11, 2021

Re:

Stormwater Priority Projects Funding Consideration

Background:
American Recovery Plan Act – This funding has limitations on use for infrastructure, with guidance
generally stating any of the listed infrastructure under the Act, or by using eligibility criteria from other
existing revolving funds. The guidance for the Act includes, “By permitting funds to be used for water and
sewer infrastructure needs, Congress recognized the critical role that clean drinking water and services
for the collection and treatment of wastewater and stormwater play in protecting public health.” The Act
continues by acknowledging that local governments have broad range of water and sewer infrastructure
needs and providing local governments with wide latitude to identify investments in water and sewer
infrastructure that are of the highest priority for their own communities.
In looking closer at project eligibilities, the Federal Register for Water and Sewer Infrastructure includes
uses to be those projects that would be eligible to receive financial assistance through the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) or Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund (DWSRF).
CWSRF uses include the following eleven types of projects:
•

•
•

Construction of publicly owned treatment works: Assistance to any municipality or intermunicipal, interstate, or state agency for construction of publicly owned treatment works (as
defined in CWA section 212).
Nonpoint source: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit entity for the implementation of a
state nonpoint source pollution management program, established under CWA section 319.
National estuary program projects: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit entity for the
development and implementation of a conservation and management plan under CWA section
320.

•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Decentralized wastewater treatment systems: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit
entity for the construction, repair, or replacement of decentralized wastewater treatment systems
that treat municipal wastewater or domestic sewage.
Stormwater: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit entity for measures to manage,
reduce, treat, or recapture stormwater or subsurface drainage water.
Water conservation, efficiency, and reuse: Assistance to any municipality or inter-municipal,
interstate, or state agency for measures to reduce the demand for publicly owned treatment
works capacity through water conservation, efficiency, or reuse.
Watershed pilot projects: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit entity for the
development and implementation of watershed projects meeting the criteria in CWA section 122.
Energy efficiency: Assistance to any municipality or inter-municipal, interstate, or state agency
for measures to reduce the energy consumption needs for publicly owned treatment works.
Water reuse: Assistance to any public, private, or nonprofit entity for projects for reusing or
recycling wastewater, stormwater, or subsurface drainage water.
Security measures at publicly owned treatment works: Assistance to any public, private, or
nonprofit entity for measures to increase the security of publicly owned treatment works.
Technical assistance: Assistance to any qualified nonprofit entity to provide technical assistance
to owners and operators of small- and medium-sized publicly owned treatment works to plan,
develop, and obtain financing for CWSRF eligible projects and to assist each treatment works in
achieving compliance with the CWA.

DWSRF uses include the following six categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Treatment: Projects to install or upgrade facilities to improve drinking water quality to comply with
SDWA regulations.
Transmission and distribution: Rehabilitation, replacement, or installation of pipes to improve
water pressure to safe levels or to prevent contamination caused by leaky or broken pipes.
Source: Rehabilitation of wells or development of eligible sources to replace contaminated
sources.
Storage: Installation or upgrade of finished water storage tanks to prevent microbiological
contamination from entering the distribution system.
Consolidation: Interconnecting two or more water systems.
Creation of new systems: Construct a new system to serve homes with contaminated individual
wells or consolidate existing systems into a new regional water system.

In August 2020 Council reprioritized the list of projects to add N. 3rd & Broadway and to delay N. Metcalf &
N. 9th. Council is now discussing the following four projects and estimates.
•
•
•
•

N. 3rd & N. Broadway - $96,964
S. 9th & S. Rogers - $1,146,781.80
S. 5th & S. Broadway - $1,401,622.20
S. 1st & S. Olive - $833,343

Values listed above have been updated using current construction estimates from design process. Those
estimates include 15-20% for contingencies and 15-20% for utility relocations, depending on the size of
the project.
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The following is information requested at the last Council meeting regarding current cash available in the
stormwater fund.
-

Current cash in Stormwater Fund - $301,312 (as of 11/2/2021)
Contract remaining for Olsson - $37,834.19 (expected prior to year-end)
YTD Stormwater fee revenue - $76,371.36 (as of 11/2/2021)
YTD Stormwater Fund interest - $4,552.69 (as of 11/2/2021)
Estimated Stormwater fees through year-end - $15,100 (expected revenue prior to 12/31/2021)
2021 Budget Authority - $425,000 (through year-end)
YTD Stormwater expense - $ 301,311.52 (as of 11/2/2021)
2021 Remaining Budget Authority - $123,688.48 (difference of the two figures directly above)
Budgeted 2021-2022 carryover - $224,123 (estimated in 2020 budget process for 2021 budget)
Estimated 2021-2022 carryover - $278,577.81 (estimated in 2021 budget process for 2022
budget)
ARPA funds currently received (first tranche) - $348,101.48 (may be used for various projects)
ARPA funds 2022 yet to be received (second tranche) - $348,101.48 (should receive in July
2022)
If all 2021 ARPA funds allocated to stormwater - $626,679.29 estimated to carry over into 2022
If all 2022 ARPA funds allocated to stormwater also - $974,780.77 when second tranche is
received

Additionally, if second tranche ARPA funds are received in July 2022, by that time the stormwater fees
should have yielded $45,300 increasing available funds to $1,020,080.77 with another $45,300 expected
by year’s end.
With the total cost of the four projects above estimated at $3,478,711.00, the City will need to look at
funding methods for financing and repaying the project(s) desired to move forward to construction phase.
Financial Consideration: If looking to target the use of ARPA funds for stormwater, and if looking to use
all available funding at that time to help pay for a debt issuance for the four projects listed above, the
following financial considerations may be given.
If all ARPA funds are used, that leaves $2,782,508.04 to finance. Debit issuance at 4% for 10 years
would require annual payment of $343,058.04. Cashflow for that annual payment would require one or a
combination of the following revenue sources.
•
•
•
•

Stormwater fees increase by/to $15.15/month (from current $4)
Allocate capital improvement sales tax each year, leaving $60,000 for other infrastructure
(currently obligated for Metcalf 2.0, trail, sidewalks, stoplight, and other public infrastructure)
Special assessment against property to be identified as part of benefit districts for the various
project areas – can be between 5% and 100% of cost depending on debt method
Property tax mill increase by at most 6.3 mills

Sample combination of funding:
-

Stormwater fees increase to $8/month - $181,200
One mill dedicated property tax - $54,471.24 (2021 valuation for 2022 budget, as an example only)
Capital Improvement Sales Tax - $107,386.80
Total of combination - $343,058.04
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The combined total of the above cashflow covers the stated annual payment if the full value of the ARPA
funds is used to lower the debt to be issued. The combination of cashflow is intended to show that there
can be flexibility in the financial approach to paying for stormwater improvement projects.
What is not shown in the financial information above are repairs for the existing stormwater systems
identified in the master plan, which includes the following information.

Legal Consideration: ARPA funds may only be used for debt or projects incurred on or after March 3,
2021. Other limitations of those funds include:
•
•
•
•
•

May not offset a loss of tax revenue
May be transferred to private nonprofit organizations, a public benefit corporation involved in the
transportation of passengers or cargo, or a special-purpose unit of State of local government
May transfer funds to the State of Kansas
May be required to be repaid (“Recoupment”) for failing to comply with Sec. 603(c) of the
American Rescue Plan Act of 2021
Follow any other regulations enacted by the Secretary of Treasury

There are also procedural requirements for requesting funding, reporting on intended use of funds,
reporting on actual use of funds, and retention of records from use of funds.
Recommendation: Discuss potential stormwater project financing and direct staff accordingly.
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Loan Amortization Schedule
Enter Values

Loan Summary

Loan amount

Scheduled payment

$2,782,508.04

Annual interest rate

4.00%

Loan period in years

10

Number of payments per year

Scheduled number of payments

1

Total early payments

$0.00

Total interest

11/12/2021

Optional extra payments

10

Actual number of payments

1

Start date of loan

$343,058.04

$648,072.40

Lender name

$0.00

Bank

Payment
Number

Payment
Date

Beginning
Balance

Scheduled
Payment

Extra
Payment

Total
Payment

Principal

1

11/12/2021

$2,782,508.04

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$231,757.72

$111,300.32

$2,550,750.32

$111,300.32

2

12/12/2021

$2,550,750.32

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$241,028.03

$102,030.01

$2,309,722.29

$213,330.33

3

1/12/2022

$2,309,722.29

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$250,669.15

$92,388.89

$2,059,053.13

$305,719.23

4

2/12/2022

$2,059,053.13

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$260,695.92

$82,362.13

$1,798,357.22

$388,081.35

5

3/12/2022

$1,798,357.22

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$271,123.76

$71,934.29

$1,527,233.46

$460,015.64

6

4/12/2022

$1,527,233.46

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$281,968.71

$61,089.34

$1,245,264.76

$521,104.98

7

5/12/2022

$1,245,264.76

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$293,247.45

$49,810.59

$952,017.30

$570,915.57

8

6/12/2022

$952,017.30

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$304,977.35

$38,080.69

$647,039.95

$608,996.26

9

7/12/2022

$647,039.95

$343,058.04

$0.00

$343,058.04

$317,176.45

$25,881.60

$329,863.50

$634,877.86

10

8/12/2022

$329,863.50

$343,058.04

$0.00

$329,863.50

$316,668.96

$13,194.54

$0.00

$648,072.40

Interest

Ending
Balance

Cumulative
Interest

